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LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT CHRONOLOGY 

AMENDMENT SUMMARY 

Amendment 
Number 

Decision 
Date 

Type Description 

1 

Brannon 
3/31/87 

 
Gibson 
4/6/87 

 
Gorman 
4/2/87 

 
Daniels 
4/1/87 

EA/DN non-significant 
amendment 

WILDERNESS 
Forest Plan is amended by the document entitled, Bob Marshall, Great Bear, 
Scapegoat Wildernesses - Recreation Management Direction, dated April 1987. 
This DN documents the rationale for selecting Alternative D as the strategy for modifying 
current recreation management direction in these wildernesses. Amends Appendix U of 
the Forest Plan by replacing Recreation Management Direction for the Bob Marshall, 
Great Bear, and Scapegoat Wildernesses (see amendment for more details). 

2 3/13/89 EA/DN non-significant 
amendment 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
Forest Plan is amended verifying those rivers meeting the two eligibility qualifications 
(free-flowing and containing at least one "outstandingly remarkable" resource value) 
under the Section l (b) and 2(b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSR) Act; assign a 
potential classification to each eligible river as directed under Section 2(b) of the WSR 
Act; and, apply the appropriate Wild/Scenic/Recreation River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards to manage and protect each river. 
 
Wild river areas would include Segment 1 of the North Fork Sun River, South Fork Sun 
River, Dearborn River, North Fork Birch Creek, and Green Fork Straight Creek. Scenic 
river areas would include the Smith River, North Badger Creek, and Tenderfoot Creek. 
Recreational river areas would include Segment 2 of the North Fork Sun River, and the 
Middle Fork Judith River. All nine rivers would be managed and protected under 
Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards based on their assigned 
potential classification (see amendment for more details). 

3 4/17/89 EA/DN non-significant 
amendment 

MONITORING RESULTS THAT NECESSITATED CHANGES/CORRECTIONS IN FOREST PLAN 
AND FEIS 
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Number 

Decision 
Date 

Type Description 

This amendment is related the result of efforts summarized in the Fiscal Year 1987 and 
Fiscal Year 1988 Monitoring and Evaluation Reports. These reports identified some items 
in the Forest Plan that needed to be changed. This amendment to the Lewis and Clark 
Forest Plan was prepared in response to this need and to correct errors identified during 
the review of appeals on the Forest Plan. 
 
FOREST PLAN CHANGES/CORRECTIONS 
 
This amendment adds the following Forest Plan direction:  1) Biological Assessment for 
T&E Species was added to Appendix D; 2) Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines have been 
added as Appendix V; and 3) change regarding ORV use(i.e., provide for historic 
motorized use) in Management Area Q. 
  
The following are changes in Forest Plan monitoring requirements:  1) ltems B-1, 
Wilderness, Maintenance of existing quality of ecosystems (Forest Plan, page 5-9). This 
requirement will be deleted because Recreation Management Direction for the Bob 
Marshall, Great Bear, and Scapegoat Wildernesses (wilderness monitoring) was 
amended in Amendment 1; 2) Item C-5, Wildlife and Fish, Other Big Game Species: Mule 
Deer, Whitetail Deer, Black Bear, Mountain Lion, populations trend, sex, and age ratios 
(Forest Plan, page 5-10). This data is not available for National Forest lands. The main 
species that we have adequate information for is the mule deer on the Rocky Mountain 
Division. The Forest will continue to monitor mule deer populations; 3) /Item C-6, 
Wildlife and Fish, Small Game (Blue Grouse): Harvest Level (Forest Plan, page 5-10). 
Based on the Forest’s wildlife biologist recommendation, the monitoring requirement 
will be deleted; 4) Item C-7, Wildlife and Fish, Furbearer (Beaver and Bobcat) and Special 
lnterest (Lynx and Wolverine): Harvest Level (Forest Plan, page 5-10). Harvest levels of 
these species are lumped State wide and by MDFWP Region. The information is not 
available for the Forest. Also, this harvest data is driven by fur prices and may not be 
indicative of populations. This item is being revised to monitor the distribution and 
sighting of lynx and wolverine. The frequency of measurement will be annually, reporting 
period will be annually, and the variability which would initiate further evaluation would 
be if no sighting information is reported for 3 years. By the use of Riparian Prescriptions 
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and monitoring riparian habitat in item F-8 the Forest can track and coordinate the 
health of the riparian zones thus providing habitat for beaver;  5) Item C-7 7, Wildlife and 
Fish, Aquatic Habitat Condition (Cutthroat Trout, Brook Trout, Rainbow Trout): 
Habitat Quality (Forest Plan, page 5-1 1). The reference should read, “Coordinate with F-
7 and F-8”, not F-1 and F-2.  
 
The following were changes/corrections were made to Projected Outputs and Activities 
by Time Period (Table 2.1, page 2-10):  1) Range, 7-09, Noxious Weed Control (Chemical)- 
the Forest should be chemically treating “600 acres” of noxious weeds annually; 2) Soil, 
T10A, Soils Improvement - This item was added to meet the Forest Plan requirement to 
eliminate the backlog of soil and water restoration needs by 1995 (Forest Plan, page 2-
50). The projected output is “45 acres” annually; 3) Lands, T11, Land Exchange- This item 
was added to meet the Forest Plan requirement for land ownership adjustment (Forest 
Plan, page 2-62). The projected output is “60 acres” annually; 4) Minerals, T12, Mineral 
Management-  Since completion of the Forest Plan the narrative description of this item 
has been revised and now includes activities not previously considered. Therefore, the 
projected output has been increased to “160 cases” annually; 5) Timber, T15, 
Silvicultural Examinations - The 1986 analysis of timber inventory information showed a 
need to expand the program to meet future Forest Plan planning requirement. 
Therefore, the project output has been increased to “28,000 acres” annually. 6) 
Protection, T23, Fuels Management-FFP. There should be no decimal point in the 
number. It should read “700 acres”; 7) Facilities, T81-82, Road 
Construction/Reconstruction- The Forest Plan did not make any distinction between 
“construction” and “reconstruction.'” The Forest Plan projected targets did not include 
reconstruction of arterial and collector roads. The project output should be, “road 
construction 9.0 miles” and “road reconstruction 24.0 miles.” The level of new roads 
(road construction) is about 25 percent less than the level analyzed in the Forest Plan EIS 
for the selected alternative (EIS, page 2-94); 8) Facilities, T83, Trail 
Construction/Reconstruction -The completion of the trail assessment in the Bob 
Marshall Wilderness Complex in 1987 identified a larger job for trail 
construction/reconstruction than was shown in the Forest Plan. Therefore, the project 
output for trail construction/ reconstruction should be “14.0 miles” annually. 
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Some of the management practices in MAs were incorrectly labeled, and these are 
shown in Summary of Management Practices by Management Area (Table 3.2, pages 3-
92 and 3-93) (see amendment for more details). 
 
The “Projected Budget” required to implement the Forest Plan (Appendix T) has been 
updated to reflect changes' in different programs (see amendment for more details). 
 
FOREST PLAN FEIS CHANGES/CORRECTIONS 
The figures for semi-primitive motorized recreation (SPM) and semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation (SPNM) for the Badger/Two Medicine, Teton, Deep Creek Reservoir 
North, Renshaw, Benchmark/Elk Creek, and Silver King/Falls Creeks areas are reversed in 
the Resource Summary Table on page C-23. 

4 1/25/91 EA/DN non-significant 
amendment 

REFORESTATION STANDARD (E-3) 
Amends the Forest-wide Reforestation Standard, E-3 to comply with Northern Regional 
standards per FSM 2470.3 Policy (see amendment for more details). 

5 1/25/91 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

ACREAGE CHANGE IN MANAGEMENT AREAS B AND C 
Amendment was needed because in reviewing management area suitability in the South 
Fork Complex of Timber Sales FEIS, the ID Team found that in one instance, on-the-
ground conditions did not fit with the management area goals as identified in the Forest 
Plan (Forest Plan, page 4-72). Because this change was not necessary in order to 
implement the South Fork selected Alternative, the decision for this change was made 
through a separate record of decision (Forest Plan Amendment).   
 
This amendment has an allocation change of 685 acres of Management Area B to 
Management Area C, which would provide more consideration for wildlife resources in 
an area where timber values are low. The new C Management Area would be designated 
for special management with the objective of maintaining the existing natural biological 
communities. Old growth forest habitat would be maintained, as well as the mosaic of 
dense timber patches intermingled with natural openings. Timber harvest by small sales 
would be used as a tool to mimic natural processes which are necessary for the 
maintenance of these natural communities. Uneven-aged harvest systems would be 
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used including individual tree selection and group selection methods. The size of groups 
selected for harvest would not exceed the size of natural openings in the stand or area 
being treated. Over mature seral species (mainly lodgepole pine) would be favored for 
harvest where they occur. Desired levels of large snags and down, woody material would 
be maintained throughout the area (see amendment for more details). 

6 8/9/91 Decision Memo/non-
significant amendment 

SEPARATION OF ASQ INTO ROADLESS/ROADED COMPONENT  
This amendment documented the appeals of the March 12, 1991 Decision Memo. 
Appellants raised issues with respect to NEPA and NFMA. The USFS reviewed appeals to 
determine if the LRMP amendments require greater environmental analysis and if the 
LRMP amendments are "significant" as defined by the NFMA regulations.  The Regional 
Forester was affirmed (see amendment for more details) 

7 10/28/91 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

ACREAGE CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT AREAS B, C, E AND G 
This amendment was the result of the Spring Creek Timber Sale FEIS, and necessitated 
changes to the management area designation on 22,930 acres in the Spring Creek 
project area.  There were three instances where on-the-ground conditions did not fit 
with the management area goals. The following changes were made:  

· moving 1,496 acres from MA B and 7,320 acres in MA C into MA E to be 
managed as big-game winter range; 

· moving 4,818 acres from MA B and 3,607 acres in MA C into MA G and will not 
be managed for timber values; 

· moving 3,542 acres in MA B into MA C and moving 2,147 acres in MA C into MA 
B to better manage resource values 

(see amendment for more details) 

8 2/15/91 Decision Memo/non-
significant amendment 

CHANGES IN THE SMALL BUSINESS SHARE PERCENTAGE FOR MARKET AREA 
This amendment changed the small business share percentage for the Market Area on 
the Forest establishing the small business share of 70 percent.  This constitutes a change 
from the previous computations established at 80 percent. It results from the regularly 
scheduled five year re-computation due in Fiscal Year 1991 (see amendment for more 
details).  

9 9/9/93 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

CHANGE IN MANAGEMENT AREA M DIRECTION, CREATION OF NEW MANAGEMENT 
AREA “T” AND CLARIFICATION OF RNA STANDARD 
This amendment resulted from the Little Snowies Vegetation Management and Public 
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Access FEIS, which necessitated changing the management area designation on 13,310 
acres in the Little Snowies project area.  This amendment created a new MA “T”, 
changed Management Areas direction for MA “M”, and clarified the Forest-wide 
Standard N-1 (Research Natural Areas) for selection of RNAs so that the Forest Plan is 
consistent with Manual direction (see amendment for more details). 

10 10/12/93 Decision Notice/non-
significant amendment 

CULTURAL RESOURCES CLARIFICATIONS AND ADDITION OF MONITORING ITEMS 
This amendment resulted from problems with the cultural resource monitoring item 
“...to ensure the effectiveness of the Forest's cultural resource protection measures “ , 
which was identified in the 1991 Forest Monitoring Report . The Forest Archaeologist 
also recommended that “a list of sites should be compiled and a rotation schedule 
should be developed to monitor these sites.”  This necessitated a need to add 
monitoring items to the Forest Plan to monitor compliance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act and compliance with established direction (see amendment for more 
details). 

11 5/11/93 Decision Memo/non-
significant amendment 

MANAGEMENT AREA P CLARIFICATION REGARDING WEEDS AND LIVESTOCK FEED IN 
WILDERNESS 
This amendment  was the result of an Integrated Pest Management Approach to Weed 
Management in the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex (BMWC), which necessitated a 
change in the language regarding noxious weeds and livestock feed in the wilderness. 
This amendment deletes MANAGEMENT AREA P Grazing paragraph 11, on page 111-45 
and replaces it with the following:  
 “Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an 
Integrated Pest Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds 
in the wilderness.” 

12 10/12/93 Decision Notice/non-
significant amendment 

ADDITION OF SENSITIVE SPECIES GOALS, OBJECTIVES, STANDARDS AND MONITORING 
ITEMS 
This amendment was needed to add goals, objectives, standards, and monitoring items 
to the Forest Plan to add emphasis to the Sensitive Species program. The Sensitive 
Species program was initiated by the Forest Service after the approval of the Lewis and 
Clark Forest Plan, and because the Northern Region and the Lewis and Clark National 
Forest Sensitive Species list is dynamic, changes to goals, objectives, standards and 
monitoring items were made (see amendment for more details). 
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13 10/12/93 Decision Notice/non-
significant amendment 

ADDITION OF A MORE SPECIFIC FOREST-WIDE OBJECTIVE AND GLOSSARY ITEM FOR 
CAVE MANAGEMENT  AND FOREST-WIDE MANAGEMENT STANDARDS UNDER SPECIAL 
AREAS N 
This amendment was needed to ensure compliance with the 1988 Federal Caves 
Resource Protection Act by adding a more specific Forest-wide objective and glossary 
item for cave management, and adding Forest-wide Management Standards under 
Special Areas N (see amendment for more details). 

14 10/12/93 Decision Notice/non-
significant amendment 

CORRECTION OF MAPPING ERROR SPECIFIC TO GRIZZLY BEAR 
MAPPING/STRATIFICATION 
This amendment was needed to correct a mapping error that was identified in the FY 
1991 Forest Plan Monitoring Report specific to grizzly bear mapping/stratification. (see 
Maps in amendment for more details).   

15 10/12/93 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT AREA DESIGNATION IN SPRING CREEK TO PROTECT ELK 
HABITAT 
This amendment changes the management area prescription in the East Fork of Spring 
Creek (and the upper reaches of Spring Creek) in MA C to one that provides greater 
protection for elk security.  This was amendment is tied to amendment 7, which was the 
result of the Spring Creek Timber Sale FEIS, which reallocated a portion of the Spring 
Creek project area from MA B to MA C (see Amendment 7).  Management Area C 
includes important elk and deer habitat.  The Amendment 7 reallocation involved the 
entire East for of Spring Creek. During the Spring Creek Timber Sale FEIS analysis, a 
proposal was considered to change the land allocation to a non-development 
prescription, but this was deferred; however, a mitigation measure required the Forest 
to re-examine an allocation for non-development during the 5-year review (see 
amendment for more details).   

16 1/28/94 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

ACREAGE CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT AREAS A, B, E, F and H AND CREATION OF NEW 
MANAGEMENT AREA “S” 
Amendment 16 resulted from the Smokey-Corridor Timber Sales FEIS, which found that 
on-the-ground conditions did not fit the MA goals as identified in the Forest Plan.  A new 
MA “S” was also created.  
The following MA changes were made: 

· MA A (high scenic values) – computerized mapping and field check verification 
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resulted in a 12,339 acre increase in Management Area A. 
· MA B (general timber/range lands) - change from Management Area B to C in 

the Coxcombe Butte area is because these primarily unsuitable timber lands will 
provide better management of wildlife habitat along the low elevation 
private/National Forest interface.  An adjustment in the boundary near the 
North Fork of the Musselshell Roadless Area will move the narrow east-west 
timber stands which are adjacent to private lands from Management Area B to 
Management Area F. The change from Management Area B to F in the Higgins 
Park area is because the majority of the area is unsuitable for timber 
management. The change to Management Area F will permit better 
management of vehicles and decrease user-created roads on open park hill sides 
which contain erodible soils and vegetation that recovers slowly from physical 
disturbance. Some lands currently in Management Area B will be moved to 
Management Area H in keeping with developed recreation management. These 
changes resulted in a 16,678-acre decrease in Management Area B. 

· MA E (big game winter range) - The change from Management Area E to F 
corrects an apparent mapping error which showed Management Area E in Spur 
Park and the upper North Fork of the Musselshell area at the top of the 
mountain. Management Area F is the correct designation. These changes 
resulted in an 864-acre decrease in Management Area E. 

· MA H (developed recreation sites) - The ski area and adjacent winter sports area 
will be split out of Management Area H and a new management area 
emphasizing developed winter recreation will be created. This new management 
area, Management Area S, will also include the ski area on the Rocky Mountain 
District. These changes resulted in a 7,991 -acre decrease in Management Area 
H. 

(see amendment for more details) 

17 7/20/94 

Decision Notice/FONSI 
and Designation Order, 

non-significant 
amendment 

ESTABLISHMENT OF 6 RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS  
This amendment was needed to establish 6 new Research Natural Areas (RNAs) on the 
Lewis and Clark National Forest, encompassing 7,730 acres.  This amendment updated 
the acreages for each MA in which these RNAs are located: 

· Bartleson Peak RNA- 1,601 acres 
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· O’Brien Creek RNA – 715 acres 
· Onion Park RNA – 1,209 acres 
· Paine Gulch RNA – 2,405 acres 
· Wagner Basin RNA – 965 acres 
· Walling Reef RNA – 835 acres 

 
Research Natural Areas (see amendment for Maps and more details). 

18 5/19/95 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

ACREAGE CHANGES TO MANAGEMENT AREAS B, G, H and L  
This amendment was the result of the Running Wolf Timber Sales FEIS, where the ID 
Team found that in several instances, on-the-ground conditions did not fit with the 
management area goals as identified in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, pages 3-3 to 343).  
The following changes were made to MA acreages: 

· MA B (general timber / range lands) – Decrease of 15,510 acres; 15,100 acres 
will placed in MA  G (minimum management) and 610 acres will be moved into 
MA  L (mining).  MA B new Forest Plan allocation of 25,680 acres. MA G new 
Forest Plan allocation of 15,100 acres. 

· MA L (mining) – Increase of 610 acres.  This will expand the mining area in Yogo 
Creek/Elk Creek into the head of Skunk Gulch and will include the historic Old 
Yogo Town. The change will provide more consistent management for this area. 
MA L new Forest Plan allocation of 650 acres. 

· MA H (developed recreation sites and adjacent land) – Decrease of 200 acres. 
The acres will be moved into adjacent MA B. About 160 acres are classified as 
suitable forest lands. MA H new Forest Plan allocation of 400 acres. 

(see amendment for more details) 

19 2/28/97 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

ACREAGE CHANGES TO MANAGEMENT AREAS C and D AND ESTABISHMENT OF AN 
OPEN ROAD DENSITY OF 2.5 MILES PER MI2 IN THE CASTLE MOUNTAINS 
This amendment is the result of the Castle Mountains Range Analysis FEIS where the ID 
Team found that in several instances, on-the-ground conditions did not lend themselves 
to accomplishing the management area goals as identified in the Forest Plan (Forest 
Plan, pages 3-3 to 343). This amendment changed the management area designation on 
40,492 acres in the Castle Mountains Range Analysis project area and established an 
open-road density of 2.5 miles per square mile for Management Area D in the Castle 
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Mountains.  The change of MA C to MA D would result in the re-allocation of 1,757 acres 
of suitable timber to a non-timber management emphasis (timber compartments 630, 
715, 716) (see amendment for more details). 

20 7/29/98 
Decision Notice and 

FONSI/and designation 
order 

DESIGNATION OF THE BIG SNOWY RNA ON THE JUDITH AND MUSSELSHELL DISTRICTS 
This amendment deals with Research Natural Areas (RNAs) and Botanical Special Interest 
Areas (SIAs) on several Forests, and for the Lewis and Clark NF the Big Snowy RNA (3,145 
acres) was designated on the Judith and Musselshell Districts (see amendment for more 
details). 

21 8/28/97 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION CHANGE FOR OIL AND GAS LEASING 
This amendment was needed to change the management direction for oil and gas 
leasing on the Lewis and Clark National Forest per the Final Oil and Gas Leasing EIS 
Decisions (see amendment for more details). 

22 10/?/2000 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

CHANGE IN PROJECTED OUTPUTS FOR NON-ENERGY MINERALS RESULTING FROM 
MINERAL WITHDRAWAL ON ROCKY MOUNTAIN RANGER DISTRICT 
The Record Of Decision for the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral Withdrawal FEIS makes 
the decision to amend the Forest Plan direction for mineral resources.  The document 
reflects the actual language changes made to the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan by way of 
amendment by the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral withdrawal decision (see amendment 
for more details). 

23 10/?/2001 ROD/non-significant 
amendment 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLES 
The amendment is based on the Off-Highway Vehicle ROD and Plan Amendment for 
Montana, North Dakota, and portions of South Dakota and eliminates wheeled 
motorized cross-country travel with a few specific exceptions. The decision is based on 
the analysis in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  This affects 1,347,000 
acres on the Lewis and Clark NF out of 1,862,000 total acres (see amendment for more 
details). 

24 3/21/2007 ROD 

CANADA LYNX CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY 
In order to provide conservation and recovery of Canada lynx, the FS is selected 
Alternative F, Scenario 2 as described in the Northern Rockies Lynx Management 
Direction Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (pp. 35 to 40), with modifications 
(see ROD), which incorporates management direction into land and resource 
management plans for 18 national forests (NF) in Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming 
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(see http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/projects/lynx/feis-rod.shtml for details). 
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INTRODUCTION 

What is be ing  decided? 

Th i s  d e c i s i o n  n o t i c e  documents o u r  d e c i s i o n  to amend t h e  F la thead ,  Helena,  
L e w i s  and C la rk ,  and Lolo Nat iona l  Fo res t  P l ans  to  i n c o r p o r a t e  r e c r e a t i o n  
management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  Bob Marshal l ,  Great Bear, and Scapegoat  
Wildernesses ,  known as t h e  Bob Marshal l  Wilderness Complex (BMWC). Th i s  
r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  w i l l  r ep l ace  t h e  fo l lowing  appendices:  

Appendix R of t h e  F la thead  Nat iona l  F o r e s t  
Appendix S of t h e  Helena Nat iona l  F o r e s t  
Appendix U of t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat iona l  F o r e s t  
Appendix 0-2 of the  Lolo Nat ional  F o r e s t  

These F o r e s t  P lans  are amended by t h e  document t i t l e d  Bob Marsha l l ,  Great Bear, 
Scapegoat  Wildernesses - Recrea t ion  Management D i r e c t i o n ,  da t ed  A p r i l  1987. 
Th i s  d e c i s i o n  n o t i c e  a l s o  documents o u r  r a t i o n a l e  for s e l e c t i n g  A l t e r n a t i v e  D 
as t h e  s t r a t e g y  f o r  modifying c u r r e n t  r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  i n  these  
wi lde rnesses .  The a n a l y s i s  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  and p u b l i c  comments w e  considered 
i n  making t h i s  d e c i s i o n  can be found i n  t h e  Environmental  Assessment. 

What is t h e  goal of t h i s  Amendment? 

O u r  g o a l s  i n  p repa r ing  t h i s  amendment are to  s e c u r e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  of t h e  
i n t e g r i t y  of  t h e  wi lderness  r e source  and minimize human induced impacts whi le  
s t i l l  p e r m i t t i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l s  of r e c r e a t i o n a l  u se .  

What w i l l  happen to  the e x i s t i n g  r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  for t h e s e  
Wildernesses? 

Th i s  amendment complements and supplements e x i s t i n g  Management Area d i r e c t i o n  
for managing r e c r e a t i o n a l  use  as d i sp layed  i n  t h e  F o r e s t  P lans .  

What is the d u r a t i o n  of t h e  Amendment, and can i t  be changed? 

The management d i r e c t i o n  conta ined  i n  t h i s  Amendment i s  s u b j e c t  to  t h e  same 
r e v i s i o n  p e r i o d  as t h e  F o r e s t  P l ans  themselves.  The F o r e s t  P lan  w i l l  normally 
be r e v i s e d  eve ry  10 y e a r s ,  bu t  must be r e v i s e d  eve ry  15 y e a r s .  I n  t h e  case of 
t h i s  Amendment, more f r equen t  r e v i s i o n  may be necessa ry  to  i n c o r p o r a t e  
a d d i t i o n a l  d i r e c t i o n  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  w i l d l i f e  management i s s u e s .  

What is n o t  be ing  decided? 

While t h i s  Amendment con ta ins  s p e c i f i c  management actions t h a t  w i l l  be used t o  
r e h a b i l i t a t e  and/or  prevent  unacceptab le  resource and s o c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  no 
si te s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  are i d e n t i f i e d ,  wi th  t h e  excep t ion  of t h e  Scha fe r  Meadows 
A i r s t r i p  area and those  areas i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Table  9. The Amendment lists t h e  
management a c t i o n s  t h a t  may be undertaken and t h e  p rocess  managers w i l l  u s e  t o  
employ them on s p e c i f i c  sites w i t h i n  t h e  Wildernesses .  The Amendment d i r e c t s  
t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  cons ide ra t ion  be g iven  t o  w i l d l i f e  i s s u e s ,  i n  coopera t ion  with 
t h e  Montana Department o f  F i s h ,  W i l d l i f e  and Pa rks ,  b u t  does n o t  i d e n t i f y  
s p e c i f i c  w i l d l i f e  management d i r e c t i o n .  Decis ions  abou t  o u t f i t t e r  service 
l e v e l s  w i l l  be made i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

2 



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, ISSUES, AND MANAGMENT CONCEfiNS 

Pub l i c  involvment on i s s u e s ,  management d i r e c t i o n ,  and development of  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  was a n  e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  of t h e  p rocess  of i d e n t i f y i n g  t h i s  
r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n .  A t a s k  f o r c e  composed o f  about 45 c i t i z e n s ,  
managers, and r e sea rche r s  w a s  formed i n  February 1982 t o  j o i n t l y  compose t h i s  
Amendment. 
and June 1986. 
t a s k  f o r c e  du r ing  t h i s  per iod  t o  h e l p  r e so lve  i s s u e s  and i d e n t i f y  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  A formal pub l i c  comment per iod  on t h e  d r a f t  r e c r e a t i o n  
management d i r e c t i o n  began i n  J u l y  1985 and ended i n  December 1985. 
Approximately 1600 wilderness  v i s i t o r s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  a s tudy  o f  v i s i t o r  
p re fe rences  and a t t i t u d e s  toward management p o l i c y  i n  1982. The r e s u l t s  of 
t h i s  s tudy  were a l s o  used i n  developing the  Amendment. 

The f u l l  Task Force met a t o t a l  of n i n e  times between February 1982 
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  numerous meetings were he ld  wi th  subgroups o f  t h e  

I n  d e a l i n g  wi th  t h e  a r r a y  of 15 i s s u e s  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  environmental  assessment, 
s i x  o f  them su r faced  as major concerns warran t ing  indepth  d i scuss ion  and 
a t t e n t i o n .  These major i s s u e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  from t h e  informal  and formal 
p u b l i c  involvement and from t h e  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  team's i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 
i s s u e s  fo l lowing  p u b l i c a t i o n  of the  d r a f t  Amendment: 

1. 
f a c i l i t i e s :  
r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  is  appropr ia te?  

Management of Schafer  Meadows A i r s t r i p  and nearby r e c r e a t i o n  
How should aircraft  use  be managed and what l e v e l  of 

2. 
d ra inages :  Can t h e s e  base camps cont inue  t o  o p e r a t e  and meet t h e  resource 
s t anda rds  proposed f o r  t hese  a reas?  

O u t f i t t e r  base camps i n  the  Argosy Creek and S i l v e r  T ip  Creek 

3. Communication and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  f a c i l i t i e s :  What a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
f a c i l i t i e s  are appropr i a t e  i n  t h e  Wildernesses  and where should 
communication f a c i l i t i e s  be loca ted?  

4 .  T r a i l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and maintenance: What i s  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  s tandard  
f o r  t r a i l  cons t ruc t ion  and maintenance i n  d i f f e r e n t  areas o f  t h e  
Wildernesses? 

5. Wi ld l i f e :  What is  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  Amendment on threa tened  and 
endangered s p e c i e s ,  and how should w i l d l i f e  be  managed i n  t h e  Wildernesses? 

6. Opportuni ty  Class Al loca t ions :  Should changes i n  t h e  proposed 
oppor tun i ty  class des igna t ions  be made? 

A number of r e l a t i v e l y  minor i s s u e s  w e r e  also i d e n t i f i e d ,  bu t  those  concerns 
w e r e  e i t h e r  r e so lved  du r ing  t h e  p lanning  phase,  or are addressed i n  Appendix I 
of t h e  Environmental Assessment (Response t o  P u b l i c  Comments). 

3 



ALTERNATIVES 

During t h e  p l ann ing  process, t a s k  f o r c e  members considered and eva lua ted  a wide 
v a r i e t y  of a l t e r n a t i v e  ways of managing r e c r e a t i o n a l  u s e  i n  these Wildernesses.  
The L i m i t s  of Acceptable Change wi lderness  planning system provided t h e  o v e r a l l  
framework for examining and d i s c u s s i n g  i s s u e s  and concerns,  p ropos ing  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  and e v a l u a t i n g  them. 
fol lowing:  

A l t e rna t ives  were cons idered  f o r  t h e  

1. Desc r ip t ions  of t h e  wi lderness  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i ty  classes 

2. I n d i c a t o r s  of wi lderness  resource  and social c o n d i t i o n s  

3. S tandards  for t h e  above i n d i c a t o r s  

4. Wilderness r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tuni ty  class a l l o c a t i o n s  

5. Management a c t i o n s  t o  respond to  wilderness  r e source  and social impact 
problems. 

Because t h e  o v e r r i d i n g  d r i v i n g  concern i n  t h i s  regime of wi lde rness  management 
i s  t h e  des igna t ion  of oppor tun i ty  c l a s s e s ,  t h e  Environmental Assessment 
addresses  v a r i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  des igna t ions ,  which inc lude :  

1. A l t e r n a t i v e  A -- N o  Action 

Do n o t  amend t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  for wi lde rness  a t  
t h i s  t i m e .  Continue us ing  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  provided i n  the F o r e s t  Plans.  

2. A l t e r n a t i v e  B -- Emphasize Oppor tuni t ies  f o r  Wilderness Dependent 
Recrea t ion  

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would maximize t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of t h e  Wildernesses  t o  
provide  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for  appropr i a t e  r e c r e a t i o n .  It would i n c r e a s e  
from t h e  p r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n  t h e  amount of a l lowable  use  and impact.  

3 .  A l t e r n a t i v e  C -- Emphasize P rese rva t ion  of t h e  Wildernesses ' s  P r i s t i n e  
Condit ions 

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would maximize the  area i n  t h e  Wildernesses  where no 
human impact would be permi t ted .  Consequently,  i t  would allow 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  less impact and use than i s  c u r r e n t l y  pe rmi t t ed .  

4. A l t e r n a t i v e  D -- The Proposed Ac t ion  

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  allows somewhat more impact than  a l t e r n a t i v e  C around 
t h e  c u r r e n t l y  h e a v i l y  used t r a v e l  c o r r i d o r s .  
cons ide rab ly  less impact ove r  t he  e n t i r e  wi lderness  than  A l t e r n a t i v e s  
A and C. 

It  would permit 
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THE DECISION 

I t  is  o u r  d e c i s i o n  to amend t h e  F o r e s t  Plans w i t h  
D as t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  
Complex. Th i s  Amendment w i l l  gu ide  management of  
u n t i l  t h e  Fores t  P lans  are rev i sed .  

implementation of A l t e r n a t i v e  
Bob Marshall  Wilderness 
r e c r e a t i o n  u s e  of  t h e  Complex 

This  Amendment e s t a b l i s h e s  a b a s i s  to  r e so lve  s e v e r a l  concerns and i s s u e s  
wi th in  these  Wildernesses ,  and d i r e c t s  t he  fol lowing:  

1. S p e c i f i c  Wilderness Rec rea t ion  Opportuni ty  Classes are des igna ted  i n  t h e  
wi lderness .  These are areas of  l and  mvlaged t o  provide oppor tun i ty  fo r  
s imilar  wi lde rness  dependent r e c r e a t i o n  exper iences .  Each of  t h e  f o u r  
Opportuni ty  Classes p rov ides  f o r  a s p e c i f i c  type of  r e c r e a t i o n  exper ience .  
and e s t a b l i s h e s  an o v e r a l l  management regime t o  r e s t o r e ,  enhance or 
mainta in  those  expe r i ences .  

2 I n d i c a t o r s  (and s t a n d a r d s )  o f  wi lderness  resource  and s o c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  are 
e s t a b l i s h e d .  These i n d i c a t o r s  w i l l  be p e r i o d i c a l l y  monitored t o  detect 
changes i n  wi lde rness  cond i t ions .  Negative changes i n  cond i t ions  w i l l  be  
followed by management a c t i o n s  to  prevent  cond i t ions  from v i o l a t i n g  
s t anda rds  (or  becoming unaccep tab le ) .  

3 .  A regime of management a c t i o n s .  For each major type  of r e source  or s o c i a l  
cond i t ion  impact problem, a l ist  o f  management a c t i o n s  t o  be employed, by 
Opportuni ty  Class is  i d e n t i f i e d .  General ly ,  t hese  a c t i o n s  are l i s t e d ,  and 
w i l l  be  used ,  i n  o r d e r  of i n c r e a s i n g  r e s t r i c t i v e n e s s .  Non-regulatory 
a c t i o n s  w i l l  be  used f i r s t .  I f  t h e s e  a c t i o n s  f a i l  t o  adequate ly  correct the  
problem, more r e s t r i c t i v e  and r egu la to ry  a c t i o n s  may then  be implemented. 

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The f a c t o r s  w e  used to  de termine  which a l t e r n a t i v e  b e s t  p r o t e c t s  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  
of t h e  wi lde rness  r e source  i n c l u d e  response to  i s s u e s ,  concerns and 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  response  to  l a w s  and n a t i o n a l  p o l i c y ;  environmental  q u a l i t y ;  and 
o t h e r  agency goals. 

I n  making t h i s  d e c i s i o n ,  w e  recognize  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  p h y s i c a l  and 
b i o l o g i c a l  systems o f  t h e  wi lde rness .  and t h a t  t h e  Complex cannot  provide  
eve ry th ing  each  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  group would l i k e .  
is as fo l lows:  

Our reasoning  for  t h e  d e c i s i o n  

Response to Issues and Concerns 

1. Issue :  Management of S c h a f e r  Meadows A i r s t r i p  and Nearby Rec rea t ion  
F a c i l i t i e s  

The Scha fe r  Meadows area i s  p laced  i n  Opportuni ty  Class I V  because o f  t h e  
e x t e n s i v e  amount o f  r e c r e a t i o n  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t i v i t y  found t h e r e .  
P l a c i n g  t h i s  area i n  any o t h e r  Opportuni ty  Class would have made t h e  
management j o b  u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y  d i f f i c u l t .  Congressional  d i r e c t i o n  mandates 
t h a t  t h e  a i r s t r i p  remain open f o r  pub l i c  u se ,  bu t  t h a t  a i r c r a f t  u s e  of  t h e  

5 



a i rs t r ip  be managed t o  p r o t e c t  wilderness  va lues .  Standards f o r  such use  
are adopted i n  t h e  Amendment, and t h e  number Of a i rcraf t  f l i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  
area w i l l  be monitored. Educat ional  e f f o r t s  t o  reduce unnecessary t r a i n i n g  
f l i g h t s  w i l l  be  implemented to  reduce the  n o i s e  genera ted  by such.  
w i l l  a l s o  be informed t h a t  t he  p r i n c i p a l  purpose of t he  a i rs t r ip  is  as a 
wi lderness  access .  The campground mid-way a long  t h e  airstrip w i l l  be 
removed as f a c i l i t i e s  d e t e r i o r a t e .  The campground r ece ives  l i t t l e  use  and 
t h e  one loca ted  a t  t h e  end of t he  a i rs t r ip  w i l l  s u f f i c e .  We s e l e c t e d  
A l t e r n a t i v e  D because i t  providesbspec i f ic  d i r e c t i o n  on management of t h e  
Scha fe r  area. 

P i l o t s  

2. I s s u e :  O u t f i t t e r  base  camps i n  Argosy Creek and Silver T i p  Creek drainages 

Nearly a l l  those  who commented on t h i s  i s s u e ,  both i n  the  formal comment 
per iod  and i n  Task Force d e l i b e r a t i o n s  f e l t  t h a t  t h e s e  dra inages  should  be 
des igna ted  as Opportuni ty  Class I. These are t r u l y  p r i s t i n e  areas and 
should remain so.  We b e l i e v e  t h a t  o u t f i t t e r  base camps can be managed t o  
meet t h e  s t anda rds  i n  t h e  Amendment. A l t e r n a t i v e  D w a s  s e l e c t e d  because i t  
minimizes t h e  p o t e n t i a l  economic e f f e c t s  t o  o u t f i t t e r s ,  while  main ta in ing  
much of  t h e  BMWC i n  t h e  most p r i s t i n e  oppor tuni ty  classes. Managers w i l l  
work with  o u t f i t t e r s  i n  these  a r e a s ,  as w e l l  as o t h e r s ,  t o  coope ra t ive ly  
develop a p lan  of  a c t i o n ,  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  camp ope ra t ion  p l a n ,  t o  ensu re  
t h a t  s t anda rds  w i l l  be m e t .  I f  a f t e r  a t r i a l  pe r iod ,  s t anda rds  cannot  be 
m e t ,  managers w i l l  work with o u t f i t t e r s  and a f f e c t e d  pub l i c s  t o  develop 
s u i t a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  These a l t e r n a t i v e s  may inc lude  moving t h e  camp to  a 
d i f f e r e n t  l o c a t i o n ,  changing t h e  s t anda rds ,  o r  changing t h e  Opportuni ty  
Class des igna t ion  f o r  t hese  a r e a s .  O u r  i n t e n t  i n  main ta in ing  t h e s e  areas 
i n  Class I w a s  t o  f i r s t  implement a c t i o n s  t h a t  would al low t h e s e  camps t o  
remain, p r ior  t o  t h e  cons ide ra t ion  of  any p o s s i b l e  changes i n  Opportuni ty  
Class d e s i g n a t i o n s ,  o r  moving the  camps t o  a d i f f e r e n t  l o c a t i o n .  

3. I s sue :  Appropriateness  and Locat ion of Communication and Admin i s t r a t ive  
F a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  Wildernesses 

The i n t e n t  of t h e  Amendment is t o  provide o v e r a l l  management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  
r e c r e a t i o n  wi th in  t h e  Complex. Management of  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and 
communication f a c i l i t i e s  was n o t  intended to  be a component of  t h i s  
Amendment. However, such f a c i l i t i e s  do have an impact on wi lderness  
r e c r e a t i o n  exper iences ,  e i t h e r  s e rv ing  as an a t t r a c t i o n  t o  some 
r e c r e a t i o n i s t s ,  or  as an i n t r u s i o n  i n t o  o t h e r ' s  exper iences .  The Amendment 
d i r e c t s  t h a t  an a n a l y s i s  of communication f a c i l i t i e s  be completed t o  
determine communication needs and l o c a t i o n  of  communication f a c i l i t i e s ,  
b a s i c a l l y  r e p e a t e r  s t a t i o n s .  Such f a c i l i t i e s  are normally very  small, and 
n o t  i n t r u s i v e  t o  wi lderness  exper iences .  Never- the- less ,  every  a t tempt  
w i l l  be made t o  minimize the  number of  r e p e a t e r  s t a t i o n s  and to  locate them 
o u t s i d e  of  t h e  Complex or  o u t s i d e  of Class I areas. 

Because of the  s i z e  of t h e  Complex, some a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  fac i l i t i es  are 
needed to  house wi lderness  rangers  and t ra i l  crews. These f a c i l i t i e s  also 
r e p r e s e n t  a former way o f  wilderness  management t h a t  has impor tan t  
h i s t o r i c a l  va lue .  Many f a c i l i t i e s  themselves are e l i g i b l e  f o r  nomination 
on t h e  Nat iona l  Register of H i s t o r i c a l  Places. However, some of  t h e s e  
f ac i l i t i e s  are i n  poor cond i t ion ,  of l i t t l e  va lue  f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
purposes ,  s e r v e  t o  concen t r a t e  wilderness  v i s i t o r s ,  o r  act as an 
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unneccessary i n t r u s i o n  i n t o  wi lderness  exper iences .  The Amendment d i r e c t s  
t h a t  no new f a c i l i t i e s  be c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  t h e  Wildernesses and t h a t  no 
expansion o f  e x i s t i n g  ones be  permi t ted .  We are f u r t h e r  d i r e c t i n g  t h a t  a n  
a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  need for  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  sites be  conducted to  determine i f  
some can be e l i m i n a t e d ,  reduced i n  s i z e  or moved t o  less o b t r u s i v e  
l o c a t i o n s .  Any d e c i s i o n  to  relocate o r  remove e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  w i l l  be 
made i n  c o n s u l t a t i o n  wi th  t h e  State Historic P r e s e r v a t i o n  Off ice .  

4. I s s u e :  Appropriate S tandards  for T r a i l  Cons t ruc t ion  and Maintenance i n  
D i f f e r e n t  A r e a s  of t h e  Wildernesses  

Some i n d i v i d u a l s  and groups expressed t h e  opin ion  t h a t  t r a i l s  be 
cons t ruc ted  and maintained t o  a high s t a n d a r d .  Others  f e l t  t h a t  how t r a i l s  
are b u i l t  and t h e  frequency and type of maintenance they r e c e i v e  should be 
inf luenced  by t h e  Opportunity Class i n  which they are loca ted .  We have 
decided t h a t  t r a i l s  e x i s t  p r i m a r i l y  t o  provide  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  wilderness  
dependent r e c r e a t i o n  exper iences .  By adopt ing  a s p e c i f i c  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  
Opportunity Classes  t o  d i f f e r e n t  areas o f  t h e  Complex, w e  a r e  provid ing  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  a range o f  those  exper iences .  Thus, w e  feel t h a t  t h e r e  
should be d i f f e r e n t  s t a n d a r d s  fo r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and maintenance i n  t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  Opportunity Classes. To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  budgets w i l l  a l l ow,  a l l  
t r a i l s  i n  t h e  Complex w i l l  be  maintained accord ing  to  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  
e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  Amendment. The Amendment provides  o v e r a l l  g u i d e l i n e s  
for  t h e s e  s tandards .  

5. I s sue :  Rela t ionships  between Wildlife and Recrea t ion  Management Direc t ion  

We b e l i e v e  t h a t  n a t i v e  w i l d l i f e  i s  both a n  impor tan t  component o f  
wi lderness  and an e s s e n t i a l  component o f  many wi lderness  r e c r e a t i o n  
exper iences .  The Complex c o n t a i n s  f o u r  l i s t e d  threa tened  and endangered 
s p e c i e s .  A b i o l o g i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  was conducted to  determine i f  t h e  
proposed r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  would adverse ly  a f f e c t  t h e s e  
s p e c i e s .  The b i o l o g i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  contained s e v e r a l  recommendations 
concerning implementation of management a c t i o n s  a t  s p e c i f i c  sites wi th in  
t h e  complex. We w i l l  ensure  t h a t  t h e s e  recommendations are followed i f  i t  
is necessary to  implement those  a c t i o n s .  

There are innumerable r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between r e c r e a t i o n i s t s  and w j l d l i f e :  
some seek  w i l d l i f e  a s  game, o t h e r s  as a p p r e c i a t i o n ,  s t i l l  o t h e r s  view 
w i l d l i f e  as a way t o  l e a r n  more about n a t u r a l  p r o c e s s e s .  These 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  were i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  involvement p rocess ,  ar.d t h e  
Montana Department o f  F i s h ,  W i l d l i f e  and Parks  w a s  requested to  t ake  t h e  
l e a d e r s h i p  i n  developing a program of w i l d l i f e  managment i n  t h e  Complex. A 
d r a f t  o f  t h e  work p lan  to  develop t h e  proposed program was w r i t t e n  and 
presented  to  a number of p u b l i c  groups and i n d i v i d u a l s .  While t h a t  program 
has  n o t  been implemented a t  t h i s  time, w e  f e l t  i t  w a s  necessary t o  
implement t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  now i n  o r d e r  to  prevent  any 
f u r t h e r  degradat ion o f  t h e  wi lderness  and to  begin r e s t o r a t i o n  o f  
d e t e r i o r a t e d  a r e a s .  We w i l l  work with t h e  Department i n  provid ing  
a p p r o p r i a t e  i n p u t  i n t o  t h e i r  program. When t h a t  program is developed, t h e  
s a l i e n t  components will be incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  management 
d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  BMWC as w i l d l i f e  g o a l s  and o b j e c t i v e s .  S p e c i f i c  
i n d i c a t o r s  and s t a n d a r d s  may be developed i f  a p p l i c a b l e ,  and 
implernentable,for w i l d l i f e  p r o t e c t i o n  and management. 
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6. I s s u e :  Changes i n  Oppor tuni ty  C l a s s  A l l o c a t i o n s  

Following release of t h e  d r a f t  Amendment, s e v e r a l  Ranger Districts proposed 
changes i n  some Opportunity Class a l l o c a t i o n s .  These were p resen ted  to the 
LAC Task Force i n  February 1986. 
changes. Some o f  t h e  changes were recommended because o f  mis takes  i n  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  mapping, o t h e r s  because t h e  d r a f t  d i d  n o t  a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t  
actual r e source  c o n d i t i o n s ,  still o t h e r s  were made to  provide  greater 
f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  management o r  to  enhance o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  d i s t r i b u t e  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  u s e .  We f e e l ,  however, t h a t  t he  a l l o c a t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  
Amendment i s  now r e l a t i v e l y  permanent, t h a t  i s ,  i t  should be changed o n l y  
wi th  ve ry  good r eason ,  such as suggested i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  under I s s u e  2. 

We concur wi th  t h e s e  recommended 

Response to  Laws and National Po l i cy  

A l l  t h r e e  Wildernesses i n  t h e  Complex are managed under the p r o v i s i o n s  o f  
t h e  Wilderness A c t  o f  1964. S e c t i o n  4(a) o f  t h e  Wilderness A c t  r e q u i r e s  
t h a t  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  manage t h e s e  Wildernesses t o  p re se rve  t h e  
wi lde rness  c h a r a c t e r  f o r  which they  were e s t a b l i s h e d .  We b e l i e v e  
d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  Oppor tuni ty  Classes and t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  Amendment does 
t h e  b e s t  j o b  o f  meeting t h i s  mandate of a l l  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  cons idered .  
The Amendment w i l l  p r even t  any f u r t h e r  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  t h e  wi lde rness  
r e source  as a r e s u l t  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  use.  

The Amendment a l s o  responds t o  r e g u l a t i o n s  promulgated under t he  p rov i s ions  
o f  t h e  Ka t iona l  F o r e s t  Management A c t  of 1976 which s t a t e :  

” . . .Provide  fo r  l i m i t i n g  and d i s t r i b u t i n g  v i s i t o r  u se  of s p e c i f i c  
p o r t i o n s  i n  accord wi th  p e r i o d i c  estimates of t h e  maximum l e v e l s  of 
u s e  t h a t  a l low n a t u r a l  processes to  o p e r a t e  f u l l y  and t h a t  do n o t  
impa i r  t h e  va lues  f o r  which wi lde rnesses  were c r e a t e d . ”  

The Amendment responds t o  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  s p e c i f i c  s t a n d a r d s  o f  
a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of r e source  impact and through implementation o f  a 
non-degradation p o l i c y .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  limits on v i s i t o r  use are provided f o r  
should they become necessa ry .  

Environmental Qua l i ty  

Environmental q u a l i t y  was an impor tan t  cons ide ra t ion  i n  s e l e c t i n g  A l t e r n a t i v e  
D .  I n d i c a t o r s  and s t a n d a r d s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  impor tan t  r e source  parameters  w i l l  
h e l p  t o  c o n t r o l ,  reduce  and minimize impacts from r e c r e a t i o n .  The 
non-degradation p o l i c y  l i m i t s  t h e  t o t a l  amount of impact. A l t e r n a t i v e  D p l a c e s  
about 80% o f  t h e  Complex i n  t h e  two most p r i s t i n e  Opportunity Classes, wh i l e  
Class I V  i s  l i m i t e d  to  approximately 6% o f , t h e  area. 
components are s u b s t a n t i a l l y  avoided i n  Class I V .  The B io log ica l  Eva lua t ion  
de te rmines  t h a t  t h r e a t e n e d  and endangered w i l d l i f e  s p e c i e s  are n o t  a d v e r s e l y  
impacted. A l t e r n a t i v e  D w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  an improvement of r e source  c o n d i t i o n s  
ove r  t ime,  compared to  A l t e r n a t i v e  A ,  because t h e  s t a n d a r d s  do n o t  permi t  much 
of t h e  impact now found. F i s h  h a b i t a t  impacts do n o t  vary  by any a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Important h a b i t a t  

8 



Compat ib i l i ty  With O t h e r  Pub l i c  Agency G o a l s  

The p lanning  e f f o r t  inc luded  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of  o t h e r  agencies .  p r i m a r i l y  t h e  
Montana Department of  F i s h ,  Wi ld l i f e  and Parks.  F ish  and Wildlife management 
i n  t h e  Wildernesses  is guided by a Memorandum of Understanding between t h e  
Forest S e r v i c e  and t h e  Department. During the  w r i t i n g  o f  t h e  Biological 
Evalua t ion ,  t h e  F ish  and Wi ld l i f e  Serv ice  was informal ly  consul ted .  They 
determined t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  was c o n s i s t e n t  with Threatened and Endangered Spec ies  
recovery goals. 

IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING 

Implementation o f  t h i s  Amendment w i l l  begin immediately a f t e r  s i g n i n g  o f  t h i s  
dec i s ion .  Implementation r equ i r e s  moving from t h e  c u r r e n t  wi lderness  
r e c r e a t i o n  management d i r e c t i o n  as found i n  the  r e s p e c t i v e  Fores t  P l ans  t o  t h e  
managment regime found i n  t h e  Amendment. 

Monitoring and e v a l u a t i o n  are e x p l i c i t  components of t h e  Amendment. The 
monitor ing program provides  us  with information on t h e  progress  of  
implementation. Such information w i l l  provide feedback i n t o  the  Fores t  
Planning process for f u t u r e  change i f  necessary.  

RECORDS 

The suppor t ing  records  f o r  t h e  Amendment are contained i n  a p r o j e c t  f i l e  
l o c a t e d  a t  t h e  S u p e r v i s o r ' s  Of f i ce ,  Flathead Nat iona l  F o r e s t .  They con ta in  
d e t a i l e d  r eco rds  and informat ion  concerning t h e  process  and d a t a  used i n  
developing t h e  Amendment. 

A l l  documentation c h r o n i c l i n g  t h e  amendment process  is  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  i n spec t ion  
du r ing  r e g u l a r  bus iness  hours at :  

Supe rv i so r ' s  Of f i ce  
F la thead  Nat ional  Fores t  
1935 Thi rd  Avenue E a s t  
K a l i s p e l l ,  MT 59901 
(406) 755-5401 

DOCUMENTATION OF NONSIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This  Amendment t o  t h e  management d i r e c t i o n  for Wildernesses i n  t h e  Bob Marshall  
Wilderness Complex of  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  Fores t  P l a n s  c o n s t i t u t e s  a n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  
change t o  t h e s e  p l ans  accord ing  t o  36 CFR 2 l 9 . l O ( f ) ,  and t h e  Fores t  S e r v i c e  
Manual 1922.33a. i t e m  4, (minor changes i n  s t anda rds  and g u i d e l i n e s ) .  The 
f a c t o r s  used to determine i f  t h e  proposed change w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t  or 
n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  w e r e  t iming;  l o c a t i o n ;  g o a l s ,  o b j e c t i v e s ,  and ou tpu t s :  and 
management p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  

9 



Timing 

The p o s s i b i l i t y  of  implementing management a c t i o n s  t h a t  may have s i g n i f i c a n t  
impacts.  such as use  r a t i o n i n g ,  would l i k e l y  n o t  occur  wi th in  the  nea r  f u t u r e .  

Location 

Only l ands  des igna ted  Wilderness w i l l  be a f f e c t e d  by t h e  Amendment. 
r e l a t i v e l y  small p a r t  o f  t h e  wi lde rness ,  campsi tes  and t ra i l s  w i l l  be  
immediately a f f e c t e d .  

Fu r the r ,  a 

Goals, Objec t ives ,  and Outputs 

The Amendment is c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  goa l s  and o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  
r e s p e c t i v e  Fores t  P l ans ,  and i n  a s e n s e ,  is an implementation of those  goa l s  
and o b j e c t i v e s .  
l e v e l s  of goods and s e r v i c e s  p ro jec t ed  by t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  F o r e s t  P lans .  
Recrea t ion  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  provided i n  t h e  Complex are n o t  foregone ,  no r  are 
o t h e r  wi lderness  dependent resources .  

The Amendment does n o t  a l ter  long-term r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among the  

Management P r e s c r i p t i o n s  

The changes i n  management p re s r ibed  by the  Amendment are n e i t h e r  i r r e v e r s i b l e  
or i r r e t r i e v a b l e .  

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

We have determined through t h e  Environmental Assessment t h a t  t h i s  is  no t  a 
major Federa l  a c t i o n  t h a t  would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  human 
environment; t h e r e f o r e ,  an environmental  impact s t a t emen t  is n o t  needed. This  
de t e rmina t ion  is based on t h e  fo l lowing  f a c t o r s :  

1. There are no i r r e v e r s i b l e  resource  committments. 

2 .  There are no s i g n i f i c a n t  cumulative e f f e c t s .  

3 .  
t h e  w e l l  be ing  of th rea t ened  and endangered species. 

The impacts r e s u l t i n g  from t h i s  Amendment should n o t  adve r se ly  a f f e c t  

4: 
Sta tements  prepared for t h e  F la thead ,  Helena,  L e w i s  and C la rk ,  and Lo10 
F o r e s t  Land and Resource Management P l a n s .  

The Amendment is wi th in  t h e  scope of t h e  Environmental Impact 
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APPEAL RIGHTS 

T h i s  dec i s ion  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  appea l  pursuant  t o  36 CFR 211.18. 
must be i n . w r i t i n g  and submi t ted  t o  anyone of the fol lowing o f f i c i a l s :  

Notice o f  Appeal 

Edgar B. Brannon. Jr.. Fores t  Superv isor  Robert S. Gibson, F o r e s t  Supe rv i so r  
Flathead Nat iona l  Fo res t  Helena Nat ional  F o r e s t  
PO Box 147 Federal  Of f i ce  Bldg..  Room 334 
K a l i s p e l l ,  MT 59901 Helena, MT 59626 

O r v i l l e  L .  Danie ls ,  Fo res t  Superv isor  John D.  Gorman. F o r e s t  Supe rv i so r  
Lo10 Nat ional  Fo res t  L e w i s  and Clark  Nat iona l  F o r e s t  

Missoula. MT 59801 Great F a l l s ,  MT 59403 
Bldg. 24. For t  Missoula PO BOX 871 

Notice of appea l  must be submi t ted  t o  one of t h e  above o f f i c i a l s  w i t h i n  45 days 
from t h e  d a t e  of  t h i s  d e c i s i o n .  The latest  d a t e  given below w i l l  be used to  
determine t h e  beginning of t h e  appeal  per iod.  A s ta tement  o f  reasons  to 
suppor t  t h e  appea l  and any r e q u e s t  for oral  p re sen ta t ion  must be f i l e d  wi th in  
the  45-day appea l  per iod  f o r  f i l i n g  n o t i c e  of appeal .  

Edg& B. Brannon. Jr. Date 
Fores t  Superv isor  

Fores t  Superv isor  

_ -  
John D .  Gorrnan 
Fores t  Superv isor  

O d d  
. 

O r v i l l e  L. Daniels  

Date 

/ ,  / y  %7 
Datd  / -  

Fores t  Superv isor  
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DECISION NOTICE 

AND 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS STUDY 

USDA Forest Service 
Lewis and Clark National Forest 



WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS STUDY 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 5(d) of  the 1968 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSR ACT), as amended, 
requires that all federal agencies consider potential national wild, scenic, 
and recreational river areas in "all planning for the use and development of 
water and related land resources". 
development and implementation of the 1986 Lewis and Clark National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), the decision needed incorporates 
three sequential steps: 

Therefore, as part of the continuing 

(1) Identify eligible rivers on the Lewis and Clark National Forest; 

(2) Assign each eligible river a potential classification of wild, scenic, 
recreational or combination thereof, based on its existing condition; and, 

( 3 )  Develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards 
protecting eligible river segments until the river suitability study is 
completed and/or a future decision is made on their designation into the 
National Rivers System. 

The river suitability study will be conducted in the future as a separate study 
report or incorporated into the 1996 Forest Plan/Environmental Impact statement 
revision. 

An Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared which analyzes the effects 
of the decision needed. The EA tiers to the 1986 Lewis and Clark National 
Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement as it analyzes the effects between 
the Plan's existing management area prescriptions and the Wild/Scenic/ 
Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards developed to manage and 
protect each eligible river and its assigned potential classification. 
does not provide project level site-specific documentation under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Projects proposed within and/or immediately 
adjacent to eligible river corridors will be further analyzed under NEPA. 

The EA 

ISSUES ~. 

Extensive public involvement occurred during the eligibility assessment. The 
only issue identified relates to the development of Wild/Scenic/Recreational 
Forest-Wide River Management Standards protecting eligible river segments and 
their potential classification: 

WILL THE PROTECTION OF ELIGIBLE RIVERS AND THEIR POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 

PRECLUDE PLANNED MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES UNDER THE 1986 LEWIS An'D CLARK 
FOREST PLAN? 

THROUGH WILD/SCENIC/RECREATIONAL RIVER FOREST-WIDE MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives were formulated following three sequential steps: (1) evaluate, 
verify, and document the finding o f  eligibility as specified in Sections l ( b )  
and 2(b) of the WSR Act; (2) assign each eligible river a potential 
classification as defined by Section 2(b) of the WSR Act which best fits the 
river; and, ( 3 )  develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards that will protect eligible rivers until the river suitability study 
is completed and/or a final decision is made on their designation into the 
National Rivers System. 

These three sequential steps (eligibility, potential classification, Wild/ 
Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards) were conducted and 
analyzed by a Forest Interdisciplinary Team (IDT). 

Step 1: Eligibility 

Based on Section l (b )  and 2(b) of the WSR Act, a river is eligible if it is 
free-flowing and, with its immediate land area, possess at least one 
"outstandingly remarkable" resource value. A free-flowing river or section 
of a river is defined by the WSR Act in Section 16(a) and ( b ) .  
"Outstandingly remarkable" resource values emphasized in Section l(a) of  
the WSR Act are scenic, recreation, geologic, fisheries, wildlife, 
cultural, and natural. The IDT developed criteria To be utilized in 
deEining each of  the above resource values. 
tha E A .  Applying the two eligibility qualifications, the IDT evaluated 
ev?ry river on or crossing the proclaimed Lewis and Clark National Forest 
boundary. 

This criteria is displayed in 

Step 2: Potential Classification 

Once eligible rivers were identified, they were assigned a potential 
classification of  wild, scenic, recreational or combination thereof, a s  
defined by Section 2(b) of the WSR Act, based on the condition of the river 
and adjacent corridor as they existed during the eligibility assessment 
(February-December 1988): 

Wild river areas - -  Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free 
of impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail, with 
watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted 
These represent vestiges of primitive America. 

Scenic river areas - -  Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free 
.of impoundments, with shorelines or, watersheds still largely 
primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places 
by roads. 

Recreational river areas - -  Those rivers or sections of rivers that 
are readily 
development 
impoundment 

accessible by road or railroad, that may have some 
a long  their shorelines, and that may have undergone some 
or diversion in the past. 
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P o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  covers ,  as a minimum, an a r e a  extending the length 
o f  t he  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segment and extending i n  width .25 mile from each 
bank of t h e  r i v e r  (USDA-USDI Interagency Guidel ines  f o r  E l i g i b i l i t y ,  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and Management o f  River Areas, September 7 ,  1982). The 
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  can extend beyond t h i s  .25 mile  width i f  i t  f a c i l i t a t e s  
management of t he  r i v e r ' s  resources .  

P o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  only app l i e s  t o  r iver segment lengths  and widths 
on L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  land.  S t a t e  and p r i v a t e  land in s ide  a n d  
ou t s ide  the Lewis and Clark Nat ional  Fores t  boundary conta in  r i v e r  segments 
t h a t  are f ree- f lowing  and p o t e n t i a l l y  conta in  "outs tandingly remarkable" 
resource  va lues .  The Fores t  w i l l  continue t o  seek cooperat ive involvement 
as the  S t a t e  i d e n t i f i e s  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segments ad jacent  t o  National Fores t  
l and .  

Step 3 :  Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards 

Sec t ion  10(a)  of  the  WSR Act r equ i r e s  t h a t  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  be administered 
t o  p r o t e c t  and enhance their "outs tandingly remarkable" resource va lues  
while  providing f o r  publ ic  r ec rea t ion  and resource uses  which do not  
adversely impact o r  degrade those va lues .  Sect ion 10(a)  f u r t h e r  s t a t e s  
t h a t  primary emphasis s h a l l  be given t o  p ro tec t ing  the  r i v e r ' s  e s t h e t i c ,  
s c e n i c ,  c u l t u r a l ,  and s c i e n t i f i c  f e a t u r e s .  Sect ion 12(b) of the  Act s t a t e s  
t h a t  t h i s  management and p ro tec t ion  s h a l l  no t  abrogate any e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  
p r i v i l e g e s ,  o r  c o n t r a c t s  a f f e c t i n g  Federal  lands he ld  by any p r i v a t e  
p a r t y .  The a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of United S t a t e s  mining and mineral  l ea s ing  l a w s  
i s  f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i e d  i n  Sec t ion  9 of t he  WSR A c t .  The IDT with guidance 
from t h e  USDA-USDI Interagency Guidelines f o r  E l i g i b i l i t y ,  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  
and Management o f  Rivers Area (September 7 ,  1982) and the  Forest  Service 
Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook (FSH 1909.12, Chapter 8 )  
developed Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards.  
These s tandards  provide a desc r ip t ion  of  developments and a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  
a r e  permi t ted ,  r e s t r i c t e d ,  o r  prohib i ted  wi th in  the designated r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r  f o r  each of t he  th ree  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  The EA l i s t s  the 
s tandards  needed t o  p r o t e c t  t hese  va lues .  

Based on t h i s  t h r e e  s t e p  process ,  the  IDT developed th ree  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  
ana lys i s  

Alternative A (NO ELIGIBILITY QUALIFICATIONS): This a l t e r n a t i v e  would 
recommend all rivers on t h e  Fores t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy under the  'CJSR 
Act. This a l t e r n a t i v e  w a s  e l iminated from d e t a i l e d  s tudy becaclse i t  does 
no t  apply the- two e l i g i b i l i t y  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  ( e . g .  f ree- f lowing  and 
"outs tandingly  remarkable" resource v a l u e ( s ) )  as d i r e c t e d  under Sect ion 
l ( b )  and 2(b) o f  t he  WSR Act. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  B (NO ACTION): This a l t e r n a t i v e  would de fe r  the  v e r i f i c a t i o n  
of e l i g i b l e  r ivers ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and in te r im management 
d i r e c t i o n  t o  the  1996 Fores t  Plan r ev i s ion .  
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Al te rna t ive  C (APPLY BOTH E L I G I B I L I T Y  QUALIFICATIONS) : 'This a l t e r n a t i v e  
would amend the  1986 Fores t  Plan ve r i fy ing  those r i v e r s  meeting the two 
e l i g i b i l i t y  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  ( f ree- f lowing  and conta in ing  a t  l e a s t  one 
"outs tandingly  remarkable" resource value)  under the  Sect ion l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  
of the  WSR Act;  a s s ign  a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t o  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  a s  
d i r e c t e d  under Sec t ion  2(b) of the WSR Act; and, apply the  appropr ia te  
Wild/Scenic/Recreation River Forest-Wide Management Standards t o  manage and 
p r o t e c t  each r i v e r .  

DECISION - 

I t  i s  my dec i s ion  t o  adopt Al te rna t ive  C (APPLY BOTH ELIGIBILITY 
QUALIF:.:CATIONS) f o r  the L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t .  Applying Sect ion l ( b )  
and 2(b)  of t he  WSR A c t ,  t he  IDT v e r i f i e d  n ine  r i v e r s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  
s tudy:  Smith River,  North Badger Creek, North Fork Sun River, South Fork Sun 
River ,  Dearborn River ,  North Fork Birch Creek, Tenderfoot Creek, Green Fork 
S t r a i g h t  Creek, and Middle Fork J u d i t h  River.  A l t e rna t ive  C ass igned a 
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of wi ld ,  s cen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  o r  combination t h e r e o f ,  
as def ined by Sec t ion  2(b) of t he  WSR A c t  based on each r i v e r ' s  e x i s t i n g  
condi t ion .  Wild r i v e r  areas would include Segment 1 of the  North Fork Sun 
River ,  South Fork Sun River ,  Dearborn River ,  North Fork Birch Creek, and Green 
Fork S t r a i g h t  Creek. Scenic r i v e r  a reas  would include the  Smith River ,  North 
Badger Creek, and Tenderfoot Creek. Recreat ional  river a reas  would include 
Segment 2 of  t h e  North Fork Sun River ,  and the  Middle Fork J u d i t h  River .  A l l  
n ine r i v e r s  would be managed and pro tec ted  under Wild/Scenic/Recreational 
Forest-Wide Management Standards based on t h e i r  ass igned p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i E i c a t i o n .  The one i s sue  i d e n t i f i e d  during the  s tudy addressed the  
Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards and the 
e x i s t i n g  management area p resc r ip t ions  f o r  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  and i t s  assigned 
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Applying the  Wild/Scenic/Recreation River 
Forest-Wide Management Standards would not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  preclude m y  planned 
managenent a c t i v i t i e s  under the e x i s t i n g  Forest  Plan d i r e c t i o n  f o r  these nine 
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s .  

During the  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment ( s t e p  l), t he  IDT documented the  r i v e r s  
determined i n e l i g i b l e  ( I n e l i g i b l e  Rivers ,  February 1988 - February 1989) .  This 
document focuses  on the  resource values  of r i v e r s  r a t e d  "1" i n  the  Montana 
Rivers Study ( P a c i f i c  Northwest Rivers Study) and/or i d e n t i f i e d  during the  
publ ic  scoping process .  This document i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  pub l i c  review a t  the 
Superv isor ' s  Off ice  i n  Great F a l l s .  

As new resource information ( i . e .  n a t u r a l ,  w i l d l i f e ,  f i s h e r i e s ,  c u l t u r a l ,  
geologica l ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  and scenic)  i s  c o l l e c t e d ,  i t  w i l l  be reviewed w i t h i n  
the  scope of t h e  WSR A c t  p o t e n t i a l l y  r e s u l t i n g  i n  add i t iona l  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  
t h a t  w i l l  be addressed i n  f u t u r e  Forest  Plan r ev i s ions  and amendments. 

i 

Table 1, on t h e  fol lowing page, summarizes the  r e s u l t s  of s t e p s  1 and 2 f o r  
A l t e rna t ive  C by l i s t i n g  t h e  n ine  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s ,  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  r i v e r  l eng th ,  and t h e i r  "outs tandingly remarkable'' resource 
va lues .  
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TABLE 1 
ALTERNATIVE C 

RESULTS OF STEPS 1 and 2 

RIVER I 
Smith River 

NF land north of Tenderfoot Cr 
to NF land south of Deep 
Creek 

North Badger Creek 
Confluence w/ Pool Cr to Falls 

Dearborn River 
Headwaters to Forest 
Boundary 

North Fork Sun River 
Segment 1 : Confluence w/ Fool 
Cr to Wilderness Boundary 
Segment 2: Wilderness 
Boundary to Confluence w/ 
South Fork Sun River 

South Fork Sun River 
Headwaters at Sun Lake to 
Confluence w/ North Fork 
Sun River 

North Fork Birch Creek 
Headwaters to Forest 
Boundary 

Tenderfoot Creek 
Falls to Smith River 

~~~ ~~ ~~ 

Green Fork of Straight Creek 
Headwaters to Straight Creek I 

Middle Fork Judith River 
Junction w/ Arch Coulee 
to Forest Boundary 

POTENTIAL CLASSIFI- 
CATION MILES 

I 

SCENIC 11.8' I 
SCENIC 7.3 

WILD 18.1 

WILD I 25.4 

RECREATIONAL 1.3 

WILD 25.5 

WILD 6.6 

SCENIC 4.6"" 

WILD 4.5 

RECREATIONAL 1 4.8 

OUTSTANDING 
VALUES - 

Outstandina Values: S = scenic. R = recreational. G = aeoloaic. F = fisheries. W = wildlife. C = cultural 

River segments a;e defined with upper and lower boundaries long enough to enable the protection of outstandingly remarkable 
values. 

Potential classification only applies on the Lewis and Clark National Forest System land. Classification for all eligible rivers covcrs 
an area extending the length of the river segment and .25 mile width extending out from each bank. The Smith River corridcr 
is .5 mile wide extending out from the east bank. 

* - The length between the upper and lower boundaty is 23 miles; however, potential classification only applies to t he  
approximately 11.8 miles of Lewis and Clark National Forest System land along river. 

** - The length between the upper and lower boundary is 8.6 miles; however, potential classification only applies to the 
approximately 4.6 miles of Lewis and Clark National Forest System land along the creek. 
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REASONS FOR DECISION 

My dec i s ion  i s  based on the  requirements of l ( b )  and 2(b) of t he  WSR A c t  t h a t  
s ta tes  a r i v e r  is e l i g i b l e  i f  i t  is f ree- f lowing  and, with i t s  immediate land 
a r e a ,  possess  a t  l eas t  one "outs tandingly remarkable" resource va lue .  The nine 
s e l e c t e d  rivers m e t  t he  e l i g i b i l i t y  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  and w e r e  ass igned a 
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  according t o  Sect ion 2 ( b )  of  the  WSR A c t .  A l t e rna t ive  
C w i l l  provide f o r  t he  management and p ro tec t ion  of e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  through the  
Wild/Sc.enic/Recreational Rive'r Forest-Wide Management Standards u n t i l  the  r i v e r  
s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy  is  completed and/or a f u t u r e  dec is ion  i s  made on t h e i r  
des igna t ion  i n t o  the  Nat ional  Rivers System. 

Every r iver  on o r  c ros s ing  the  proclaimed L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  
boundary w a s  evaluated t o  determine i f  i t  meets t h e  WSR A c t  e l i g i b i l i t y  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  ( s t e p  1). 
Northwest Rivers Study which incorporated the  Montana Rivers Study. The 
Montana Rivers Study provided base l ine  da t a  on t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and 
q u a l i t i e s  of  rivers on the  Fores t .  Upon review of  t h i s  s tudy ,  t h e  IDT 
developed "outs tandingly remarkable" resource va lue  c r i t e r i a .  This c r i t e r i a  
assured t h a t  a uniform and cons i s t en t  approach w a s  used t o  eva lua te  r i v e r s  on 
the  Fores t .  Based on the  Montana Rivers  Study review and the app l i ca t ion  o f  
the  "outs tandingly remarkable" resource value c r i t e r i a ,  the  IDT presented a 
prel iminary l i s t  of p o t e n t i a l l y  e l i g i b l e  rivers t o  the  pub l i c .  
the  publ ic  comments, fou r  r i v e r s  were added as e l i g i b l e .  Rare p l a n t  da t a  
co l l ec t ed  during the  1988 f i e l d  season d id  no t  support  t he  "outs tandingly  
remarkIble" n a t u r a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t w o  r i v e r s ;  t he re fo re ,  they were determined 
i n e l i g i b l e  i n  the  I n e l i g i b l e  Rivers document (February 1988 - February 1989). 

T h i s  eva lua t ion  included a review of t he  1986 Pac i f i c  

Upon review o f  

A p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( s t e p  2 )  of wi ld ,  s cen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  o r  
combination the reo f ,  w a s  ass igned t o  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  based on i t s  condi t ion  
during the  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment ( s t e p  1). Wild, s cen ic ,  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  
r i v e r  a r eas  are def ined  i n  Sec t ion  2(b) of t he  WSR Act. The development of 
Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards ( s t e p  3 )  were 
based on the  USDA-USDI Interagency Guidelines f o r  E l i g i b i l i t y ,  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
and Management of  River Areas (September 7 ,  1982) and the  Fores t  Service 
Handbook 1909.12, Chapter 8 .  

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 

Decisions from t h e  EA amends the  1986 L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fores t  Plan.  
Forest Plan Amendment-2 i d e n t i f i e s  which r i v e r s  meet the  WSR Act e l i g i b i l i t y  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ;  a s s igns  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ;  and 
i d e n t i f i e s  the  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards 
t h a t  K i l l  manage and p r o t e c t  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy under the 
WSR A c t .  

Wild/:cenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards provide a 
desc r ip t ion  of  developments and a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  are permi t ted ,  r e s t r i c t e d ,  o r  
p roh ib i t ed  wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  f o r  each of  the  th ree  p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  I n  some cases, a r iver  w i l l  be managed s t r ic te r  than the  
s t andmds  appl ied  t o  i t s  assigned p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  based on e x i s t i n g  
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Forest-Wide goa l s ,  o b j e c t i v e s ,  s tandards ,  management area p resc r ip , t i ons ,  and 
o the r  r e source - re l a t ed  l e g i s l a t i o n  ( i . e .  Wilderness Act of 1964, Nat ional  
H i s to r i c  Preserva t ion  A c t  of  1966 e t c ) .  These s tandards  do no t  a f f e c t  o the r  
publ ic  o r  p r i v a t e  lands and remain i n  e f f e c t  u n t i l  a r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy i s  
completed under Sec t ion  4 of  the  WSR A c t  and/or a f u t u r e  dec i s ion  i s  made on 
t h e i r  designat ion i n t o  t h e  National Rivers System. 

This amendment does no t  r e s u l t  i n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  change i n  the  L e w i s  and Clark 
Nat ional  Fores t  Plan.  Actions under t h i s  amendment do n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l t e r  
the  mul t ip le -use  goa ls  and ob jec t ives  f o r  long-term land  and resource 
management nor change the planned annual resource outputs  from the Fores t .  
determLnation t h a t  t h i s  i n  a nons igni f icant  amendment i s  made i n  accordance 
with the  requirements of  16 U . S . C .  1604(f ) ,  36 CFR 219.10(e) and ( f ) ,  36 CFR 
219.12(k),  and sec t ions ' l 922 .33 (a )  and (b) of  In te r im Direc t ive  No. 15 t o  the 
Fores t  Service Handbook 1920-Land and Resource Management Planning. 

The 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I have determined that  this  i s  n o t  a major Federal  a c t i o n  that  would 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  affect  the  q u a l i t y  of  t h e  human environment. Therefore ,  an 
environmental impact s ta tement  i s  not  needed. This determinat ion i s  based on 
the  following f a c t o r s  found i n  40 CFR 1508.27: 

Adverse and b e n e f i c i a l  effects  are no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (EA, pp. 22-29) .  

There are no effects  on publ ic  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  ( E A ,  pp.  22-29).  

The e l i g i b i l i t y  determinat ion,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and Wild/ 
Scenic/Recreation River Management Standards does no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
effect  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  ad jacent  geographic areas (EA, pp. 4-12 ,  
22-31). 

There are no known effects  that  are h igh ly  con t rove r s i a l  ( E A ,  pp. 2 - 4 ,  
6 ,  22-29).  

There are no effects  which are h ighly  unce r t a in ,  o r  involve unique o r  
unknown r i s k s  ( E A ,  pp. 22-31) 

There are no i r r e v e r s i b l e  resource commitments i n  the  e l i g i b i l i t y  
determinat ion and p ro tec t ion  of the  r ivers i d e n t i f i e d  ( E A ,  pp. 2 3 - 3 1 ) .  

There are no s i g n i f i c a n t  cumulative. effects  ( E A ,  pp. 30-31) 

There are no effects  t o  c u l t u r a l  resources  (EA, pp. 22-29) .  

There are no s i g n i f i c a n t  effects  t o  threa tened  o r  endangered w i l d l i f e  
spec ies  and s e n s i t i v e  p l a n t  spec ies  (EA, pp. 7-10, 22-29).  

This a c t i o n  w i l l  amend the  management d i r e c t i o n  and s tandards  
prescr ibed  by the  Forest: Plan f o r  t he  L e w i s  and Clark National Forest  
(June,  1986).  This a c t i o n  complies w i t h  a l l  Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and local 
l a w s  and requirements f o r  t he  p ro tec t ion  o f  the  environment ( E A ,  p p .  
1-2 ,  22).  
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RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decis ion  is sub jec t  t o  adminis t ra t ive  review pursuant t o  36 CFR 217.  
Notice of appeal must be submitted wi th in  45 days from t h e  d a t e  of  t h i s  
dec is  ion .  

- -7 

'G? 4cL- 
John D .  Gorman 
Fores t  Supervisor 

3-13 -Lw 
Date 
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WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

A .  Proposed Action 

A s  p a r t  of t he  cont inuing development and implementation of t he  1986 L e w i s  and 
Clark National Fores t  Land and Resource Management Plan (Fores t  P l a n ) ,  the  
Fores t  proposes t o  s tudy  r i v e r s  wi th in  the  proclaimed Fores t  boundary as 
d i r e c t e d  under Sec t ion  5 ( d )  of  t he  1968 Wild and Scenic  Rivers Act (WSR Ac t ) ,  
as amended. This  s tudy  documents t h ree  sequen t i a l  steps: 

1. Evaluate each r i v e r  i n  o r  c ross ing  the  proclaimed L e w i s  and C l a r k  
Nat ional  Fores t  boundary t o  v e r i f y  whether i t  meets t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  Sect ions l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  of  the  WSR Act; 

2. Assign each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of wi ld ,  
s cen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  or combination the reo f ,  as def ined by Sec t ion  
2 (b )  of  t h e  WSR A c t  which b e s t  f i t  t he  r i v e r  or  i ts  var ious  segments 
i n  t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  condi t ion ;  and 

3 .  Develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards providing for  t h e  management and p ro tec t ion  of e l i g i b l e  
r i v e r  segments according t o  t h e i r  assigned p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
u n t i l  a f u t u r e  dec is ion  is  made on t h e i r  des igna t ion  i n t o  the  National 
Rivers System. 

The f i r s t  t w o  s t e p s  are required under the  WSR A c t  while the  t h i r d  s t e p  
provides  management d i r e c t i o n  and p ro tec t ion  t o  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  u n t i l  a r i v e r  
s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy  is completed and/or a f u t u r e  dec is ion  i s  made on t h e i r  
des igna t ion  i n t o  t h e  National Rivers  System. The r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy i s  
the  f i n a l  s t e p  requi red  under Sec t ion  4 of  t h e  WSR Act and w i l l  be conducted i n  
t h e  f u t u r e  as a sepa ra t e  s tudy  r epor t  or  incorporated i n t o  the  1996 Forest  
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement rev is ion .  

This  Environmental Assessment analyzes the  e f f e c t s  of  t hese  th ree  steps. 
Environmental Assessment f u l f i l l s  t h e  requirements of t he  National 
Environmental Pol icy Act of 1969, as amended, and the  Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act of 1968, as amended. 
Nat ional  Fores t  Management Act of 1976. 

T h i s  

This  Environmental Assessment i s  cons i s t en t  w i t h  the  

B. Decision Needed 

The Responsible O f f i c i a l  i s  the  Fores t  Supervisor.  The dec is ion  needed 
incorpora tes  t h r e e  sequen t i a l  s t e p s :  

1. I d e n t i f y  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  on the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t ;  
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2. Assign each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of wi ld ,  
s cen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  o r  combination the reo f ,  based on i ts  e x i s t i n g  
condi t ion ;  and 

3. 
Standards p r o t e c t i n g  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segments u n t i l  t he  r i v e r  
s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy is  completed and/or a f u t u r e  dec is ion  is made on 
t h e i r  des igna t ion  i n t o  the  National Rivers  System. 

Develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management 

C. Re la t ionship  t o  the  Fores t  P l a n  

The dec is ion  needed i n  t h i s  environmental ana lys i s  would amend t h e  1986 L e w i s  
and Clark National Fores t  Plan.  This  amendment would i d e n t i f y  which r i v e r s  
meet the  WSR Act e l i g i b i l i t y  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  assign a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
t o  each r i v e r ,  and develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide 
Management Standards t h a t  manage and p ro tec t  r i v e r s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  study 
under the  WSR A c t .  

This  environmental assessment tiers to  1986 L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  
Plan Environmental Impact Statement by analyzing the  e f f e c t s  between the  P l a n ' s  
e x i s t i n g  management area p resc r ip t ions  and t h e  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River 
Forest-Wide Management Standards t h a t  manage and p r o t e c t  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  
and i t s  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  This comparison between management area 
p resc r ip t ions  and the  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards meets Sec t ion  6 of  t h e  1976 National Fores t  Management Act. 

This  a n a l y s i s  does not  provide p r o j e c t  l e v e l  s i t e - s p e c i f i c  documentation under 
t h e  National Environmental Pol icy A c t  of 1969, as amended, ( N E P A ) .  P ro j ec t s  
proposed wi th in  and/or immediately adjacent  t o  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  co r r ido r s  would 
be f u r t h e r  analyzed under NEPA. This  site-specific a n a l y s i s  would analyze the  
proposed p r o j e c t  ( a c t i o n s )  as i t  relates t o  the  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r ' s  p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and t h e  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards.  

D. Re la t ionship  t o  S t a t e  and P r i v a t e  Landowners 

S t a t e  and p r i v a t e  land i n s i d e  and ou t s ide  t h e  L e w i s  and Clark National Forest  
boundary conta in  r i v e r  segments t h a t  are free-flowing and p o t e n t i a l l y  contain 
"outs tandingly remarkable" resource values .  The Fores t  will cont inue t o  seek 
cooperat ive involvement as the  S t a t e  i d e n t i f i e s  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segments 
ad jacent  to  the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  boundary. 

E .  Scoping Summary 

Publ ic  involvement occurred during the  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment ( s t e p  1) .  The 
Fores t  requested -comments on the  i n i t i a l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  seven r i v e r s  t h a t  
p o t e n t i a l l y  q u a l i f i e d  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy under the  WSR Act: 
Fork Sun River ,  South Fork Sun River,  Dearborn River ,  Beaver Creek, F a l l s  
Creek, and North Badger Creek. 

Smith River ,  North 

The e l i g i b i l i - y  assessment was documented i n  a let ter s e n t  ou t  Malbch 21, 1988 
to  over 380 i :d iv idua ls /groups .  
two ques t ions :  

A 30-day comment per iod  requested feedback on 
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1. Do you agree with t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  l i s t ?  I f  n o t ,  why doesn ' t  the  
r i v e r  m e e t  t h e  "outs tandingly remarkable" resource value i d e n t i f i e d  by 
the  Fores t  I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team? 

2. Is t h e r e  an a d d i t i o n a l  r i v e r  t h a t  you f e e l  q u a l i f i e s  as e l igible  
and if so ,  i n d i c a t e  what "outs tandingly remarkable" resource value i t  
conta ins .  

Twenty-two w r i t t e n  comments were received responding t o  t h i s  le t ter  with a l l  
but  one suppor t ing  the  F o r e s t ' s  i n i t i a l  r i v e r  s e l e c t i o n .  
requested the  Fores t  t o  re -eva lua te  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  e l i g i b i l i t y  of s p e c i f i c  
r i v e r s .  Other comments expressed concerns extending beyond the  scope of t h e  
e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment.  

A few comments 

In  add i t ion  t o  the  l e t t e r ,  the  pub l i c  was informed through newspaper a r t i c l e s  
i n  t h e  Missoulian and Great F a l l s  Tribune. 
t he  Forest ' s  e l i g i b i l i t y  process  and r i v e r  s e l e c t i o n  t o  t h e  Smith River Ad Hoc 
Committee on March 18, 1988 and to the  Great F a l l s  Conservation Council on 
March 31, 1988. 

Fores t  Serv ice  s t a f f  a l s o  explained 

Upon review of  pub l i c  comments, t h e  Fores t  I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team (IDT) 
re-evaluated t h e  r i v e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  by commenters. Four r i v e r s  were added as 
e l i g i b l e :  Green Fork of S t r a i g h t  Creek, Tenderfoot Creek, North Fork Birch 
Creek, and t h e  Middle Fork Jud i th  River.  
1988 f i e l d  season d i d  no t  support  t h e  "outs tandingly remarkable" na tu ra l  
cri teria f o r  Beaver Creek and F a l l s  Creek. Thus, t hese  t w o  creeks were 
determined i n e l i g i b l e  ( I n e l i g i b l e  Rivers ,  February 1988 - February 1989) . 

Rare p l a n t  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  during the 

Several  of t h e  w r i t t e n  comments extended beyond the  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment. 
These comments noted i s s u e s  and concerns t h a t  w i l l  be addressed and analyzed i n  
the  r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy ,  the  next  step i n  analyzing e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  f o r  
poss ib l e  inc lus ion  i n t o  the  National Rivers  System. 
conducted through an ex tens ive  pub l i c  involvement process. 

This s tudy  w i l l  be 

A let ter w a s  s e n t  t o  the  twenty-two commenters i n  December 1988. This l e t te r  
acknowledged where the  IDT w a s  i n  t he  s tudy process  and i d e n t i f i e d  the  Team's 
recommendation of n ine  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  and t h e i r  ass igned p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  (same as Table 1) .  
letter. 

No comments were received responding t o  t h i s  

During the  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment ( s t ep  1)* t h e  IDT documented the  r i v e r s  
determined i n e l i g i b l e  ( I n e l i g i b l e  Rivers ,  February 1988 - February 1989). 
While a l l  bu t  n ine  r i v e r s  on the  Fores t  were determined i n e l i g i b l e ,  t he  
I n e l i g i b l e  Rivers  document focused on the  resource va lues  of  r i v e r s  rated "1" 
i n  the  Montana Rivers Study ( P a c i f i c  Northwest Rivers  Study) and/or i d e n t i f i e d  
during t h e  public-scoping process. This  document is  a v a i l a b l e  fo r  publ ic  
review a t  t h e  Superv isor ' s  Off ice  i n  Great F a l l s .  

A s  new resource information ( i . e .  n a t u r a l ,  w i l d l i f e ,  f i s h e r i e s ,  c u l t u r a l ,  
geologica l ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  s cen ic )  is c o l l e c t e d ,  i t  w i l l  be reviewed within the  
scope of t he  WSR Act p o t e n t i a l l y  r e s u l t i n g  i n  add i t iona l  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  t h a t  
w i l l  be addressed i n  f u t u r e  Fores t  Plan r ev i s ions  and amendments. 
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F. I s sues  

The only i s s u e  i d e n t i f i e d  relates to  the  development of Wild/Scenic/ 
Recreat ional  River  Forest-Wide Management Standards p ro tec t ing  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  
segments and t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  

WILL THE PROTECTION OF ELIGIBLE RIVERS AND THEIR POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 
THROUGH WILD/SCENIC/RECREATIONAL RIVER FOREST-WIDE MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 
PRECLUDE PLANNED MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES UNDER THE 1986 LEWIS & CLARK FOREST 
PLAN? 

11. ALTERNATIVES 

A. In t roduct ion  

"his chap te r  summarizes the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  r e l a t e d  to  the  dec i s ions  descr ibed i n  
Chapter I-B.  This  chapter  is  divided i n t o  f i v e  sec t ions :  (1) process  used t o  
formulate t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ;  (2 )  a l t e r n a t i v e s  e l iminated from d e t a i l e d  s tudy;  
( 3 )  a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  d e t a i l e d  s tudy;  (4 )  summary of a l t e r n a t i v e s ;  
and, (5)  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  t he  p re fe r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

1. Process Used t o  Formulate t h e  Al te rna t ives  

Al t e rna t ives  were formulated fol lowing the  WSR A c t  ( s t e p  1 and 2 ) :  (1) 
eva lua te ,  v e r i f y ,  and document the  f ind ing  of e l i g i b i l i t y  as s p e c i f i e d  i n  
Sec t ions  l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  of the  WSR A c t ;  (2)  ass ign  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  a 
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  as def ined by Sec t ion  2 ( b )  of t h e  WSR Act which bes t  
f i t s  t he  r i v e r ;  and develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide 
Management Standards ( s t e p  3 )  t h a t  w i l l  p r o t e c t  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  u n t i l  the  r i v e r  
s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy  is  completed and/or a f i n a l  dec is ion  is made on t h e i r  
des igna t ion  i n t o  the  Nat ional  Rivers  System. The process used t o  complete 
these  t h r e e  steps is f u r t h e r  def ined i n  the  rev ised  USDA-USDI InttJragency 
Guidel ines  f o r  E l i g i b i l i t y ,  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and Management of Riv(?r Areas 
(September 7 ,  1982). and t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  Land and Resource Man:igernent 
Planning Handbook: Wild and Scenic River Evaluation (FSH 1909.1.?, Chapter 
8) - 
These t h r e e  sequen t i a l  steps ( e l i g i b i l i t y ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  
Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards)  were conducted and 
analyzed by a Fores t  I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team ( IDT) .  

STEP 1: E l i g i b i l i t y  

A " r i v e r "  is-defined by the  WSR A c t  as a flowing body of water or  es tuary  
o r  a s e c t i o n ,  po r t ion ,  o r  t r i b u t a r y  the reo f ,  inc luding  r i v e r s ,  s t reams,  
creeks, runs ,  k i l l s ,  r i l l s ,  and small lakes .  Based on Sec t ion  l ( b )  and 
2 (b )  of t h e  WSR Act, a r i v e r  is e l i g i b l e  i f  i t  is  free-f lowing and, with 
its immediate land area, possess  a t  least one "outs tandingly Teaarkable" 
resource value.  
t h e  WSR Act as e x i s t i n g  or flowing i n  n a t u r a l  condi t ion  witholit 
impoundment, d ive r s ion ,  s t r a igh ten ing ,  r ip-rapping,  o r  o t h e r  i iod i f ica t ions  
of the  waterway. The ex i s t ence  of l o w  dams, d ivers ion  works, and other 

A free-flowing r i v e r  o r  s e c t i o n  of  a r i v e r  i:; defined by 

4 



minor s t r u c t u r e s  a t  the  t i m e  any r i v e r  is  proposed f o r  i nc lus ion  i n  the  
System s h a l l  no t  automatical ly  b a r  i ts  cons idera t ion  f o r  i nc lus ion .  
"Outstandingly remarkable" resource values  emphasized i n  the  WSR Act are 
scen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  geologic ,  f i s h e r i e s ,  w i l d l i f e ,  c u l t u r a l ,  and n a t u r a l .  

U t i l i z i n g  these  t w o  e l i g i b i l i t y  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  t h e  IDT evaluated every 
r i v e r  on or  c ross ing  the  proclaimed L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  
boundary. 
Northwest Rivers  Study (Montana Department of F i s h ,  Wi ld l i f e  and Parks,  
December 1986 and March/June 1988). 
begun i n  1985, was designed t o  i d e n t i f y  r i v e r  r e l a t e d  n a t u r a l  resource 
values  through a cons i s t en t  and v e r i f i a b l e  d a t a  base.  The P a c i f i c  Northwest 
Rivers  Study included the  Montana Rivers Study which w a s  coordinated by the  
Montana Department of F ish ,  Wi ld l i f e ,  and Parks with p a r t i c i p a t i o n  from the  
Fores t  Se rv ice ,  Bureau of  Land Management, t h e  U . S .  F i sh  and Wild l i fe  
Se rv ice ,  and the  Montana Department of Natural  Resources and Conservation. 
The Montana Rivers  Study assessed Montana's r i v e r s  and streams f o r  t h e i r  
f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  values  and t h e i r  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  n a t u r a l ,  and c u l t u r a l  
f e a t u r e s .  Since the  WSR Act does not de f ine  "outs tandingly remarkable'' 
resource va lues ,  t he  team assigned c r i t e r i a  t o  be u t i l i z e d  i n  de f in ing  
resource values  f o r  t he  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment. This  cri teria was 
developed a f t e r  a d e t a i l e d  examination of t he  s tandards  and cri teria 
e s t ab l i shed  i n  the  Montana Rivers  Study. 
Appendix A. 

This eva lua t ion  included the  I D T ' s  review of t he  1986 P a c i f i c  

The P a c i f i c  Northwest Rivers  Study, 

This  cr i ter ia  is  displayed i n  

Applying t h e  "outs tandingly remarkable" resource cri teria t o  free-flowing 
r i v e r s ,  t he  IDT v e r i f i e d  n ine  r i v e r s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy under the  
WSR A c t :  Smith River ,  North Badger Creek, North Fork Sun River ,  South Fork 
Sun River ,  Dearborn River ,  North Fork Birch Creek, Tenderfoot Creek, Green 
Fork S t r a i g h t  Creek, and Middle Fork J u d i t h  River.  Legal loca t ions  
i d e n t i f y i n g  the  upper and lower boundaries of  t hese  n ine  r i v e r s  and t h e i r  
"outs tandingly remarkable" resource v a l u e ( s )  desc r ip t ions  are summarized i n  
Appendix B .  

STEP 2: P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

Once e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  were s e l e c t e d ,  they were assigned a p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of wild,  s cen ic ,  r ec rea t iona l  o r  combination the reo f ,  as 
def ined by the  WSR Act, Sec t ion  2 ( b ) ,  based on t h e  condi t ion  of t he  r i v e r  
and ad jacent  lands  as they e x i s t e d  during the  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment 
(P ro jec t  F i l e ,  February 1988 - February 1989) : 

Wild r i v e r  areas -- Those r i v e r s  o r  sec t ions  of  r i v e r s  t h a t  are f r e e  
of impoundments and gene ra l ly  inaccess ib l e  except  by t r a i l ,  with 
watersheds or  sho re l ines  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r imi t ive  and waters unpol luted.  
These r ek resen t  v e s t i g e s  of  p r imi t ive  America. 

Scenic  r i v e r  areas -- Those r i v e r s  or s e c t i o n s  of  r i v e r s  t h a t  are f r e e  
of impoundments, with sho re l ines  or, watersheds s t i l l  l a r g e l y  
p r imi t ive  and shore l ines  l a r g e l y  undeveloped, bu t  access ib l e  i n  places  
by roads.  
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Recreat ional  r i v e r  areas -- Those r i v e r s  o r  sec t ions  of r i v e r s  t h a t  
are readi. ly access ib l e  by road or r a i l r o a d ,  t h a t  may have some 
development along t h e i r  sho re l ines ,  and t h a t  may have undergone some 
impoundment o r  d ive r s ion  i n  the  pas t .  

Supplementing the  WSR Act, t he  rev ised  USDA-USDI Interagency Guidelines f o r  
E l i g i b i l i t y ,  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and Management of  River Areas (September 7 ,  
1982) s ta te  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  w i l l  cover,  as a minimum. an area 
extending t h e  l eng th  of  the  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segment and extending i n  width 
.25 m i l e  from each bank of t he  r i v e r .  This  r i v e r  co r r ido r  can extend 
beyond t h e  .25 m i l e  width i f  i t  f a c i l i t a t e s  management of  t h e  r i v e r ' s  
resources. 

P o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  only a p p l i e s  t o  r i v e r  segment lengths  and widths 
on the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t .  The e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of each 
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r ,  c o r r i d o r  widths,  and assigned p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  
summarized i n  Appendix B .  

STEP 3: Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards 

The WSR A c t  Sec t ion  l O ( a )  states t h a t  r i v e r s  s h a l l  be adminis tered t o  
p r o t e c t  and enhance t h e i r  "outs tandingly remarkable" resource values  while 
providing f o r  publ ic  r ec rea t ion  and resource uses  which do no t  adversely 
impact or  degrade those va lues .  Primary emphasis s h a l l  be given t o  
p r o t e c t i n g  i t s  e s t h e t i c ,  s cen ic ,  c u l t u r a l ,  and s c i e n t i f i c  f e a t u r e s .  
Sec t ion  12 (b )  of  t he  Act c l a r i f i e s  t h a t  management and p ro tec t ion  s h a l l  not 
abrogate  any e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  p r i v i l e g e s ,  o r  con t r ac t s  a f f e c t i n g  L e w i s  and 
C l a r k  National Fores t  l ands  held by any p r i v a t e  par ty .  Sec t ion  9 of  the  
WSR A c t  f u r t h e r  d i scusses  t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of  t h e  United S t a t e s  mining and 
mineral  l e a s i n g  laws. 

The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Sec t ion  10(a) is  f u r t h e r  def ined i n  t h e  rev ised  
USDA-USDI Interagency Guidelines f o r  E l i g i b i l i t y ,  Classif icat 'on,  and 
Management of  River Areas (September 7 ,  1982) ,  and the  Fores t  Serv ice  Land 
and Resource Management Planning Handbook (FSH 1909.12, Chapt t r  8) which 
p resc r ibes  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Managemcmt Standards.  

Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards provide a 
desc r ip t ion  of developments and a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  are permi t ted ,  r e s t r i c t e d ,  
o r  p roh ib i t ed  within the  designated r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  f o r  each of  t he  th ree  
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  I n  some cases ,  a r i v e r  would be managed 
s t r i c t e r  than the  s tandards  appl ied  t o  i t s  assigned p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  based on e x i s t i n g  Forest-Wide goals, o b j e c t i v e s ,  s tandards ,  
management area p r e s c r i p t i o n s ,  and o the r  resource- re la ted  l e g i s l a t i o n  ( i . e .  
Wilderness A c c o f  1964, Nat ional  H i s t o r i c  Preserva t ion  Act of 1966). 

i 

Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards remain i n  
e f f e c t  u n t i l  a r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy f u r t h e r  eva lua te s  and analyzes each 
r i v e r  as requi red  i n  Sec t ions  4(a) and 5(c)  of  t h e  WSR Act and/or a f i n a l  
dec i s ion  is  made on t h e i r  des igna t ion  i n t o  t h e  National Rivers  System. 
Fores t  Serv ice  Handbook (FSH 1909, Chapter 8.12) states t h a t  these 
s tandards  may be modified o r  discont inued i n  t h e  following cases: 
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1. 
determined t o  be i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  Wild and Scenic  Rivers  System; 

For the entire r i v e r  o r  segment(s) of the r i v e r  that are 

2. For t h e  e n t i r e  r i v e r ,  i f  determined t o  be unsu i t ab le  for t he  Wild 
and Scenic  Rivers System, following the  appropriate review process; 

3. 
Scenic  River des igna t ion  a f t e r  t h e  Record of Decision is  signed by the  
Sec re t a ry  of  Agr icu l ture ;  and, 

For unsui tab le  segment(s) of a r i v e r  recommended for  Wild and 

4. Following Congressional ac t ion  f o r  s u i t a b l e  segments o f  t h e  r i v e r  
t h a t  are not  included i n  the  Wild and Scenic Rivers  System. 

The fol lowing Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards 
were developed f o r  t he  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  on t he  Lewis  and Clark National 
Fo res t .  These s tandards  do not  a f f e c t  o the r  pub l i c  or p r i v a t e  lands  and 
w i l l  no t  abrogate  any e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  p r i v i l e g e s ,  o r  c o n t r a c t s  a f f e c t i n g  
L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  lands he ld  by any p r i v a t e  p a r t y .  

Hydroelectric Power: 

Wild/Scenic/Recreational: 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be permit ted.  Where the  l i c e n s i n g  a u t h o r i t y  is the  
Federal  Energy Regulatory Commission, t h e  Fores t  w i l l  recommend t h a t  
no l i c e n s e  be i ssued  f o r  hydroe lec t r i c  power f a c i l i t i e s .  

N o  development of hydroe lec t r i c  power 

Water Supply: 

WildlScenic: 
p rohib i ted .  I f  necessary,  water monitoring s t a t i o n s  are permit ted but  
must be unobtrusive.  

A l l  water supply dams and major d ive r s ions  are 

Recreat ional :  Exis t ing  low dams, d ive r s ion  works, r i p  r a p  and o the r  
minor s t r u c t u r e s  are allowed provided the  waterway remains genera l ly  
n a t u r a l  i n  appearance. N e w  s t r u c t u r e s  are prohib i ted .  I f  necessary,  
water monitoring s t a t i o n s  are permitted but  must be unobtrusive.  

Flood Control: 

Wild: N o  f lood con t ro l  dams, l evees ,  or o the r  works are allowed i n  
t h e  channel or r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
p r imi t ive  cha rac t e r  of  t he  r i v e r  area must be maintained. 

The na tu ra l  appearance and e s s e n t i a l l y  

Scenic:  Flood 

Recreat ional :  
s t r u c t u r e s  are 

- 

R a n g e  : 

con t ro l  dams and levees  w i l l  be p roh ib i t ed .  

Ex i s t ing  f lood con t ro l  works may be maintained. 
prohib i ted .  

N e w  

Wild: Agr i cu l tu ra l  use is r e s t r i c t e d  to  a l imi t ed  amount of  domestic 
l i ves tock  grazing and hay production t o  the  e x t e n t  c u r r e n t l y  
p rac t i ced .  Row crops are prohib i ted .  
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Scenic:  A wider range of  a g r i c u l t u r a l  uses  i s  permit ted t o  t h e  ex ten t  
cu r ren t ly  p rac t i ced .  
the  " l a rge ly  pr imi t ive"  na tu re  of s c e n i c  co r r ido r s  as long as the re  is  
not  a s u b s t a n t i a l  adverse e f f e c t  on t h e  n a t u r a l - l i k e  appearance of  the 
r i v e r  area. 

Row crops are no t  considered as an i n t r u s i o n  of 

Recreat ional :  
uses ,  t o  t h e  ex ten t  c u r r e n t l y  p rac t i ced .  

Lands may be managed for  a f u l l  range of a g r i c u l t u r a l  

Timber Production: 

Wild: 
a s soc ia t ion  with a p r imi t ive  r e c r e a t i o n  experience (such as c l e a r i n g  
f o r  t r a i l s  and p ro tec t ion  of  u s e r s )  or t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  environment 
(such as c o n t r o l  of f i r e ) .  Timber o u t s i d e  t h e  boundary bu t  wi th in  the  
v i s u a l  c o r r i d o r s ,  w i l l  be managed and harvested i n  a manner t o  provide 
special emphasis t o  v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  To p r o t e c t  "outs tan2ingly 
remarkable" f i s h e r y  va lues ,  cumulative sediment ana lyses  w i l l  be 
required f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  o r  
s i g n i f i c a n t  land d is turbance .  

Cut t ing  of trees w i l l  no t  be permit ted except  when needed i n  

Scenic:  A wide range of s i l v i c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s  may be allowed 
provided t h a t  such p r a c t i c e s  are c a r r i e d  on i n  such a way t h a t  t he re  
is no s u b s t a n t i a l  adverse e f f e c t  on t h e  r i v e r  and its immediate 
environment. The r i v e r  area w i l l  be maintained i n  i ts  near  n a t u r a l  
environment. Timber ou t s ide  the  boundary bu t  wi th in  t h e  v i s u a l  scene 
area w i l l  be managed and harvested i n  a manner which provides  s p e c i a l  
emphasis on v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  To protect "outs tandingly remarkable" 
f i s h e r y  va lues ,  cumulative sediment ana lyses  w i l l  be requi red  f o r  a l l  
p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  or s i g n i f i c a n t  land 
d is turbance .  

Recreat ional :  Timber harves t ing  w i l l  be allowed under s tandard  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  p r o t e c t  t he  immediate r i v e r  environment, water 
q u a l i t y ,  s cen ic ,  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e ,  and o t h e r  va lues .  To p r o t e c t  
"outs tandingly remarkable" f i s h e r y  va lues ,  cumulative sediment 
analyses  w i l l  be required f o r  all p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road 
cons t ruc t ion  o r  significant land d is turbance .  

Mining: 

Wild: N e w  mineral  leases are p roh ib i t ed  wi th in  .25 m i l e  of  t h e  
r i v e r .  Valid claims and leases w i l l  no t  be abrogated. Subjec t  t o  
regula t ions  (36 CFR 228) t h a t  t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of Agr icu l ture  and 
In te r io ;  may p resc r ibe  t o  p r o t e c t  t he  r i v e r s  included i n  t h e  National 
System, o t h e r  e x i s t i n g  mining a c t i v i t y  w i l l  be allowed t o  cont inue.  
Exis t ing  mineral  a c t i v i t y  must be conducted i n  a manner t h a t  minimizes 
su r face  d i s tu rbance ,  sedimentat ion,  and v i s u a l  impairment. Reasonable 
access w i l l  be permit ted.  To p r o t e c t  "outs tandingly remarkable" 
f i s h e r y  va lues ,  cumulative sediment analyses  w i l l  be requi red  for  a l l  
p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  or  s i g n i f i c a n t  land 
d is turbance .  
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Scenic:  
Agr icu l ture  and the  I n t e r i o r  may p resc r ibe  t o  p r o t e c t  t he  values  of 
r i v e r s  included i n  the  National System, new mining claims and mineral 
leases w i l l  be allowed and e x i s t i n g  opera t ions  allowed t o  cont inue.  
However, mineral  a c t i v i t y  must be conducted i n  a manner t h a t  minimizes 
s u r f a c e  d is turbance ,  sedimentation and p o l l u t i o n ,  and v i s u a l  
impairment. To p r o t e c t  ' fouts tandingly remarkable" f i s h e r y  va lues ,  
cumulative sediment analyses  w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  
p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  or s i g n i f i c a n t  land 
d is turbance .  

Subject  t o  regula t ions  (36 CFR 228) t h a t  t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of 

Recreat ional :  Subject  t o  regula t ions  (36 CFR 228) t h a t  t he  
S e c r e t a r i e s  o f  Agr icu l ture  and the  I n t e r i o r  may p resc r ibe  t o  p r o t e c t  
va lues  of rivers included i n  the  National System, new mining claims 
and mineral  leases are allowed and e x i s t i n g  opera t ions  are allowed t o  
cont inue.  Mineral a c t i v i t y  must be conducted i n  a manner t h a t  
minimizes s u r f a c e  d is turbance ,  sedimentation and p o l l u t i o n ,  and v i s u a l  
impairment. To protect "outs tandingly remarkable" f i s h e r y  va lues ,  
cumulative sediment analyses  w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  
p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  or  s i g n i f i c a n t  land 
dis turbance .  

Road Construction: 

Wild: Subjec t  t o  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  no roads o r  o the r  provis ions 
f o r  overland motorized t r g v e l  w i l l  be permitted wi th in  a narrow 
i n c i s e d  r i v e r  v a l l e y  or, i f  t he  r i v e r  va l l ey  is broad, wi th in  .25 mile 
of  t h e  r i v e r  bank. Also, unobtrusive t r a i l  br idges  may be allowed. 

Scenic:  Roads may occas iona l ly  br idge the  r i v e r  area and s h o r t  
s t r e t c h e s  of conspicuous or longer s t r e t c h e s  of inconspicuous and 
well-screened roads or screen  r a i l r o a d s  could be allowed. 
Considerat ion w i l l  be given t o  the  type of use for which roads are 
cons t ruc ted  and the  type  of use t h a t  w i l l  occur i n  t h e  river area. To 
protect "outs tandingly remarkable" f i s h e r y  va lues ,  cumulative sediment 
ana lyses  w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road 
cons t ruc t ion  or s i g n i f i c a n t  land dis turbance.  

Recreat ional :  P a r a l l e l i n g  roads or  r a i l r o a d s  may be cons t ruc ted  on 
one or both river banks. There can be seve ra l  b r idge  c ross ings  and 
numerous r i v e r  access po in t s .  To p r o t e c t  "outs tandingly remarkable" 
f i s h e r y  va lues ,  cumulative sediment analyses  w i l l  be reqii ired f o r  a l l  
p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  or signi i ' icant  land 
d is turbance .  - 
Motorized Travel: 

Wild: Motorized t r a v e l  on land or water may be permit ted,  bu t  is  
gene ra l ly  no t  compatible with t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

Scenic:  
p roh ib i t ed  or  r e s t r i c t e d  to  p r o t e c t  t he  r i v e r  values.  

Motorized t r a v e l  on land or water may be permitted,  
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Recreat ional :  Motorized t r a v e l  on land or  water may be permit ted,  
p rohib i ted  o r  r e s t r i c t e d .  Controls w i l l  u sua l ly  be similar to  
surrounding lands and waters. 

U t i l i  ties : 

Wild/Scenic/Recreational: N e w  t ransmission l i n e s ,  gas l i n e s ,  water 
l i n e s , -  e t c .  are discouraged. Where no reasonable a l t e r n a t i v e  e x i s t s ,  
add i t iona l  o r  new f a c i l i t i e s  should be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  e x i s t i n g  
rights-of-way. Where new rights-of-way are ind ica t ed ,  t h e  scen ic ,  
r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  and f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  values  must be evaluated i n  the  
s e l e c t i o n  of t h e  si te.  

Recreat ion Development: 

Wild: Major public-use a r e a s ,  such as large campgrounds, i n t e r p r e t i v e  
c e n t e r s ,  or adminis t ra t ive  headquarters ,  are loca ted  ou t s ide  the  wild 
r i v e r  area. Simple comfort and convenience f a c i l i t i e s ,  such as 
f i r e p l a c e s  o r  s h e l t e r s ,  may be provided as necessary wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  
area. These should harmonize with the  surroundings.  

Scenic:  Larger scale publ ic  use f a c i l i t i e s ,  such as moderate s i z e  
campgrounds, pub l i c  information c e n t e r s ,  and adminis t ra t ive  
headquarters  are allowed i f  such s t r u c t u r e s  are screened from the  
r i v e r .  Modest and unobtrusive marinas also can be allowed. 

Recreat ional :  Campgrounds and p i cn ic  areas may be e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  
close proximity t o  the  r i v e r .  However, r e c r e a t i o n a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
does n o t  r equ i r e  ex tens ive  r ec rea t ion  development. 

S t ruc tu res :  

Wild: 
s t r u c t u r e s  are not  incompatible with the  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r imi t ive  and 
n a t u r a l  values  of  the  view shed. N e w  s t r u c t u r e s  w i l l  no t  be allowed 
except i n  rare ins t ances  t o  achieve management o b j e c t i v e s  ( i . e .  
s t r u c t u r e s  and a c t i v i t i e s  assoc ia ted  with f i s h e r i e s  enhancement 
programs may be al lowed).  

A few minor e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  may be allowed assuming such 

Scenic:  
short reaches o f  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  N e w  s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  w i l l  have a 
d i r e c t  and adverse e f f e c t  on r i v e r  values  w i l l  no t  be allowed. 

Any concentrat ions of h a b i t a t i o n s  are l i m i t e d  t o  r e l a t i v e l y  

Recreat ional :  
r e s i d e n t i a l  developments are allowed. N e w  s t r u c t u r e s  are allowed for  
both h a b i t a t i o n  and for  in t ens ive  r ec rea t ion  use.  

Small Communities as w e l l  as d ispersed  or c l u s t e r  

Based on t h e  th ree  step process ,  t he  IDT developed th ree  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  
a n a l y s i s .  These a l t e r n a t i v e s  are descr ibed as follows: 
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2.  A l t e rna t ives  Eliminated from Detai led Study 

Al t e rna t ive  A (NO ELIGIBILITY QUALIFICATIONS): 
recommend a l l  r i v e r s  on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  
f u r t h e r  s tudy  under the  WSR Act. 

This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would 

This  a l t e r n a t i v e  was developed as a s t a r t i n g  po in t  f o r  eva lua t ing  a l l  r i v e r s  i n  
and c ross ing  t h e  proclaimed L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  boundary. 
a l t e r n a t i v e  w a s  e l imina ted  from d e t a i l e d  s tudy  because i t  would no t  apply the  
two q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  needed f o r  a r i v e r  to  be e l i g i b l e .  Sec t ions  l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  
of t h e  WSR A c t  state a r i v e r  is  e l i g i b l e  i f  it is free-flowing and t h e  r e l a t e d  
ad jacent  land area possess one or  more "outs tandingly remarkable" resource 
va lues .  

This 

3. Al te rna t ives  Considered i n  Detai led Study 

The Fores t  developed two a l t e r n a t i v e s  which seem reasonable f o r  d e t a i l e d  
a n a l y s i s .  Nei ther  a l t e r n a t i v e  would a l ter  the  Blackfeet  T r i b e ' s  r i g h t s  i n  the  
RM-1 North End Geographic Unit (Fores t  Plan,  p.  4-4) as reserved under A r t i c l e  
I of  t he  1896 Agreement. The Blackfeet  Nat ion 's  reserved r i g h t s  are discussed 
i n  Appendix C. 

A l t e rna t ive  B (NO ACTION):  This a l t e r n a t i v e  would de fe r  t h e  v e r i f i c a t i o n  of 
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and in t e r im  management d i r e c t i o n  t o  
t h e  1996 Fores t  Plan r ev i s ion .  
A c t ,  Sec t ions  5 ( d ) .  By d e f e r r i n g  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s ,  t h i s  
a l t e r n a t i v e  would n o t  comply with Sec t ions  l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  of the  WSR A c t .  
P o t e n t i a l l y  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  would not  be managed under the  WSR Act which could 
poss ib ly  i r r e t r i e v a b l y  degrade o r  des t roy  a r i v e r ' s  "outs tandingly remarkab1.e" 
resource values  and e x i s t i n g  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would 
not  a f f e c t  any management a c t i v i t i e s  or  d i r e c t i o n  under t h e  1986 L e w i s  and 
Clark Fores t  Plan.  

A l t e rna t ive  B would no t  comply with the  WSR 

Al t e rna t ive  C (APPLY BOTH ELIGIBILITY QUALIFICATIONS): A l t e rna t ive  C would 
amend the  1986 Fores t  Plan ve r i fy ing  Fores t  r i v e r s  meeting the  two e l i g i b i l ? t y  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  under Sec t ions  l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  of  t he  WSR Act. Under A-ternat ive 
C ,  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  would be assigned a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of  wi ld ,  
s cen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  o r  combination the reo f ,  as def ined by Sec t ion  2 ( b )  of t h e  
WSR A c t .  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards would 
be developed to  provide s p e c i f i c  management and p ro tec t ion  t o  e l ig ib!e  rive1.s 
and t h e i r  ass igned p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

A s  a r e s u l t  of  applying t h e  t w o  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  i n  Sec t ions  l ( b )  and 2 ( b )  of t h e  
WSR Act, n ine  r i v e r s  on the  Fores t  were determined e l i g i b l e :  
North Badger Creek, North Fork Sun River ,  South Fork Sun River ,  Dearborn R i v e r ,  
North Fork Birch Creek, Tenderfoot Creek, Green Fork S t r a i g h t  Creek, and Middle 
Fork J u d i t h  River .  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  based on each r i v e r ' s  e x i s t i n g  condi t ion.  Wild river areas 
would inc lude  Segment 1 of  the  North Fork Sun River ,  South Fork Sun River ,  
Dearborn River ,  North Fork Birch Creek, and Green Fork S t r a i g h t  Creek. Scenic 
r i v e r  areas would inc lude  the  Smith River ,  North Badger Creek, and Tenderfoot 
Creek. Recrea t iona l  r i v e r  areas would inc lude  Segment 2 of the  North Fork Sun 

Smith River ,  

These n ine  r i v e r s  would be assigned a p o t e n t i a l  
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R i v e r ,  and t h e  Middle Fork J u d i t h  River.  Applying t h e  Wild/Scenic/Recreational 
River Forest-Wide Management Standards would not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  preclude any 
planned management a c t i v i t i e s  under the  e x i s t i n g  Fores t  Plan d i r e c t i o n  for 
these n ine  e l igible  r i v e r s .  

4.  R e s u l t s  of  A l t e rna t ive  C 

Table 1 summarizes e l i g i b i l i t y  ( s t e p  1) and p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  (step 2 )  
for  Al te rna t ive  C .  The environmental e f f e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  
Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards ( s t e p  3 )  are 
discussed i n  Chapter IV-Environmental Consequences. 

5. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  Prefer red  Al t e rna t ive  

Al t e rna t ive  C is the  p re fe r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e .  
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. .  

TABLE 4 
ALTERNATIVE C 

RESULTS OF STEPS 4 and 2 

POTENTIAL CLASSIFI- 
CATION RIVER OUTSTANDING 

VALUES 
MILES 

P 

Smith River 
NF land north of Tenderfoot Cr 
to NF land south of Deep 
Creek SCENIC 11.8* 

North Badger Creek 
Confluence w/ Pool Cr to Falls SCENIC 7.3 F 

1 

Dearborn River 
Headwaters to Forest 
Boundary WILD 18.1 S 

R 

R 

North Fork Sun River 
Segment 1 : Confluence w/ Fool 
Cr to Wilderness Boundary 
Segment 2: Wilderness 
Boundary to Confluence w l  
South Fork Sun River 

WILD 

RECREATIONAL 

25.4 

1.3 

South Fork Sun River 
Headwaters at Sun Lake to 
Confluence w/ North Fork 
Sun River WILD 25.5 R 

North Fork Birch Creek 
Headwaters to Forest 
Boundary WILD ' 6.6 

Tendertoot Creek 
Falls to Smith River 

Green Fork of Straight Creek 
Headwaters to Straight Creek 

4.6'" F SCENIC 

WILD 4.5 
~~ 

RECREATIONAL 

Middle Fork Judith River 
Junction w/ Arch Coulee 
to Forest Boundary 1 4.8 C 

Outstanding Values: S = scenic, R = recreational, G = geologic, F = fisheries, W = wildlife, C = cultural 

River segments are &fined with upper and lower boundaries long enough to enable the protection of outstandingly remarkable 
values. 

Potential classification only applies on the Lewis and Clark National Forest System land. Classification for all eligible rivers covers 
an area extending the length of the river segment and .25 mile width extending out from each bank The Smith River corridor 
is .5 mile wide extending out from the east bank. 

* - The length between the upper and lower boundary is 23 miles; however, potential classification only applies to the 
approximately 11.8 miles of Lewis and Clark National Forest System land along river. 

** - The length between the upper and lower boundary is 8.6 miles; however, potential classification only applies to the 
approximately 4.6 miles of Lewis and Clark National Forest System land along the creek. 
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111. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A. In t roduct ion  

This  chapter  desc r ibes  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  and i t s  immediate enviisonment ( r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r )  t h a t  would be a f f e c t e d  by the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  presented i n  t h i s  
ana lys i s .  
a c t i v i t i e s  and developments as i t  relates t o  t h e  Wild/Scenic/Recreational River 
Forest-Wide Management Standards developed i n  Chapter 11-1-Step 3. 
chapter  provides  the  e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of t he  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  t h a t  w i l l  be the  
b a s i s  for  analyzing and comparing the  i s s u e  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Chapter I -F t o  the  
Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards i n  Chapter 
IV-Environmental Consequences. 

Th i s -chap te r  focuses on each r i v e r ' s  e x i s t i n g  resource management 

This  

ALL RIVERS: 
Standards f o r  hydroe lec t r i c  power, water supply,  and f lood controi  developments 
are combined and discussed i n  t h i s  chapter  as water developments. There are no 
u t i l i t y  l i n e s  loca t ed  o r  road cons t ruc t ion  a c t i v i t i e s  occur r ing  a..ong any of 
t he  n ine  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  co r r ido r s .  
threatened or  endangered w i l d l i f e ,  s e n s i t i v e  p l a n t  species, c u l t u r a l  or water 
resources .  

The Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management 

Al te rna t ive  B o r  C would no t  a f f e c t  any i 

B. Smith River 

The Smith River i s  formed by the  confluence of i t s  nor th  and south forks  four  
m i l e s  southwest of White Sulphur Springs.  The main stem Smith River is 124.7 
m i l e s  long with 11.8 miles contained along the  east bank of  t he  L e w i s  and C l a r k  
National Fores t .  S t a t e  (Montana Department F ish ,  Wi ld l i fe  and Parks)  and 
p r i v a t e  lands are interwoven with National Fores t  System lands .  

The Smith River on the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  conta ins  outs tanding  
scen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  geo log ica l ,  f i s h e r y ,  and w i l d l i f e  va lues .  These values  are 
also recognized o f f  t h e  Fores t  as the  Smith River from i ts  fork t o  the  mouth of 
Hound Creek is  dedicated by the  S t a t e  as a r ec rea t ion  waterway (Sec.  87-1-303 
MCA; IMP, Sec. 87-1-201 MCA; E f f .  12/31/72).  As a r e c r e a t i o n  waterway, the  
Smith River is  managed t o  protect and enhance the  n a t u r a l  and h i s t o r i c a l  values 
of  t h e  state waterway, and t o  provide opportuni ty  f o r  enjoyment of' t hese  
va lues .  

1 

Water Resource Developments: While t h e r e  are no water developments on National 
Fores t  l and ,  r i v e r  flows are inf luenced by two r e s e r v o i r s  ( L a k e  S t t h e r l i n  and 
Newlan Creek) and i r r i g a t i o n  developments (pumps) providing i r r i g t t i o n  and 
domestic water t o  s t reamside r e s i d e n t s  above, immediately ad jacen t ,  and across  
from L e w i s  and Clark National Fo res t  lands.  

Range: The Robertson, Deep Creek Park,  Lower Tenderfoot,  and Smith River 
graz ing  a l lo tments  are loca ted  wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  These ; l l o t m e n t s  
permit 545 head of  cattle f o r  1,477 animal u n i t  months. Approximttely 20 
percent  of t he  to ta l  forage i s  wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  Range tlevelopments 
inc lude  d r i f t  fences  and s tock  ponds. 

z 

Timber Production: There i s  no s u i t a b l e  t imber  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  tlie allowable 
sale quan t i ty  p re sen t  wi th in  or immediately ad jacent  t o  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
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Mining: 
co r r ido r .  

There are no mining claims o r  oil /gas leases present  within the  r i v e r  

Motorized Travel:  There are four  trails  providing motorized access on National 
Forest  land te rmina t ing  within the  r i v e r  co r r ido r :  342, 331, 310' and 311. 
Trai l s  331 and 342 terminate  on p r i v a t e  land. T r a i l  311 allows year long access 
to  a l l - t e r r a i n  veh ic l e s ,  t ra i l  b ikes ,  and snowmobiles. T r a i l s  342, 331, and 
310 allow yearlong access t o  t r a i l  b ikes  and snowmobiles. 
c ros ses  the  r i v e r  i n  Sec. 30, T.15 N . ,  R .4  E. providing t h e  landowner 
right-of-way access t o  Deep Creek Park. 
f i v e  times from Sec. 30 t o  Sec. 18, T.15 N., R . 4  E. Travel  des igna t ions  and 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  Travel  Plan, 
approved December 30, 1987. and e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 1988. 

One p r imi t ive  road 

A two-track road crosses the  r i v e r  

Recreation Development: 
L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t .  

There are n ine  p r imi t ive  boat  camps loca ted  on t h e  

S t ruc tu res :  There are no s t r u c t u r e s  loca ted  on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark National 
Fores t .  However, t h e r e  are seve ra l  developments on p r i v a t e  land  across  from 
National Fores t  land cons i s t ing  of  summer homes accessed by unimproved roads.  

Other Management A c t i v i t i e s :  
acres along t h e  r i v e r  t h a t  conta in  t h e  noxious weed Leafy Spurge. Leafy Spurge 
is con t ro l l ed  through p e s t i c i d e  spot app l i ca t ion  as s p e c i f i e d  i n  the  L e w i s  and 
Clark National Fores t  Noxious Weed Control F ina l  Environmental Impact Statement 
( Ju ly  1986). 

There are th ree  inventor ied  areas t o t a l l i n g  60 

C.  North Badger Creek 

Ndrth Badger Creek flows 9 .2  miles from i ts  headwaters east of  t h e  Continental  
Divide t o  its confluence with South Badger. 
t he  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t .  The main t r i b u t a r y  nea r  t he  c reek ' s  
headwaters, Pool Creek, provides flows t h a t  i n i t i a t e  t h e  outs tanding  f i s h e r y  i n  
North Badger. 

North Badger is  e n t i r e l y  within 

North Badger Creek lies i n  an area t h a t  was p a r t  of  t h e  Blackfeet  Indian 
Reservation. This area w a s  ceded by t h e  Blackfeet  Reservat ion t o  the  United 
S t a t e s  i n  1896. The Blackfeet  Reservation r e t a i n s  c e r t a i n  use  r i g h t s  on these  
lands under t h e  Agreements of 1888 and 1894, and the  Trea ty  of 1855 (Appendix 
C) * 

Water Resource Developments: 
t he  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

There are no water resource developments within 

Range: The Lubec-adger Livestock grazing al lotment  is loca ted  wi th in  t h e  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  
months. Approximately 15 percent  of the  total  forage is loca ted  wi th in  the  
co r r ido r .  
Creek 's  c o r r i d o r .  

This  a l lotment  permits 80 head of cat t le  f o r  213 a n i m a l  u n i t  

There is a w i l d l i f e  fence loca ted  on Lee Creek wi th in  North Badger , 

Timber Production: There is no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the  allowable 
sale quan t i ty  p re sen t  within o r  immediately ad jacent  to  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  



Mining: 
Badger Creek is loca ted  i n  the  ove r th rus t  b e l t  which is  r a t e d  t o  have a high 
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  o i l  and gas .  
gas. The leases (M55323, ~19185, ~19181 M19184 F.125173 pin25174 M25172, 
M26038, M26069, M33279) were i s sued  i n  1981 and 1982 f o r  a 10 year  per iod.  

There are no mining claims present  within the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  North 

The North Badger Creek area is l eased  f o r  o i l  and 

A d r i l l i n g  app l i ca t ion  assoc ia ted  with lease number M25173 w a s  f i l e d  by Chevron 
U . S . A .  i n  August 1985. 
southeas t  of  North Badger Creek. 
cross and p a r a l l e l  North Badger Creek. 
being prepared on t h e  app l i ca t ion  with the  d r a f t  due i n  t h e  Spring 1989. 

The proposed d r i l l  s i t e  is approximately two m i l e s  
A l l  road access a l t e r n a t i v e  rou te s  would 

An environmental impact s ta tement  is 

Motorized Travel :  Trails 101 and 103 p a r a l l e l  t he  creek providing motorized 
access t o  snowmobiles, t r a i l  b ikes ,  and a l l - t e r r a i n  veh ic l e s .  T r a i l  103 near 
Pool Creek p r o h i b i t s  a l l - t e r r a i n  veh ic l e s  bu t  allows snowmobiles and trail  
b ikes .  
and t r a i l  bikes .  Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  the  
L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  Trave l  Plan,  approved December 30, 1987, and 
e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 1988. 

T r a i l  144 crosses the  c reek  i n  Sec. 26 providing access t o  snowmobiles 

Recreation Development: 
r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

There are no r ec rea t ion  developments l oca t ed  i n  the  

S t ruc tu res :  There are no s t r u c t u r e s  loca ted  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

D .  North Fork Sun River 

The North Fork Sun River o r i g i n a t e s  on the  east s lope  of t h e  Continental  Divide 
a t  t h e  confluence of Open and Fool Creeks flowing 26.7 miles t o  i t s  confluence 
with the  South Fork Sun River above Gibson Reservoir.  The North Fork Sun River 
is e n t i r e l y  wi th in  the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  with a l l  bu t  1.3 miles 
i n  t h e  Bob Marshall Wilderness. The r i v e r  provides outs tanding  r ec rea t ion  
oppor tuni t ies .  

Water Resource Developments: Immediately above the  confluence with the  South 
Fork Sun River ,  t he  r i v e r  is  a f f e c t e d  f o r  a f e w  hundred f e e t  by high water 
l e v e l s  from Gibson Reservoir .  Riprap i s  i n  p lace  near  the confluence,  and the  
K-L Ranch ( p r i v a t e  land)  inc ludes  a rock - f i l l ed  revetment of  cha in- l ink  fencing 
on the  w e s t  bank t o  p r o t e c t  bu i ld ings .  
s t a t i o n  with a small s h e l t e r  and concrete  foundation e x i s t s  on the  nor theas t  
( l e f t )  bank about one m i l e  upstream from t h e  confluence with t h e  South Fork. 

A discont inued streamflow gaging 

Range: The Biggs Creek and Sun But te -Blackta i l  packer a l lo tments  are located 
wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  There are 104 head of horses  and mules t h a t  graze 
f o r  265 animal months. 
wi th in  t h e  corridor. The Sun But te  a l lotment  conta ins  improvements ( fences)  
wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Approximately 20 percent  of the  total  forage is  located 

Timber Production: There i s  no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  allowable 
sale quan t i ty  present  wi th in  or  immediately adjacent  to  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Mining: 
co r r ido r .  

There are no mining claims or  o i l / g a s  leases p resen t  wi th in  the  r i v e r  
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Motorized Travel :  
confluence of both Forks (Sec. 24. T.22 N.  , R .  10 W.  , ) is T r a i l  243 providing 
snowmobile access. 
L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  Travel  P lan ,  approved December 30, 1987, and 
e f f e c t i v e  June 1 ,  1988. When Gibson Reservoir is  a t  f u l l  capac i ty ,  motor boat 
use occurs  up to  t h e  K-L Ranch ( p r i v a t e  l and) .  

Immediately ad jacent  t o  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  below the  

Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  the  

Recreat ion Development: 
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  . 

St ruc tu res :  There i s  one pack br idge c ros s ing  the  r i v e r  near  Gates Park i n  the  
Bob Marshall  Wilderness. Outside t h e  wilderness ,  a pack br idge  and s p e c i a l  use 
r e c r e a t i o n  res idences  are within the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  K-L Ranch, a p r i v a t e  
inhold ing ,  comprises 40 acres near  t h e  confluence of t h e  North Fork/South Fork 
Sun River with s t r u c t u r e s  (cabins ,  barns ,  c o r r a l s p  r e s o r t ,  dock) v i s i b l e  from 
t h e  r i v e r .  Three r e c r e a t i o n  res idences  under permit (#295, 226, 216) are 
loca ted  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  Only one of these  res idences  (#295) is  v i s i b l e  
from t h e  r i v e r .  

There are no r ec rea t ion  developments loca ted  i n  the  

E. South Fork Sun River 

The South Fork Sun River flows 25.5 miles from i ts  headwaters a t  Sun Lake t o  
i t s  emergence with t h e  North Fork Sun River above Gibson Reservoir .  
Fork Sun River is  e n t i r e l y  wi th in  the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t .  The 
r i v e r  flows p r imar i ly  through the  Bob Marshall Wilderness but  extends ou t s ide  
the  wilderness  boundary near  t h e  end of t he  Benchmark Road (Sec. 9, T.20 N., 
R.10 W . )  and above i t s  confluence with North Fork Sun River.  
provides  outs tanding  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s .  

The South 

The r i v e r  

Water Resources Development: 
t h e  r i v e r  is a f f e c t e d  a few hundred f e e t  i n  l eng th  by high water l e v e l s  from 
Gibson Reservoir .  A streambank s t a b i l i z a t i o n  p r o j e c t  c o n s i s t i n g  of 77 cubic  
meters of gabion jetties w a s  i n s t a l l e d  i n  November 1964 with an a d d i t i o n a l  102 
cubic  meters i n s t a l l e d  t h e  following year  along 5,000 feet of t he  South Fork i n  
t h e  c e n t e r  of Sec t ion  17, T. 21N, R.  low, along the  P r e t t y  Prairie landing 
s t r i p  (now o b l i t e r a t e d ) .  

Above its confluence with North Fork Sun River ,  

Range: 
There are 40 head of  horses  and miles t h a t  graze f o r  208 animal months. 
than 10 percent  of t h e  forage  is loca ted  within t h e  c o r r i d o r .  
is  loca ted  a t  t h e  confluence of the  North Fork and South Fork Sun River.  

The Sun But te  packer a l lotment  is loca ted  wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
Less 

One d r i f t  f h c e  

Timber Production: 
sale q u a n t i t y  p re sen t  wi th in  or immediately ad jacent  to  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

There is  no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  al lowable 

Mining: 
co r r ido r .  

There are no mining claims o r  o i l / g a s  leases p resen t  wi tb in  the  r i v e r  - 
Motorized Travel :  Benchmark Road 235 (improved) concludes a t  a t r a i l h e a d  on 
the  edge of t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  This  road i s  open year long t o  a l l  motorized 
veh ic l e s .  No o t h e r  t ra i ls  or roads allow motorized access along the r i v e r .  
Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  t h e  L e w i s  and Clark  
Nat ional  Fores t  Travel  Plan, approved December 30,  1987, and e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 
1988. 



Recreation Development: 
t h e  second most used access r o u t e  i n t o  the  Bob Marshall Wilderness. 
to  the  t r a i l h e a d  on t h e  edge of t h e  r ive r  c o r r i d o r  is  South Fork Campground 
with seven camping u n i t s ,  d r ink ing  water and t o i l e t s .  

The t r a i l h e a d  a t  t h e  end of Benchmark Road provides  
Adjacent 

S t ruc tu res :  
t he  Bob Marshall  Wilderness, Sec. 17, T.21 Ed., R.10 W. There are two pack 
br idges  loca t ed  off t h e  wilderness .  
is loca ted  wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  before  merging with t h e  North Fork Sun 
River.  

P r e t t y  P r a i r i e  Guard S t a t i o n  with s tock  f a c i l i t i e s  is loca ted  i n  

A po r t ion  of t h e  K-L Ranch ( p r i v a t e  land)  

F. Dearborn River 

The Dearborn River  headwaters o r i g i n a t e  along t h e  s t e e p ,  rugged head-walls of 
t he  Cont inenta l  Divide east of Scapegoat Mountain flowing 68.5 miles before  its 
emergence i n t o  t h e  Missouri River.  The L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  
conta ins  18.1 miles from the  headwaters to  the  Fores t  Boundary with t h e  
major i ty  of r i v e r  flowing through t h e  Scapegoat Wilderness. 
R i v e r ' s  s teep-walled canyon with Dev i l ' s  Glenn gorge c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  i t s  
outs tanding  s c e n i c  value.  
wilderness  boundary, is managed for v i s u a l  resources .  

The Dearborn 

T r a i l  206, which p a r a l l e l s  t h e  r i v e r  o u t s i d e  the  

Water Resource Developments: There are no water resource developments loca ted  
wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

Range: The B l a c k t a i l  Creek, Upper Dearborn, and Whi t e t a i l  Creek packer 
a l lo tments  are loca ted  wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  
head of horses  and mules f o r  44 animal months. 
forage  is  loca ted  wi th in  the  co r r ido r .  

These a l lo tments  permit 39 
Approximately 15 percent  of the 

Timber Production: There is  no s u i t a b l e  t imber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the  al lowable 
s a l e  q u a n t i t y  present  within or immediately ad jacent  t o  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

Mining: 
c o r r i d o r .  

There are no mining claims or o i l / g a s  leases p resen t  wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  

Motorized Travel :  There is  no motorized t r a v e l  loca ted  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  t h e  L e w i s  and C la rk  
Nat ional  Fores t  Travel  P lan ,  approved December 30, 1987, and e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 
1988. 

Recreat ion Development: There are no r e c r e a t i o n  developments loca ted  i n  the  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

S t r u c t u r e s :  Welcome Creek Adminis t ra t ive Cabin is  loca ted  wi th in  the  r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r  i n  Sec. It), T.18 N . ,  R.9 W. 

G. North Fork Birch Creek 

North Fork Birch Creek i s  6.6 miles from its headwaters east of  t he  Continental  
Divide t o  Swif t  Reservoir .  
and Clark Nat ional  Fores t  with the  lower 1 . 3  miles along t h e  c r e e k ' s  no r th  
c o r r i d o r  l oca t ed  on t h e  Blackfeet  Reservat ion.  The creek is  noted f o r  i t s  

The upper 5.4 miles of t he  c reek  is  on t h e  L e w i s  
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outs tanding  scen ic  and geologic  values .  
managed f o r  v i s u a l  resources .  

The south  s i d e  of  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r  is  loca ted  i n  the  Bob Marshall 
Wilderness. The no r th  s i d e  of t he  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  is wi th in  the  area t h a t  was 
ceded by t h e  Blackfeet  Reservation t o  the  United S t a t e s  i n  1896. 
Reservat ion r e t a i n s  c e r t a i n  use r i g h t s  on t h i s  land under the  Agreements of 
1888 and 1896, and t h e  Treaty of  1855 (Appendix C) . 
Water Resource Developments: 
within t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  The creek flows i n t o  Swif t  Reservoir which is 
located on the Blackfee t  Reservation. 

T r a i l  121 p a r a l l e l i n g  the  c reek  is  

The Blackfeet  

.. 

There are no water resource developments loca ted  

Range: There are no range a l lo tments  loca ted  within t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Mining: There are no mining claims present  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
no o i l  and gas leases loca ted  on the  c r e e k ' s  south bank. However, t h e  c r e e k ' s  
no r th  bank i s  l eased  for  o i l  and gas. These leases (M553209 N53317, M25198, 
M25199, M252Ol. M43339) were i ssued  i n  1981 and 1982 f o r  a 10 year  per iod.  No 
exp lo ra t ion  or  development proposals  have been received by the  Fores t  Serv ice .  

There are 

Timber Production: There is  no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the  allowable 
sale quan t i ty  present  wi th in  or  immediately adjacent  t o  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Motorized Travel :  There i s  no motorized t r a v e l  loca ted  i n  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
Travel des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  the  L e w i s  and Clark 
National Fores t  Travel  Plan,  approved December 30, 1987, and e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 
1988. 

Recreat ion Development: There are no r ec rea t ion  developments l oca t ed  i n  the  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

S t ruc tu res :  There are no s t r u c t u r e s  loca ted  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

H. Tenderfoot Creek 

Tenderfoot Creek is one of t h e  largest t r i b u t a r i e s  flowing i n t o  t h e  Smith River 
with a l eng th  of 27.2 m i l e s .  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  System land along 
the  creek is broken up by p r i v a t e  land and one pa rce l  of state land.  Between 
the  f a l l s  and t h e  Smith River,  p r i v a t e  land t o t a l s  four  m i l e s .  Tenderfoot 
Creek i s  one of t h r e e  t r i b u t a r i e s  that maintain a minimum f i s h e r y  su rv iva l  flow 
i n  the  middle and lower Smith River i n  dry years  as w e l l  as providing an 
outs tanding  f i s h e r y  f o r  spawning brook, rainbow, c u t t h r o a t  and brown t r o u t .  

Water Developments-: 
co r r ido r  on the' L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  . However, immediately ad jacent  
p r i v a t e  land  conta ins  d ive r s ions  f o r  i r r i g a t i o n ,  mining, and domestic water f o r  
s t reamside r e s i d e n t s .  

There are no water developments loca ted  wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  

Range: The Lower Tenderfoot,  Tenderfoot,  and Bald H i l l s  g raz ing  a l lo tments  are 
within t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
1,519 animal u n i t  months. 
loca ted  wi th in  t h e  co r r ido r .  

These a l lo tments  permit 361 head of  cat t le  f o r  
Approximately f i v e  percent  of  t he  total-  forage is 



Timber Production: There is no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  allowable 
sale quan t i ty  p re sen t  wi th in  o r  immediately ad jacent  t o  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Mining: 
co r r ido r .  
mining claims, and t h e r e  are minor amounts of  development on t h i s  p r i v a t e  
land.  

There are no mining claims or o i l / g a s  leases p resen t  i n  the  r i v e r  
The p r i v a t e  land a t  the  east end of t h e  dra inage  is from patented 

Motorized Travel :  
b ikes  and snowmobiles. 
a few p laces .  
and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  Travel Plan,  approved December 30, 1987, and 

T r a i l  342 p a r a l l e l i n g  t h e  creek is  open year long to  t r a i l  

Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  t h e  L e w i s  
Pr imi t ive  Road 6424 winds wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  i n  

~~ 

e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 1988. 

Recreat ion Development: There are no r ec rea t ion  developments l oca t ed  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

S t ruc tu res :  There are no s t r u c t u r e s  loca ted  i n  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  on 
and Clark Nat ional  Fores t .  

I. Green Fork S t r a i g h t  Creek 

Green Fork of  S t r a i g h t  Creek flows 4.5 m i l e s  from its headwaters east 

i n  the  

the  L e w i s  

of t he  
Continental  Divide to  i t s  emergence with S t r a i g h t  Creek. Green Fork of 
S t r a i g h t  Creek is  e n t i r e l y  wi th in  the  Scapegoat Wilderness on t h e  L e w i s  and 
Clark Nat ional  Fores t .  Green Fork conta ins  outs tanding scen ic  and geologic  
values .  

Water Resource Developments: There are no water resource developments loca ted  
wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Range: There are no range a l lo tments  loca ted  wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

Timber Production: There is no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  al lowable 
sale quan t i ty  p re sen t  within or immediately ad jacent  to  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

Mining: 
co r r ido r .  

There are no mining claims or  o i l / g a s  leases p resen t  i n  the  r i v e r  

Motorized Travel:  There is  no motorized t r a v e l  allowed i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are documented i n  t h e  L e w i s  and Clark 
National Fo res t  Travel  Plan,  approved December 30. 1987, and e f f e c t i v e  June 1. 
1988. 

Recreat ion Development: There are no r ec rea t ion  developments l oca t ed  i n  the  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  . 

. -  

St ruc tu res :  The Green Fork Administrative Cabin is loca ted  wi th in  the  r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r  i n  Sec. 30, T.19 N . ,  R . 9  W .  

J. Middle Fork J u d i t h  River 

The Middle Fork J u d i t h  River is  formed a t  t h e  confluence of  Harr ison,  Doerr and 
Cleveland Creeks. The r i v e r  flows 13.8 m i l e s  from its headwaters t o  i t s  



conf l tence  with the  South Fork J u d i t h  River. 
through the  L e w i s  and Clark National Forest bu t  t he  headwaters begin on p r i v a t e  
land (Middle Fork Ranch) and conclude ou t s ide  t h e  Fores t  boundary. Outstanding 
c u l t u r a l  resources  are recorded wi th in  t h i s  r i ve r  segment. 

The majori ty  of  the  r i v e r  flows 

Water Resources Development: 
o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  the  NW 1 / 4 ,  Sec. 35. T.13 N., R . l l  E. 
t he  r i v e r  f o r  .75 m i l e  t o  the  Fores t  Boundary and is  used f o r  i r r i g a t i o n  on 
p r i v a t e  land.  
N., R.11 E . ) ,  0.1 m i l e  downstream from i ts  confluence with Middle Fork Jud i th  
River.  

There is  a d ivers ion  dam and p ipe l ine /d i t ch  
This  p i p e l i n e  parallels 

Water is  d ive r t ed  f o r  i r r i g a t i o n  a t  E t t i e n  Ditch (Sec. 35, T.13 

- 

Range: 
This  a l lo tment  permits 40 head of catt le for  140 head months. 
percent  of the t o t a l  forage  is  loca ted  within t h e  co r r ido r .  
admin i s t r a t ive  pas tu re  fence a t  the  J u d i t h  Guard S t a t i o n  which crosses the  
creek i n  t w o  p laces .  
w e s t  of the  J u d i t h  Guard S t a t i o n  prevent ing cat t le  from graz ing/en ter ing  the  
canyon. 

The J u d i t h  graz ing  a l lo tment  is  loca ted  wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
Approximately 20 

There is an 

There i s  a d r i f t  fence loca ted  approximately .25 mile 

Timber Production: Approximately 1.5 m i l e s  of  t he  r i v e r  ( l eng th )  along the  
south bank conta ins  s u i t a b l e  timber con t r ibu t ing  t o  t h e  F o r e s t ' s  al lowable sale 
quan t i ty .  

Mining: 
f lood p l a i n  o f  Yogo Creek. This  claim extends t o  t h e  mouth of  Yogo Creek which 
is  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  There are no mining claims or oil /gas leases present  
on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  along the  Middle Fork Jud i th  River.  

There are patented p l ace r  claims loca ted  on p r i v a t e  land within the  

Motorized Travel :  Three improved and f o u r  p r imi t ive  roads,  and one t r a i l  
provide motorized access wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
crosses the  r i v e r  numerous t i m e s  from the  mouth of an i n t e r m i t t e n t  drainage i n  
t h e  NE 1 /4 ,  Sec.  33, T.13 N . ,  R . l l  E. t o  the  mouth of  Arch Coulee. Two 
improved and one p r imi t ive  road (no t  numbered) l ead  t o  a Spec ia l  U s e  Residence 
near  t he  mouth of Yogo Creek. 
co r r ido r  c ros s ing  the  r i v e r  east of t h e  Jud i th  Guard S t a t i o n .  Another 
p r imi t ive  road (not  numbered) extends 0.7 miles from E t t i e n  Ridge Road 821 i n  
t h e  SE 1 / 4 ,  Sec. 35, T.13 N . ,  R . l l  E. to  another  Spec ia l  Use Residence. I n  
add i t ion ,  a t r a i l  (no t  numbered) p a r a l l e l s  t he  r i v e r  between T r a i l  437 and Road 
821 allowing snowmobile access .  
documented i n  the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  Travel  P lan ,  approved 
December 30. 1987, and e f f e c t i v e  June 1, 1988. 

T r a i l  437 p a r a l l e l s  and 

P r imi t ive  Road 821 extends i n t o  the  r i v e r  

Travel  des igna t ions  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  are 

Recreation Development: There is  a semi-developed campground a lo rg  t h e  nor th  
bank of  t h e  Middle Fork where the  E t t i e n  Ridge Road 821 c rosses  t h e  r i v e r .  
There are t h r e e  p i cn ic  t a b l e s  with f i r e  r ings  a t  t h i s  site. 
with hand pump anda two-vault t o i l e t  about fou r  hundred feet away a t  the  
Jud i th  Guard S t a t i o n .  

There is  a well 

S t ruc tu res :  
One is loca ted  near  t h e  mouth of Yogo Creek and the  o t h e r  is loca ted  i n  the  NW 
1 / 4 ,  Sec.  35, T.13 N . ,  R . l l  E. J u d i t h  Guard S t a t i o n ,  an admin i s t r a t ive  cabin,  
is loca ted  i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

There are two Spec ia l  Use Residences within the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
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I V .  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A. In t roduct ion  

This  chapter  d i s c l o s e s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  consequences o r  e f f e c t s  of  each 
a l t e r n a t i v e  descr ibed i n  Chapter 11-3. This  chapter  provides t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  
and a n a l y t i c a l  basis f o r  comparing each a l t e r n a t i v e .  
t he  Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards (Chapter 
11-1-Step 3) as they relate t o  the  i s s u e  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Chapter I -€7 .  This 
comparison between management area p resc r ip t ions  and the  Wild/Scenic/ 
Recrea t iona l  River Forest-Wide Management Standards meets Sec t ion  4 of  the  1976 
Nat ional  Fores t  Management A c t .  
(1) overview of  environmental consequences; (2 )  environmental e f f e c t s  under 
a l t e r n a t i v e  B ;  (3) environmental e f f e c t s  under a l t e r n a t i v e  C ;  and, ( 4 )  
cumulative impacts. 

This  chapter  focuses on 

This  chapter  is  divided i n t o  fou r  s ec t ions :  

1. Overview of Environmental Consequences 

Nei ther  A l t e rna t ive  B o r  C would have any e f f e c t  on pub l i c  h e a l t h  o r  s a f e t y ,  
water resources ,  threatened o r  endangered w i l d l i f e  spec ie s ,  s e n s i t i v e  p l an t  
s p e c i e s ,  o r  c u l t u r a l  resources .  
e f f e c t  t he  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  ad jacent  geographic areas as descr ibed  i n  40 CFR 
1508.27(b)-3.  

Neither Al te rna t ive  B o r  C would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

a. Compliance with the  WSR A c t  

The American Rivers  Conservation Council appealed (#1664) t h e  L e w i s  and Clark 
Fores t  Plan dec is ion  of  June 4, 1986 because the  Plan d id  no t  cons ider  the  
p o t e n t i a l  values  of f o r e s t  r i v e r s  under t h e  WSR Act. The 1986 Fores t  P l a n  
inadequately addressed wild and scen ic  r i v e r  cons idera t ions  according t o  
Sec t ion  5 ( d )  of  the  WSR A c t  which r equ i r e s  a l l  f ede ra l  agencies  t o  consider  
p o t e n t i a l  n a t i o n a l  wi ld ,  s cen ic ,  and r ec rea t ion  r i v e r  areas i n  "al l  planning 
f o r  t he  use  and development of  water and r e l a t e d  land resources ."  

A l t e rna t ive  B: This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would not  comply with Sec t ion  5 ( d )  of the  
WSR A c t ,  as i t  would d e f e r  t he  v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and pro tec t ion  
of p o t e n t i a l l y  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  C: This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would adhere t o  Sec t ion  5 ( d )  of t he  WSR 
A c t  by amending the  1986 Fores t  Plan t o  d i sp l ay  the  f ind ings  of  e l i g i b i l i t y  
and p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( s t e p s  1 and 2 ) .  A l t e rna t ive  C would provide 
management d i r e c t i o n  and p ro tec t ion  t o  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  through the  
development of  t he  Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management 
Standards u n t i l  t he  r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy is  completed and/or a f i n a l  
dec i s ion  i s  %ade on t h e i r  designat ion i n t o  t h e  Rivers System. 

b. Ex i s t ing  River Management 

Ripar ian areas are given s p e c i a l  cons idera t ion  i n  the  1986 Fores t  Plan under 
Management Area R (Fores t  P lan ,  pp. 3-88 through 3-91). 
c o n s i s t s  o f  r i p a r i a n  areas throughout the  Fores t  t h a t  conta in  l a k e s ,  s t reams,  
and land where vege ta t ion  is  inf luenced by surface and subsurface water. The 
goa l  of Management Area R i s  t o  p r o t e c t  or  enhance unique ecosystem values  

Management Area R 
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associated with r i p a r i a n  zones and g ive  p r e f e r e n t i a l  cons idera t ion  t o  r i p a r i a n  
area dependent resources .  
' I . .  . comprised of  t he  aqua t i c  and r i p a r i a n  ecosystems, f l oodp la ins ,  and 
wetlands inc luding  a l l  areas wi th in  a hor izonta l  d i s t a n c e  of 100 feet from the  
edge of perennia l  streams o r  o t h e r  water bodies." (Fores t  P l a n  Glossary,  p.  
18).  
so i l  and vegeta t ion .  

Riparian areas are defined i n  the  Fores t  Plan as 

Management Area R boundaries are determined by on - s i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

A l t e rna t ive  B: By d e f e r r i n g  the  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and 
development of Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards,  
AlternatiTre B with the  Management Area R p re sc r ip t ions  would not  comply 
with the  WSR A c t .  A l t e rna t ive  B with Management Area R p r e s c r i p t i o n s  would 
no t  necessa r i ly  maintain the  free-flowing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  p o t e n t i a l l y  
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s .  A l t e rna t ive  B with the  Management Area R p re sc r ip t ions  
would allow a c t i v i t i e s  (e.g. programmed and unprogrammed timber ha rves t ,  
s t r u c t u r e s ,  oil /gas e n t r y )  which would n o t  necessa r i ly  maintain the  
e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of  p o t e n t i a l l y  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  t h a t  would be assigned a 
wild p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  as of December 1988. 
r i p a r i a n  areas is dependent on s i t e - s p e c i f i c  a n a l y s i s ,  A l t e rna t ive  B with 
Management Area R ' s  genera l  d e f i n i t i o n  of 100 f e e t  from the  edge of 
perennia l  streams or o t h e r  water bodies would no t  extend t o  t h e  minimum 
r i v e r  width of  .25 m i l e  from each bank requi red  under p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  (USDA-USDI Interagency Guidel ines ,  September 7 ,  1982). 

While t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of 

A l t e rna t ive  C: By completing t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  assessment ( s tep  1) 
ass igning  a p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  to  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  ( s t e p  2 ) ,  and 
developing Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Stnndards ( s t e p  
3 ) ,  Al te rna t ive  C would provide t h e  management d i r e c t i o n  to  p ? o t e c t  
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  as requi red  under the  WSR Act. The t h r e e  steps completed 
i n  Al t e rna t ive  C would provide add i t iona l  management d i r e c t i o n  t o  
Management Area R p r e s c r i p t i o n s  which would p r o t e c t  t h e  free-flowing values  
of  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  and t h e i r  assigned p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  I n  
add i t ion ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( s t e p  2 )  would inc lude  a minimum r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r  width of -25 m i l e  from each bank. 

c.  Adverse Environmental E f fec t s  

A l t e rna t ive  B: 
A l t e r n a t i ' e  B. The poss ib l e  adverse environmental e f f o r t s  and 
i r r e t r i e v ,  b l e  impacts assoc ia ted  with Al t e rna t ive  B relates t o  e x i s t i n g  
Fores t  Pl;m d i r e c t i o n  (Forest-wide management s tandards  and management area 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s )  and poss ib l e  resource a c t i v i t i e s  ( o i l / g a s  and water resource 
developments, unprogrammed timber ha rves t )  which could poss ib ly  change the  
p re sen t  condi t ion  of a few e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  t o  a lower p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c < i t i o n  (wild t o  scen ic ,  s cen ic  t o  r e c r e a t i o n a l )  and/oi* modify t h e i r  
free-flow ng cxmdition. While these  resource a c t i v i t i e s  would be highly 
un l ike ly  n t h i s  planning per iod (p re sen t  t o  1996) f o r  t he  n i l e  e l i g i b l e  
r i v e r s  i d : n t i f i e d  under Al t e rna t ive  C ,  t he  p re sen t  Fores t  Pla>i  d i r e c t i o n  
would n o t  p r o h i b i t  o r  r e s t r i c t  t hese  a c t i v i t i e s  as d i r e c t e d  under the  WSR 
A c t .  

There would not  be any i r r e v e r s i b l e  impacts assoc ia ted  with 

A l t e r n a t i \ e  C: 
resource commitments a s soc ia t ed  with Al t e rna t ive  C. 
Act is ' I . . .  t h a t  certain s e l e c t e d  r i v e r s  of t h e  Nation ... s h a l l  be 

There are no adverse environmental e f f e c t s  o r  i r r e v e r s i b l e  
The po l i cy  of the WSR 
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preserved i n  f ree-f lowing condi t ion ,  and t h a t  they and t h e i r  immediate 
environments s h a l l  be pro tec ted  f o r  t he  b e n e f i t  and enjoyment of present  
and f u t u r e  genera t ions ."  By completing the  th ree  steps i d e n t i f i e d  i n  
Chapter I - A ,  A l t e rna t ive  C would recognize n ine  r i v e r s  on t h e  Fores t  
mer i t ing  f u r t h e r  s tudy  under WSR A c t .  These n ine  r i v e r s  would b e n e f i t  
under the  WSR A c t  through t h e i r  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and 
the  Wild/Scenic/ Recrea t iona l  Forest-Wide Management Standards t h a t  
maintain and-p ro tec t  t he  n a t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y  of each r i v e r  and i t s  immediate 
environment ( c o r r i d o r ) .  Under Al t e rna t ive  C ,  t he re  would be no known 
e f f e c t s  on t h e  q u a l i t y  of the  human environment t h a t  are h ighly  
con t rove r s i a l .  The only p o t e n t i a l  i r r e t r i e v a b l e  impact would be mineral  
e n t r y  along the  Dearborn River ,  South Fork Sun River ,  and the  no r th  s i d e  of 
North Fork Birch Creek which are p o t e n t i a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  as wild r i v e r s .  
Un t i l  an e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  is  designated i n t o  t h e  Rivers  System under a wild 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  mining claims under the  1872 Mining Law would be allowed. 
Because t h e r e  are no e x i s t i n g  mineral claims within these  r i v e r  co r r ido r s  
and i t  is  h ighly  un l ike ly  t h a t  any would be placed i n  t h e  f u t u r e  due the  
extremely low hardrock p o t e n t i a l ,  t he  i r r e t r i e v a b l e  l o s s  of  resource 
a t t r i b u t e s  would be minimal, i f  not  non-exis tent .  

2. Environmental E f f e c t s  Under Al te rna t ive  B 

Di rec t  e f f e c t s  would inc lude  p ro jec t - l eve l  a c t i v i t i e s  wi th in  and ad jacent  t o  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r s  t h a t  would poss ib ly  i r r e t r i e v a b l y  degrade o r  des t roy  the  
free-f lowing na tu re  of r i v e r s  and t h e i r  "outs tandingly remarkable" resource 
va lues .  Short-term ( four -e ight  yea r s )  e f f e c t s  inc lude  the  implementation of 
t he  1986 Fores t  Plan t h a t  could degrade e x i s t i n g  r i v e r  environmenLs t o  a lower 
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( i . e .  e x i s t i n g  mineral  leases and f u r t h e r  development 
of p r i v a t e  land immediately across  from National Fores t  l and)  before  r i v e r s  
would be evaluated i n  t h e  1996 Fores t  Plan rev is ion .  

3. Environmental E f f e c t s  Under Al t e rna t ive  C 

A l t e rna t ive  C would adhere t o  t h e  WSR A c t  as r i v e r s  on the  Fores t  would be 
evaluated and documented under Sec t ion  l ( b )  and 2 ( b ) .  The enviro!imental 
e f fec t . s  assoc ia ted  with t h e  implementation of A l t e rna t ive  C would be analyzed 
by comparing the  1986 Fores t  Plan management area p r e s c r i p t i o n s  with the  
Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards (Chapte>- 11-1-Step 
3) - 

a. SMITH RIVER: 

River segment: 11.8 miles 
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  SCENIC ( .5 m i l e  wide r i v e r  cor r id .w-eas t  bank) 

The Smith River is loca ted  i n  Management Area F emphasizing semi-pr imit ive 
r ec rea t ion  oppor tun i t i e s ,  while maintaining and p ro tec t ing  o t h e r  .:orest 
resources  (Fores t  P lan ,  pp. 4-48 & 3-32). 

Scenic River Forest-Wide Management Standards would be c o n s i s t e n t  with 
Management Area F p r e s c r i p t i o n s  as the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  h a s  e s s e n t i a l l y  been 
managed under these  s tandards  f o r  t h e  past e i g h t  years. Managemelit a c t i v i t i e s  
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or  developments proposed on the  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fores t  would no t  
change the  e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of  t he  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  and its adjacent  views. 

One resource management a c t i v i t y  not  s p e c i f i c a l l y  addressed i n  t h e  Scenic River 
Forest-Wide Management Standards is  noxious weed spraying.  
spraying wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  would not  degrade any of  t he  "outs tandingly 
remarkable" resource va lues .  The spo t  app l i ca t ion  on s c a t t e r e d  patches of 
Leafy Spurge are--a s u f f i c i e n t  d i s t a n c e  from the  r i v e r  so chemicals would not  
leach  i n t o  t h e  r i v e r .  
the  r i v e r  ( L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  Noxious Weed Control F ina l  
Environmental Impact Statement,  Ju ly  1986). 

Noxious weed 

Spraying would not  occur wi th in  the  high water marks of  

b. NORTH BADGER CREEK: 

River Segment: 7.3 miles 
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  SCENIC ( . 25  m i l e  wide c o r r i d o r  from each creek 
bank) 

North Badger Creek 's  south bank (except  one m i l e )  is  loca ted  i n  Management Area 
F emphasizing semi-primitive r ec rea t ion  oppor tun i t i e s ,  while maintaining and 
p ro tec t ing  o t h e r  Fores t  resources  (Fores t  P lan ,  pp. 4-4 & 3-32). 
on t h e  south  bank is loca ted  i n  Management Area G whose goa l  is  t o  maintain and 
p r o t e c t  Fores t  resources  with minimal investments (Fores t  P lan ,  pp. 4-4 & 
3-36). The c r e e k ' s  nor th  bank i s  divided between Management Area G and E 
(Fores t  P lan ,  p. 4 -4) .  Management Area E ' s  goa l  is t o  provide sus ta ined  high 
l e v e l  of forage  f o r  l i ves tock  and b i g  game animals (Fores t  Plan,  p. 3-27). 

The one m i l e  

Scenic River Forest-Wide Management Standards would be cons i s t en t  with 
Management Area F, G ,  and E p re sc r ip t ions .  O i l  and gas development is 
cons i s t en t  under scenic  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The d r i l l  s i t e  proposed by Chevron 
Corporation is  loca ted  south  of  t he  r i v e r  co r r ido r ;  however, a l l  road access  
routes  would r equ i r e  a s ing le - l ane  surfaced road c ross ing  North Badger Creek.  
This c ros s ing  would be c o n s i s t e n t  under the  Scenic  River Road Construction 
Standard.  
r egu la t ions  to  minimize su r face  d is turbance ,  sedimentat ion,  p o l l u t i o n ,  v i s u a l  
impairment and would consider  t h e  type of use t h a t  would occur  i n  the  r i v e r  
area. S i t e - s p e c i f i c  impacts c o n s i s t e n t  with scen ic  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and the  
c reek ' s  ou ts tanding  f i s h e r y  value would be analyzed i n  a p ro jec t - l eve l  
environmental impact s ta tement .  

Any road cons t ruc t ion  wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  would be sub jec t  t o  

The Scenic River Forest-Wide Management Standards would no t  abrogate  any of the  
Blackfeet  Nation r i g h t s  (Appendix C ) .  

c. NORTH FORK SUN RIVER: 

River Segment'l: 25.4 miles 
Segment 2:  1.3 miles 

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Segment 1: WILD ( .25 m i l e  wide cori- idor  from 
each r i v e r  bank' 

Segment 2: RECREATIONAL ( .25 m i l e  wide corridor 
from each i - iver  bank 

excluding pi- ivate  land a t  
K-L Ranch) 
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Segment 1 is  loca ted  i n  the  Bob Marshall Wilderness under Management Area P 
(Fores t  P lan ,  p .  4 -4) .  
accordance with the  Wilderness A c t  of  1964 t o  maintain an enduring system of 
high q u a l i t y  wilderness  r ep resen ta t ive  of Nat ional  Fores t  ecotypes (Fores t  
P lan ,  p. 3-72). The WSR Act Sec t ion  10(b) states t h a t  a r i v e r  loca ted  within 
the  Nat ional  Wilderness Preserva t ion  System is  sub jec t  t o  the  provis ions  of 
both the  Wilderness A c t  and t h e  WSR A c t ,  and i n  case of c o n f l i c t  between the  
provis ions  of t hese  A c t s ,  t h e  most r e s t r i c t i v e  provis ions  apply. Wild River 
Forest-Wide Management Standards would be c o n s i s t e n t  with Management Area P 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s  . 

Management Area P ' s  goal is to  manage t h e  area i n  

Segment 2 is loca ted  i n  Management Area F emphasizing semi-pr imit ive recrea t ion  
oppor tun i t i e s ,  while maintaining and p ro tec t ing  o t h e r  Fores t  resources  (Fores t  
Plan, pp. 4-20 & 3-32). Recreat ional  River Forest-Wide Management Standards 
would be c o n s i s t e n t  with Management Area F p resc r ip t ions .  

d .  SOUTH FORK SUN RIVER: 

River segment: 25.5 miles 
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  WILD ( .25  m i l e  wide c o r r i d o r  from each r i v e r  
bank- excluding p r i v a t e  proper ty  a t  K-L Ranch) 

The majori ty  of t h e  South Fork Sun River i s  loca ted  i n  the Bob Marshall 
Wilderness under Management Area P (Fores t  Plan,  pp. 4-39 & 4-40).  Management 
Area P ' s  goal  is  t o  manage the  area i n  accordance with t h e  Wilderness Act of 
1964 t o  maintain an enduring system of high q u a l i t y  wilderness  r ep resen ta t ive  
of National Fores t  ecotypes (Fores t  P lan ,  p .  3-72). The WSR A c t  Sec t ion  10(b)  
states t h a t  a r i v e r  loca ted  wi th in  t h e  National Wilderness Preserva t ion  System 
is s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  provis ions  of both the  Wilderness A c t  and t h e  WSR Act, and i n  
case of c o n f l i c t  between the  provis ' ions of t hese  Acts, t he  most r e s t r i c t i v e  
provis ions  apply.  Management Area P p r e s c r i p t i o n s  would be c o n s i s t e n t  with the 
Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards.  

A 6.5 m i l e  segment near  Benchmark is loca ted  i n  Management Area Q and H (Fores t  
P lan ,  pp. 4-24 & 4-26).  Management Area Q's goal  is t o  manage areas t o  p ro tec t  
t h e i r  wilderness  values  (Fores t  P l a n ,  p. 3-85). Management Area 11's goal is t o  
provide r ec rea t ion  oppor tun i t i e s  supported by publ ic  and p r i v a t e  developments 
while  maintaining o t h e r  resource values  (Fores t  Plan p .  3-40) . 
Management Area Q p re sc r ip t ions  would be cons i s t en t  with Wild Riv1.r Forest-Wide 
Management Standards.  Management Area H p r e s c r i p t i o n s  would be cons i s t en t  with 
Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards except under mining, Limber 
product ion,  and r ec rea t ion  development. These t h r e e  Wild River Forest-Wide 
Management Standards would be more r e s t r i c t i v e  than Management Ar,?a H 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  . z 

Presen t ly ,  t he re  are no mining claims within Management Area H,  and the  area is  
bel ieved t o  have a l o w  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  minerals  l o c a t a b l e  under the  1872 Mining 
Law. The a rea  is bel ieved to  have a high p o t e n t i a l  fo r  petroleum accumulation. 
The r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  ( . Z 5  mile from each bank) is no t  under lease a:ld leases 
would be denied dur ing  the  s tudy per iod.  
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While the re  is  no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  the  al lowable sale q u a n t i t y ,  
t h e  Management Area H timber p re sc r ip t ion  allows unprogrammed timber ha rves t .  
However, unprogrammed timber ha rves t  has never been scheduled or  proposed 
wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  Thus, t h e r e  would not  be any c o n f l i c t s  implementing 
t h e  Wild River Timber Production Standard.  

Recreat ion development i n  Management Area H allows f o r  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of new 
developed r e c r e a t i o n  sites or t h e  expansion and improvement of e x i s t i n g  sites. 
There are no new-recrea t ion  developments proposed within the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
During t h i s  planning per iod ,  South Fork Campground would be re furb ished  and the  
e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  upgraded. This  work would no t  i nc rease  t h e  campground's 
capac i ty .  
Recreat ion Development Standard wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

There would no t  be any c o n f l i c t s  implementing the  Wild River 

A s m a l l  segment near  t he  confluence of  North Fork Sun River i s  loca ted  i n  
Management Area F (Fores t  Plan,  p. 4-20). Management Area F ' s  goa l  emphasizes 
semi-primitive r ec rea t ion  oppor tun i t i e s ,  while maintaining and p ro tec t ing  o the r  
Fores t  resources  (Fores t  P l a n ,  p. 3-32). Wild River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards would be cons i s t en t  with Management Area F p r e s c r i p t i o n s  except under 
mining and t imber production. These two Wild River Forest-Wide Management 
Standards would be more r e s t r i c t i v e  than Management Area F p resc r ip t ions .  
While t h e r e  is  no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the  al lowable sale quan t i ty ,  
Management Area F timber p r e s c r i p t i o n s  allow unprogrammed harves t  of  f o r e s t  
products inc luding  Christmas trees, firewood, ornamentals,  and miscellaneous 
wood products through adminis t ra t ive  use,  f r e e  use ,  permi ts ,  sa lvage ,  and 
s a n i t a t i o n  c u t t i n g .  Neither unprogrammed timber harves t  nor  mining a c t i v i t i e s  
are or would even be considered i n  t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  Thus, t h e r e  would not  
be any c o n f l i c t s  implementing the  Wild River Timber Production Standard i n  the  
r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

e. DEARBORN RIVER:  

River segment: 18.1 miles 
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  WILD ( . 2 5  wide c o r r i d o r  from each bank) 

Almost a l l  of t h e  r i v e r  (14.1 m i l e s )  is  loca ted  i n  the  Bob Marshall and 
Scapegoat Wildernesses i n  Management Area P (Fores t  P lan ,  4-40).  Management 
Area P ' s  goa l  i s  t o  manage the  area i n  accordance with the  Wilderness A c t  of 
1964 t o  maintain an enduring system of  high q u a l i t y  wilderness  r ep resen ta t ive  
of Nat ional  Fo res t  ecotypes (Fores t  Plan,  p. 3 - 7 2 ) .  The WSR A c t  Sec t ion  10(b)  
states t h a t  a r i v e r  loca ted  wi th in  the  National Wilderness Preserva t ion  System 
is  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  provis ions  of  both the  Wilderness A c t  and the  WSR A c t ,  and i n  
case of c o n f l i c t  between the  provis ions  of these  Acts, the  most r e s t r i c t i v e  
provis ions  apply.  
cons i s t en t  with Management Area P p resc r ip t ions .  

The r i v e r ' s  lower four  miles i s  loca ted  i n  Management Area Q (Forest P lan ,  p .  
4-34). 
va lues  (Fores t  P lan ,  p. 3-85). Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards 
would be c o n s i s t e n t  with Management Area Q p re sc r ip t ions  except under mining. 

Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards would be 

- 
Management Area Q's goal  is  t o  manage areas t o  p r o t e c t  t h e i r  wilderness 

Management area Q is  recommended for  wilderness.  P r i o r  t o  
area is open t o  mineral  e n t r y  under the  1872 Mining Law. 
no mining claims i n  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  and no i n t e r e s t  has 

designt i t ion,  t he  
Presen:;ly, t he re  are 
been expressed. 
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The area has a high p o t e n t i a l  fo r  the  occurrence of petroleum. 
e x i s t i n g  leases i n  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
past.. During the  s tudy per iod ,  leases would be denied. 

There are no 
It has been under app l i ca t ion  i n  the  

f .  NORTH FORK BIRCH CREEK: 

River segment; 6.6 miles 
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  WILD ( - 2 5  wide c o r r i d o r  from each bank except 

along t h e  1 .2  miles where t h e  no r th  bank 
i s  on the  Blackfeet  Reservat ion)  

North Fork Birch Creek 's  south bank is  loca ted  i n  t h e  Bob Marshall Wilderness 
under Management Area P (Fores t  Plan.  p .  4-48).  
l oca t ed  i n  Management Area F (Fores t  Plan,  p.  4-4).  Management Area P ' s  goal  
is t o  manage the  area i n  accordance with the  Wilderness A c t  of  1964 t o  maintain 
an enduring system of  high q u a l i t y  wilderness  r ep resen ta t ive  of  National Forest  
ecotypes (Fores t  P lan ,  p. 3-72). The WSR A c t  Sec t ion  10 (b )  states t h a t  a r i v e r  
l oca t ed  wi th in  the  National Wilderness Preserva t ion  System is s u b j e c t  t o  the  
provis ions  of both the  Wilderness A c t  and t h e  WSR Act, and i n  case of  c o n f l i c t  
between t h e  provis ions  of these  Acts,  t he  most r e s t r i c t i v e  provis ions  apply.  
Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards would be c o n s i s t e n t  with Management 
Area P p resc r ip t ions .  

The c reek ' s  no r th  bank i s  

Management Area F ' s  goal  emphasizes semi-primitive r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s ,  
while maintaining and p ro tec t ing  o t h e r  Fores t  resources  (Fores t  P lan ,  p .  
3 - 3 2 ) .  Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards would be c o n s i s t e n t  with 
Management Area F p r e s c r i p t i o n s  except  under mining and t imber production. 

While the  area is p resen t ly  open to  mineral e n t r y  under t h e  mining law, the re  
are no e x i s t i n g  claims and t he  area is bel ieved t o  have a l o w  mineral  
p o t e n t i a l .  

The no r th  s i d e  of t h e  creek is p resen t ly  under lease for  o i l  and gas which is  
c o n s i s t e n t  with management area p r e s c r i p t i o n s  and would no t  be abrogated under 
Wild River Forest-Wide Management Standards.  However, once these  leases 
exp i r e ,  they would not  be re i ssued .  

While t h e r e  is  no s u i t a b l e  timber a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  al lowable sale quan t i ty ,  
Management Area F timber p r e s c r i p t i o n s  would allow unprogrammed ha rves t  of 
f o r e s t  products  inc luding  Christmas t r e e s ,  firewood, ornamentals,  and 
miscellaneous wood products through adminis t ra t ive  use ,  f r e e  use,  permi ts ,  
sa lvage ,  and s a n i t a t i o n  c u t t i n g .  These a c t i v i t i e s  are not  scheduled along the  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  Thus, t h e r e  would no t  be any c o n f l i c t s  implementing the  Wild 
River Timber Prodaction Standard wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

Wild River  Forest-Wide Management Standards would n o t  abrogate  any of the  
Blackfeet  Nat ion 's  r i g h t s  (Appendix C ) .  
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g. TENDERFOOT CREEK: 

River Segment: 4.6 m i l e s  
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  SCENIC ( . 25  wide co r r ido r  from each creek bank) 

The e n t i r e  r i v e r  segment is loca ted  i n  Management Area F emphasizing 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s ,  while maintaining and p ro tec t ing  o the r  
Fores t  resources  (Fores t  P l a n ,  pp. 4-48 & 3-32). 
Management Standards would be cons i s t en t  with Management Area F p resc r ip t ions .  

Scenic River Forest-Wide 

h.  GREEN FORK STRAIGHT CREEK: 

River Segment: 4.5 miles 
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  WILD ( . 25  wide co r r ido r  from each creek bank) 

The e n t i r e  r i v e r  is  loca ted  i n  t h e  Bob Marshall and Scapegoat Wildernesses i n  
Management Area P (Fores t  Plan,  4-40).  Management Area P ' s  goa l  is t o  manage 
the  area i n  accordance with the  Wilderness Act of 1964 t o  maintain an enduring 
system of high q u a l i t y  wilderness  r ep resen ta t ive  of  National Fores t  ecotypes 
(Fores t  P lan ,  p .  3-72). The WSR Act Sec t ion  10(b)  states t h a t  a r i v e r  loca ted  
wi th in  the  National Wilderness Preserva t ion  System is sub jec t  t o  the  provis ions 
of bo th  t h e  Wilderness Act and t h e  WSR A c t ,  and i n  case of  c o n f l i c t  between the  
provis ions  o f  t hese  A c t s ,  t he  most r e s t r i c t i v e  provis ions apply.  Wild River 
Forest-Wide Management Standards would be c o n s i s t e n t  with Management Area P 
p resc r ip t ions .  

i. MIDDLE FORK J U D I T H  RIVER: 

River Segment: 4.8 m i l e s  
P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  RECREATIONAL ( .25  wide c o r r i d o r  from each r i v e r  

bank) 

The r i v e r  is loca ted  i n  Management Area's I ,  H ,  C ,  and B (Fores t  P lan ,  pp. 4-68 
and 4-72). 
and s u i t a b l e  n e s t i n g  sites f o r  peregr ine  fa lcon  (Fores t  P lan ,  p. 3-44).  
Management area H provides  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s  supported by pub l i c  and 
p r i v a t e  developments while maintaining o the r  resource values  (Fores t  Plan,  p .  
3-40). Management Area C maintains o r  enhances e x i s t i n g  e l k  h a b i t a t  by 
maximizing h a b i t a t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  as a primary management o b j e c t i v e  (Fores t  
Plan,  p. 3-15). Management Area B emphasizes timber management and provides a 
moderate l e v e l  of  l i v e s t o c k  forage product ion,  while minimizing impacts t o  
o t h e r  resources  (Fores t  Plan,  p. 3-9). 

Management Area I maintains  or enhances important big-game h a b i t a t  

Recrea t iona l  River Forest-Wide Management Standards would be cons i s t en t  with 
Management Area &, H ,  C ,  and B p re sc r ip t ions .  



4 .  Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impact is def ined by 40 CFR 1508.7 as ' I .  . . t h e  impact on t h e  
environment which r e s u l t s  from the  incremental  impact of the  a c t i o n  when added 
t o  o t h e r  past, p re sen t ,  and reasonably foreseeable  f u t u r e  ac t ions  regard less  of 
what agency or  person undertakes such o t h e r  ac t ions .  
r e s u l t  from ind iv idua l ly  minor but  c o l l e c t i v e l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a c t i o n s  taking 
p lace  over a per iod - of t i m e . "  

Cumulative impacts can 

Al te rna t ive  B: By d e f e r r i n g  the  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and 
development of Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards,  
A l t e rna t ive  B would allow resource management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  could a f f e c t  
t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  o r  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of  t he  n ine  r i v e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  Al t e rna t ive  C. The only reasonable foreseeable  management a c t i v i t y  t h a t  
would be conducted i n  t h i s  planning per iod (p re sen t  t o  1996) is o i l  and gas 
development near  North Badger Creek. This  development could change the  
e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of  t he  r i v e r  t o  a d i f f e r e n t  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  if 
e l i g i b i l i t y  and p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is de fe r r ed  t o  the  1996 Fores t  
Plan r ev i s ion .  

Alternative C: There would be no s i g n i f i c a n t  cumulative e f f e c t s  assoc ia ted  
with Al t e rna t ive  C t h a t  would adversely a f f e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  of  human, 
w i l d l i f e  or  vege ta t ive  environment. By completing the  th ree  s t e p s  i n  
Chapter I - A ,  A l t e rna t ive  C would requi re  the  completion of a r i v e r  
s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy fo r  a l l  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s .  A reasonably foreseeable  
outcome to  the  r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  study would be a l l ,  a few, o r  none of  the  
n ine  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  designated i n t o  the  National Rivers System. Any r i v e r  
designated i n t o  t h e  System would be managed according t o  t h e  IJild/Scenic/ 
Recrea t iona l  Forest-Wide Management Standards (Chapter 11-1-Step 3 ) .  An 
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  designated i n t o  the  Rivers System under a wild 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  would be withdrawn from new mining claims wi th in  .25 m i l e  of 
t h e  r i v e r .  Any e x i s t i n g  claims would be examined to  determine t h e  
claimant's r i g h t s  under t h e  1872 Mining Law. 
apply t o  t h e  non-wilderness por t ions  of  t he  Dearborn River: South Fork Sun 
River ,  and the  no r th  bank of North Fork Birch Creek. 

This  s tandard  would only 

Oil/gas d r i l l i n g  on the  nor th  s i d e  of North Fork Birch Creek could be 
proposed i n  the  fu tu re .  The e x i s t i n g  leases were i ssued  i n  1981 for  a 10 
year  per iod.  
Badger Creek-Hall Creek Environmental Impact Statement and would be 
r eac t iva t ed  upon issuance of  t h i s  document. Seismic exploratl-on has been 
conducted i n  the  area but  no d r i l l i n g  proposals  have been made within the  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  I n  the  event  d r i l l i n g  is  proposed, an environmental 
a n a l y s i s  woul6 be conducted and the  e f f e c t s  upon the  r i v e r ' s  s u i t a b i l i t y  
would be analyzed and d isc losed .  

P resen t ly ,  t he  leases a r e  suspended pending completion of the  

A s  s t a t e d  throughout t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  North Badger Creek and t h e  nor th  s i d e  
of North Fork Birch Creek are located i n  the  RM-1 North End Geographic 
Unit ,  which was once p a r t  of  t he  Blackfeet  Ind ian  Reservation. Sec t ion  
12 (b )  of  t h e  WSR A c t  states t h a t  management and p ro tec t ion  of  r i v e r s  s h a l l  
no t  abrogate  any e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  p r i v i l e g e s ,  o r  c o n t r a c t s  aff 'ect ing 
Federal  lands he ld  by any p r i v a t e  p r i v a t e .  A s  p a r t  of the  Agi-eement With 



The Indians  of  t h e  Blackfeet  Ind ian  Reservat ion i n  Montana, 1896, t h e  
Blackfeet  would have the  r i g h t  t o  c u t  and remove wood and timber f o r  Agency 
and School purposes along these  two creeks  (Appendix C ) .  While no timber 
a c t i v i t i e s  have occurred along these  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r s ,  i t  could be 
reasonably foreseeable  f o r  t he  Blackfeet  t o  c u t  and remove timber along 
e i t h e r  o f  these creeks  i n  t h e  fu tu re .  

The El-ackfeet Nation is consider ing t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of a dam on Badger 
Creek near  Badger Canyon. There would be no connected ac t ions  between 
North Badger Creek and t h e  dam. 
the  lower boundary of  North Badger Creek (falls)  and would no t  e f f e c t  t he  
free-f lowing or "outs tanding remarkably" f i s h e r i e s  value. 

The backwater from the  dam would not  reach 

There are no o t h e r  reasonably foreseeable  a c t i v i t i e s  or highly  uncer ta in  
effects on t h e  human environment t h a t  would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  e f f e c t  t he  
e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of any e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  as i t  relates to  t h e  
Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management Standards and t h e  Fores t  
Plan management-area p re sc r ip t ions .  
on an e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  or i n  i t s  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  would r equ i r e  NEPA ana lys i s  
documenting any environmental e f f e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  r i v e r ' s  e l i g i b i l i t y  
( f ree-f lowing and "outs tandingly remarkable" resource va lues)  and p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  under the  WSR A c t .  

A l l  p ro j ec t - l eve l  a c t i v i t i e s  occurr ing 
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APPENDIX A 

"OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLEw RESOURCE CRITERIA 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The WSR A c t  states t h a t  f ree-f lowing r i v e r s  possessing one or more 
"outs tandingly remarkable" resource values  ( scen ic ,  r ec rea t ion ,  geologic ,  
f i s h e r i e s ,  w i l d l i f e ,  c u l t u r a l ,  n a t u r a l )  be considered e l i g i b l e  f o r  i nc lus ion  i n  
the  n a t i o n a l  wild and scen ic  r i v e r s  system. Other than s t a t i n g  which resource 
va lues  should be considered,  t h e  WSR Act does not  de f ine  "outs tandingly 
remarkable" . 
The determinat ion t h a t  a r i v e r  area conta ins  "outs tandingly remarkable" values  
is a p ro fes s iona l  judgment on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team (Fores t  
Serv ice  Handbook 1909.12. Chapter 8 . 2 1 ~ ) .  To thoroughly assess and document 
r i v e r s ,  t h e  I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team assigned t h e  following c r i t e r i a  t o  be  
u t i l i z e d  i n  def ining-"outs tandingly remarkable" resource values:  

SCENIC : 

1. Landforms, vege ta t ion  p a t t e r n s ,  rock forms, and water f e a t u r e s  combine 
t o  create unique, highly memorable, and harmonious v i s u a l  s e t t i n g s ,  

2. views along and away from t h e  r i v e r  of  t he  surrounding sccmery are 
h ighly  d ive r se ;  providing r i v e r  users  with scenery t h a t  is  spec tacu la r  over 
t h e  major i ty  of the  r i v e r ' s  l ength  or i n t e r spe r sed  over s e v e r a l  r i v e r  
segments and/or no t  common t o  o t h e r  r i v e r s  i n  the  reg ion ,  and 

3. human a l t e r a t i o n s  e i t h e r  add favorably t o  or do no t  i n t r u d e  on the  
r i v e r  u se r s  v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  

RECREATION : 

1. Except ional ly  f i n e ,  popular o r  well-known r e c r e a t i o n a l  s e t t i n g s  t h a t  
nea r ly  everyone would agree are "Blue Ribbon" resources, 

2 .  
h igh-qual i ty  r e c r e a t i o n a l  oppor tuni t ies  (e.g. boa t ing ,  water-based 
r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  land-based r ec rea t ion  a c t i v i t i e s ) ,  

r e c r e a t i o n a l  s e t t i n g s  t h a t  are unique wi th in  a region or  ilrovide very 

3. r i v e r  segments having many a t t r i b u t e s  ( n a t u r a l  o r  h i s to r i c : a l  f e a t u r e s )  
t h a t  are h ighly  valued within the  region with most raters recognizing t h a t  
t h e  r i v e r  belongs i n  t h i s  class, and 

4. 
access  t o  use these  resources .  

- -  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  u se r s  w i l l i n g  t o  t r a v e l  long distances o r  endure d i f f i c u l t  

GEOLOGIC : 

1. 
unique t o  the  geographic area, and 

An unusual example of  a geologic  f e a t u r e ,  process  or phencmena t h a t  i s  
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2. the  f ea tu re .  process or phenomena occurrence being i n t e g r a l l y  t i e d  t o  
the  immediate r i v e r  environment. 

FISHERY: 

River providing except iona l ly  h igh  q u a l i t y  h a b i t a t  f o r :  

1. A s p o r t f i s h  populat ion (more than 50 pounds of  t r o u t  p e r  1000 f e e t  of 
r i v e r ) ,  o r  

2 ,  
Special Concern is defined as a r i v e r  which has  a h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  r a t i n g  of 
1 and a r a t i n g  of  1, 2,  or 3 for  s p o r t  f i s h e r y  p o t e n t i a l .  The r a t i n g s  for  
h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  and s p o r t  f i s h e r y  p o t e n t i a l  are descr ibed by the  Montana 
Department of  F i sh ,  Wi ld l i f e  and Parks i n  their r a t i n g  methodology f o r  
r i v e r s .  The r a t i n g s  range from 1 (h ighes t  value f i s h e r y  resource)  t o  5 
( l imi t ed  va lue  f i s h e r y  r e source ) .  
ass igned t o  r i v e r s  - with confirmed populat ions of g e n e t i c a l l y  pure westslope 
c u t t h r o a t  t r o u t .  A s p o r t  f i s h e r y  va lue  of 3 w a s  ass igned t o  r i v e r s  which 
support  a t  least n ine  pounds of  t r o u t  pe r  1000 f e e t  of r i v e r .  

-- 

. -  

a Species  of  Spec ia l  Concern. Exceptional h a b i t a t  f o r  a Species  of 

A h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  r a t i n g  of? 1 was 

3. Addit ional ly ,  any creek which is  a t r i b u t a r y  t o  a r i v e r  meeting 
cr i ter ia  number one above, is  "outs tandingly remarkable" i f  t he  t r i b u t a r y  
r i v e r  provides  more than 25% of  t h e  spawning and r e a r i n g  h a b i t a t  necessary 
f o r  adequate recrui tment  of t r o u t  i n  t h e  mainstem r i v e r .  

WILDLIFE: 

1. The presence of unique species as ind ica t ed  by the  Fores t  Plan's 
i n d i c a t o r  species l i s t ,  f e d e r a l l y - l i s t e d  threatened or  endangered spec ie s ,  
or t he  Fores t  S e r v i c e ' s  Region One s e n s i t i v e  spec ie s  l i s t ,  

2. t he  species h a b i t a t  being confined year-round t o  the  ripa.?ian co r r ido r  
or seventy-f ive percent  of the  seasonal  h a b i t a t  confined t o  t h e  r i p a r i a n  
c o r r i d o r ,  and 

3 .  the  r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t  e x i s t i n g  i n  an undisturbed (e.g. absence of human 
management, f lood damage) condi t ion .  

CULTURAL: 

1. Whether a s i te  is  included on the  National Regis te r  o f  H i s t o r i c  Places 
(NRHP) or has  been determined e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  Register, or a s i te  i s ,  i n  
the  opinion of the  Fores t ,  NRHP e l i g i b l e ,  

2. 
region and/or's s i te  being p a r t  o f  a complex of  sites, 

a site.ocS;urrence being r e l a t i v e l y  unique f o r  t h e  Northern P l a i n s  

3. 
ques  t ions ,  

a s i te  present ing  t h e  opportuni ty  t o  ask a v a r i e t y  of  res'2arch 

4. a s i te  possessing a s t r o n g  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  imd 

5. a site having a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  r i v e r .  
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NATURAL : 

1. Populat ions of  p l a n t  species t h a t  are judged to  be of n a t i o n a l  o r  
reg iona l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  by v i r t u e  of their s c a r c i t y ;  outs tanding s c i e n t i f i c  
or  educa t iona l  va lue ;  and/or designat ion as threa tened ,  endangered or 
proposed f o r  threatened or endangered s t a t u s .  This may inc lude  known 
s t ands  of f e d e r a l l y  l i s t e d  threatened o r  endangered (T & E )  p l a n t  spec ies  
and p l a n t  spec ie s  proposed f o r  T & E s t a t u s  by the  Montana Rare P lan t  
P r o j e c t  or  Montana Natural  Heritage Program. 
wi th in  and dependent on the  h a b i t a t  provided i n  the  r i p a r i a n  zone 
immediately ad jacent  to  the  r i v e r .  

The p l a n t s  must be growing 

2. Other n a t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  o f f i c i a l l y  designated or  proposed f o r  
des igna t ion  as national monuments or national na tura l  landmarks. 
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APPENDIX B 

ELIGIBLE RIVER SWYAFi'II: 

"OUTSTANDINGLY REMARWIBLE" RESOURCE DJZ3CRImIONs PO"TIBL CLASSIFICATION 

Appendix C summarizes the  f i r s t  t w o  s t e p s  of the  Regional F o r e s t e r ' s  February 
2 ,  1987 memo by documenting e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segments and t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

1. SMITH RIVER 

Lower Boundary: Sec. 31, T.16-N. ,  R . 4  E. near  t h e  mouth of  Deep Creek 
Upper Boundary: Sec. 30, T.14 N . ,  R . 4  E. near  t h e  mouth of Tenderfoot 
Creek 

Length: 
on the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t .  

23 miles-between t h e  t w o  boundaries with approximately 11.8 miles 

"Outstandingly remarkable" values  : 

Scenic:  The scenery along the  r i v e r  c o n s i s t s  of  l imestone c l i f f s  which 
rise v e r t i c a l l y  from the  waters edge. The winding and meandering of the  
r i v e r  provides cons tan t ly  changing spec tacular  views of rock exposures,  
a rches ,  caves,  p innac les ,  and o t h e r  na tu ra l  f ea tu re s .  The ad jacent  
terraces. i s l a n d s ,  and vegeta t ive  v a r i e t y  also adds t o  t h e  scen ic  q u a l i t y .  

Recreation: 
f i s h i n g  experience i n  a remote canyon. 
provide a s u f f i c i e n t  chal lenge to  keep the  f l o a t  i n t e r e s t i n g .  The 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  oppor tun i t i e s  at tract  people from around t h e  country.  

This  s t r e t c h  of  r i v e r  is p a r t  of a 3 t o  5 day f l o a t i n g  and 
The bends and occas iona l  rap ids  

Geologic: The r i v e r  from Camp B a k e r  t o  t he  Eden Bridge is one of the  few 
p laces  i n  Montana where a r e l a t i v e l y  undisturbed geologic s e c t i o n  (Cambrian 
to Cretaceous) is  r e a d i l y  observable  a t  waters edge. The s t r e t c h  of r i v e r  
on the  L e w i s  and Clark National Fores t  conta ins  t h e  Devonian-Mississippian 
geologic  record.  The unusually well-exposed s t r a t i g r a p h i c  s e c t i o n  i s  
unique i n  t h i s  area of Montana. 

Fishery:  From Sheep Creek through the  canyon, t he  Smith River provides 
e x c e l l e n t  h a b i t a t  f o r  a s u b s t a n t i a l  population of t r o u t  which v a r i e s  
between 70 and 100 pounds of t r o u t  per 1000 f e e t  of stream. Salmonid 
spec ie s  p re sen t  inc lude  brown, rainbow, c u t t h r o a t .  and brook t r o u t  as w e l l  
as mountain whi te f i sh .  
t h e  q u a l i t y  of? the  f i she ry .  

The opportuni ty  t o  ca tch  trophy brown t r o u t  adds t o  

Wild l i fe :  River o t t e r s  and p r a i r i e  f a l cons ,  two species c l a s s i f i e d  as 
s e n s i t i v e  spec ie s  by the  Northern Region of  the  Fores t  Se rv ice ,  are found 
along the  r i v e r .  Bald eagles, a f e d e r a l l y  endangered spec ie s ,  may a l s o  u s e  
t h e  r i v e r  as a f l i g h t  c o r r i d o r  dur ing  t h e i r  winter  migration. 
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. .  

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  SCENIC 

Es tab l i sh  and p r o t e c t  a .5O m i l e  wide c o r r i d o r  on t h e  east bank. 

Exis t ing  Condition: There are no water resource developments on National 
Fores t  land.  However, t he  watershed is large and includes s u b s t a n t i a l  
i r r i g a t i o n  development, inc luding  two major r e s e r v o i r s  f o r  s to rage  of  water 
f o r  i r r i g a t i o n .  Four t ra i ls  (310, 311, 331, 342) provide motorized access 
perpendicula2 t o  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  One p r imi t ive  road crosses t h e  r i v e r  
i n  Sec. 30, T.15 N . ,  R . 4  E providing the  landowner right-of-way access t o  
Deep Creek Park.  Shorel ine development c o n s i s t s  of n ine  boat  camps 
immediately ad jacent  t o  the  r i v e r .  Boat camps are p r imi t ive  with 
wilderness  l a t r i n e s  and n a t u r a l  f irepits.  Fences d iv ide  Fores t /p r iva t e  
land with one d i v i s i o n  fence t o  t h e  r i v e r .  A two t r a c k  road crosses t h e  
r i v e r  5 times from Sec. 30 to  Sec. 18, T.15 N . ,  R . 4  E. 

1 

2. NORTH BADGER CREM 

Upper boundary: Sec. 7 ,  T.28 N., R.12 W .  (Confluence with Pool Creek) 
L o w e r  boundary: Sec. 25, T.29 N . ,  R.12 W. ( F a l l s )  
Length: 7.3 m i l e s  

“Outstandingly remarkable” value : 

Fishery: This  creek provides except iona l ly  high q u a l i t y  h a b i t a t  f o r  one of 
the  largest, i f  no t  the  largest, populat ions of pure s t r a i n  wfstslope 
c u t t h r o a t  t r o u t  east of  t h e  Continental  Divide. 

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  SCENIC 

Es tab l i sh  and p r o t e c t  .25 width co r r ido r  from each bank. 

Exis t ing  Environment: 
p r o j e c t s .  
allow geophysical explora t ion .  The road prism remains i n t e r m i t t e n t l y  
v i s i b l e  a long the-s t ream t o  i ts  headwaters. 
103 and with T r a i l  101 provides a mix of  motorized oppor tun i t i e s  within and 
p a r a l l e l  t o  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
T.29 N . ,  R . 1 2  W .  providing motorized access  t o  snowmobiles and t r a i l  bikes .  
The s h o r e l i n e  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r imi t ive  with l i t t l e  o r  no evidence of human 
a c t i v i t y  . 

There are no e x i s t i n g  water resource development 
I n  1958, a seismic road was constructed up North Bedger Creek t o  

The road is  managed as T r a i l  

T r a i l  144 c rosses  the  creek i n  Sec. 26, 

3. NORTH FORK SUN RIVER 

Upper boundary : 
Lower  boundary: Sec. 26, T.22 N . ,  R . 1 0  W. (Confluence w i t h  South Fork 

Length : 26.7 miles (25.4 miles i n  Bob Marshall Wilderness) 

Sec. 24, T.25 N . ,  R . l l  W .  (Confluence w i t b  Fool Creek) 

Sun River)  

“Outstandingly remarkable” value : 

Recreation: Opportuni t ies  for land-based r ec rea t ion  (e.g. f iEhing,  t e n t  
camping, non-motorized t r a i l  use ,  hunting, w i l d l i f e  viewing) Ere 
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outs tanding .  
boundary o f  t he  Sun River G a m e  Preserve.  
herd.  Deer, mountain sheep, and mountain goat also provide a w i l d l i f e  
viewing opportuni ty .  

The North Fork of  t h e  Sun River forms p a r t  of t h e  east 
The Preserve summers a large e l k  

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  Segment 1: WILD 
Segment 2 : RECREATIONAL 

Es tab l i sh  and protect .25 m i l e  wide co r r ido r  from each bank. 

Ex i s t ing  Condition: 

- 

SEGMENT 1: Bob Marshall Wilderness (headwaters to t h e  wilderness  boundary)- 
There are no e x i s t i n g  water resource developments, roads or t ra i ls  providing 
motorized access, o r  sho re l ine  developments wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  

SEGMENT 2: Wilderness boundary t o  confluence with South Fork Sun River- The 
lower boundary is  inf luenced by water backing up from Gibson Reservoir .  
P r i v a t e  land  upstream on  t h e  w e s t  s i d e  of t h e  r i v e r  conta ins  a revetment 
( s t o n e - f i l l e d  cha in- l ink  r e t a i n i n g  w a l l )  s t a b i l i z i n g  the  r i v e r  bank. Rip-raps 
are i n s t a l l e d  near  t h e  lower boundary confluence. T r a i l  243 concludes wi th in  
the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  providing seasonal  access  to  snowmobiles. P r i v a t e l y  owned 
K-L Ranch (resort -dude ranch) comprises 40 acres which extends i n t o  the  r i v e r  
co r r ido r .  Spec ia l  use  r ec rea t ion  residences are loca ted  wi th in  t h e  r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r  on t h e  no r th  bank. Two wooden suspension pack br idges  four t o  f i v e  
f e e t  wide cross the  r i v e r .  One br idge  is loca ted  on p r i v a t e  land bu t  t he  
pub l i c  has  access to  i t  through an easement. 

4. SOUTH FORK SUN RXWR 

Upper boundary: Sec. 4 ,  T.18 N . ,  R . 1 0  W .  (Headwaters a t  Sun Lake) 
Lower boundary: Sec. 26, T.22 N., R.10 W .  (Confluence with North Fork 

Length: 25.5 miles (6.3 miles near  Benchmark and .75 miles 
Sun River) 

near  confluence are ou t s ide  wilderness)  

"Outstandingly remarkable" value: 

Recreat ion:  Opportuni t ies  for land-based r ec rea t ion  (e.g. hunt ing,  
f i s h i n g ,  t e n t  camping, non-motorized t r a i l  use ,  w i l d l i f e  viewing) are 
outs tanding.  Along with t h e  North Fork, t h e  South Fork of the  Sun River i s  
part of t h e  east boundary of  the  Sun River G a m e  Preserve.  
p o i n t s  a long the  r i v e r  where e l k  and deer  can be viewed while awai t ing 
t h e i r  win ter  migration to  t h e  Sun River Wi ld l i f e  Management Area ten  miles 
t o  t h e  east. 

There are many 

. -  
Po t e n t  i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  : WILD 

Es tab l i sh  and p r o t e c t  .25 m i l e  wide co r r ido r  from each bank. 

Exis t ing  Condition: 
channel work completed i n  the  P r e t t y  P r a i r i e  s t r e t c h  i n  1964-5. 
motorized access  on the  edge of the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  is whe1.e Benchmark Road 235 
concludes i n  Sec. 9 ,  T.20 N . ,  R . 1 0  W .  J u s t  i n s i d e  t h e  r i v e r  corr i -dor  i s  South 

The only water resource development i s  5,000 f e e t  of  
The only 
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Fork capground with seven camping u n i t s .  
is  loca ted  i n  the  Bob Marshall Wilderness wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  
l ies on the  edge of the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  near  t h e  r i v e r s  confluence with North 
Fork Sun River.  
Fork campground. 

P r e t t y  Prairie Adminis t ra t ive Cabin 
K-L 'Ranch 

One wooden suspension pack br idge  c rosses  the  r i v e r  near  South 

Benchmark Road 235 and South Fork campground were t h e  only developments t h a t  
could be considered incons i s t en t  under a wild r i v e r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
t he  IDT f e l t  tha't s epa ra t ing  t h i s  small .5 m i l e  r i v e r  segment was not  f e a s i b l e  
i n  managing t h e  femaining 25 miles under a wild r i v e r  area c l a s s i f ' i c a t ion .  
Proposed a c t i v i t i e s  and developments within t h i s  -5  m i l e  r i v e r  segment would 
not  change the  e x i s t i n g  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r ;  t hus ,  t he  IDT f e l t  t h a t  t h e  e n t i r e  
South Fork Sun River should be managed and pro tec ted  under a wild r i v e r  area 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

However, 

5. DEARBORN RIVER 

Upper boundary: =-. Sec. 13, T.18 N . ,  R . 1 0  W .  (Scapegoat Mount.ain) 
L o w e r  boundary: Sec. 6 ,  T.17 N . ,  R . 7  W. (Fores t  Boundarj.) 
Length: 18.1 miles (14.1 miles i n  Scapegoat Wilderness) 

"Outstandingly remarkable" value : 

Scenic:  Rugged, bold exposures of  folded and f a u l t e d  l imestone c l i f f s  are 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of Dev i l ' s  Glen. Panoramic views inc lude  ro l l j .ng ,  grassy 
h i l l s  r n  the  Whi t e t a i l  Creek area t o  t h e  s t a r k  500-600 f o o t  c l . i f f s  of 
Scapegoat Mountain. When daybreak c a s t s  a s o f t  red glow on these  c l i f f s ,  
i t  c r e a t e s  a p ic turesque  scene of the  t r u e  magnitude of t h i s  spec tacular  
rock w a l l .  Red S l i d e  Mountain's red rocks be l t ed  by green timber and 
crowned with blue-appearing l i chens  adds t o  t h e  grandeur of t he  area. 

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  W I L D  

Es t ab l i sh  and p r o t e c t  a .25 m i l e  width c o r r i d o r  from each r i v e r  bank. 

Ex i s t ing  Environment: 
roads o r  t r a i l s  providing motorized access ,  o r  sho re l ine  devel.opments 
within t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

There are no e x i s t i n g  water resource developments, 

6 .  NORTH FORK BIRCH CREEK 

Upper boundary: Sec.  34, T.28 N . ,  R . l l  W .  (Headwaters) 
Lower boundary : Sec. 28, T.28 N . ,  R . 1 0  W .  (Fores t  Boundai.y/Swift 

Length: 6.6 miles (Bob Marshall Wilderness Bounda1.y) 
Reservoir)  

. -- 
"Outstandingly remarkable" value : 

Scenic:  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t o  the  North Fork Birch Creek. Continuous forctst cover i s  
broken with i s l a n d s  of  deciduous vege ta t ion .  T rans i t i on  i n  tctxture and 
co lo r  occurs  when vegeta t ion  abrupt ly  meets rock walls and outcrops.  A 
series of  w a t e r f a l l s ,  r ap ids  and pools are accentuated by spec:tacular views 
of rugged mountains i n  the  horizon.  

I n t e r e s t i n g  rock formations and d ive r se  vege ta t ion  i s  
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Geologic: 
t o  be unique and i n t e g r a l l y  t i e d  with t h e  r i v e r  environment. 

The unusually well-exposed f o l d s  and t h r u s t  f a u l t s  are bel ieved 

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  WILD (The lower 1.3 miles border  t h e  Blackfeet  
Reservation. Only the  south  s i d e  of the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  is  c l a s s i f i e d  along 
t h i s  1.3 m i l e  s e c t i o n ) .  

Es t ab l i sh  and protect .25 m i l e  wide co r r ido r  from each bank. 

Ex i s t ing  Environment: 
roads or  trails providing motorized access, or shore l ine  developments 
wi th in  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

There are no e x i s t i n g  water resource developments, 

Upper boundary: - Sec. 25. T.14 N . ,  R . 4  E. ( F a l l s )  
Lower boundary: Sec. 25, T.14 N., R . 3  E. (Smith River)  
Length : 8.6 miles between the  two boundaries with 4.6 miles on 

t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fores t .  

"Outstandingly remarkable" value : 

Fishery:  Tenderfoot Creek is  a c r i t i ca l  spawning and r e a r i n g  t r i b u t a r y  f o r  
t he  Smith River .  
s i z e d  brown t r o u t  p re sen t  i n  the  25 mile s e c t i o n  of  t h e  Smith River below 
t h e  mouth of  Tenderfoot Creek o r i g i n a t e  from reproduct ion which occurs  i n  
Tenderfoot Creek. 
which is  supe r io r  t o  t h a t  found i n  the  Smith River ,  i n  t h a t  t h e r e  is  an 
abundance of  spawning g rave l s  which conta in  l o w  l e v e l s  of f i n e  sediment. 
This  low l e v e l  of f i n e  sediment provides i d e a l  spawning h a b i t a t  and r e s u l t s  
i n  high t r o u t  egg s u r v i v a l .  Addit ional ly ,  t h e r e  are no n a t u r a l  o r  man-made 
b a r r i e r s  t o  f i s h  movement from the  mouth upstream t o  t h e  f a l l s .  

Twenty-five percent  or more of the  rainbow and trophy 

Tenderfoot Creek provides outs tanding  spawning h a b i t a t ,  

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  SCENIC 

Ex i s t ing  Environment: 
p r imi t ive  but  T r a i l  342 within t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  parallels t h e  creek 
providing motorized access .  I n  add i t ion ,  Road 6424 p a r a l l e l s  t h e  creek and 
winds i n t o  the  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  a few t i m e s  providing motorized access .  

GREEN FORK OF STRAIGHT CREEK 

Shorel ine and water developments are e s s e n t i a l l y  

8. 

Upper boundary: Sec. 14 ,  T .18  N . ,  R.10 W .  (Headwaters) 
Lower boundasy : Sec. 25, T.19 N . ,  R.10 W .  ( S t r a i g h t  Creek) 
Length : 4.5 m i l e s  (Scapegoat Wilderness) 
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"Outstandingly remarkable" values  : 

Scenic:  The Green Fork of S t r a i g h t  Creek is  t h e  r e s u l t  of  snow meltwater 
from the  Scapegoat P la teau  flowing i n t o  s inkholes  and c a r r i e d  i n t o  a vas t  
underground system of l imestone caverns.  
a t  t h e  6,800 foo t  l imestone f a c e  l e v e l  pours ou t  of t h e  en t rances  and f a l l s  
t o  the  canyon f l o o r .  
spec tacu la r  glacial c i rque  box canyon with thousand f o o t  v e r t i c a l  walls. A 
po in t  of  the  Scapegoat p l a t eau  j u t s  ou t  between the  twin glacial c i rques  of 
Halfmoon Park and t h e  head of  Green Fork has t h e  appearance of  a hugh rock 
b a t t l e s h i p .  D ive r s i ty  i n  vege ta t ion ,  from a l p i n e  cushion p l a n t s ,  
coniferous f o r e s t s ,  sun bleached snags,  and r i p a r i a n  deciduous trees and 
shrubs con t r ibu te  t o  t h i s  ou ts tanding  scen ic  area. 

Water running o u t  of these  caves 

These w a t e r f a l l s  add t o  scenic  v a r i e t y  t o  an already 

Geologic: 
t h e  Green Fork is  r e l a t e d  t o  the  S t r a i g h t  Creek Thrust .  T h r u s t - f a u l t s  have 
e leva ted  a large block of  Cambrian rock t o  a he ight  approximately 8,000 
f e e t  known as the  Scapegoat P la teau .  
p l a t eau  flows d i r e c t l y  i n t o  s inkholes  and is c a r r i e d  i n t o  a v a s t  
underground drainage system through a series of  streams t h a t  run ou t  of 
caves from t h e  base of  t he  Damnation Limestone i n t o  t h e  Green Fork. Green 
Fork F a l l s  Cave has been explored f o r  an est imated 2.5 miles. 

This  unique cave and a l p i n e  k a r s t  system at  the  headwaters of 

A l l  of  t h e  snow meltwater on the  

P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  WILD 

Es tab l i sh  and p r o t e c t  -25 m i l e  wide co r r ido r  extending from each bank. 

Ex i s t ing  Environment: There are no e x i s t i n g  water resource developments or 
r o a d s / t r a i l s  providing motorized access with t h e  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
sho re l ine  development is Greek Fork Administrative Cabin loca ted  a t  the  
junc t ion  of Green Fork and S t r a i g h t  Creek. 

The only 

9. MIDDLE FORK JUDITH RIVER 

Upper Boundary: Sec. 32, T. 13 N . ,  R .  11 E. (Arch Coulee Junc t ion)  
Lower Boundary: Sec.  35, T. 13 N., R .  11 E. (Fo res t  Boundary) 
Length : 4.8 miles 

"Outstandingly remarkable" value : 

C u l t u r a l :  Eight recorded h i s t o r i c  si tes wi th in  t h i s  s t r e t c h  of  r i v e r  are 
s i g n i f i c a n t .  The s i tes  are considered e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  National Register 
of  H i s t o r i c  P laces ;  r ep resen t  a si te type which is no longer  common, and 
form a complex of  similar s i t e - t y p e s .  The sites possess  the  p o t e n t i a l  t o  
y i e l d  s i g n i f i c a n t  information;  t he re fo re ,  p resent ing  the  opportuni ty  t o  a s k  
a v a r i e t y  of  research  ques t ions .  
possesses a s t r o n g  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  as do the  p r e h i s t o r i c  
s i tes .  A l l  s i tes  possess an i n t e g r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  Middle Fork 
J u d i t h  River.  

A h i s t o r i c  s i te  along t h i s  r i v e r  segment 
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P o t e n t i a l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  RECREATIONAL 

E s t a b l i s h  and protect .25 m i l e  w i d e  corridor extending from each bank. 

Ex i s t ing  Environment: There is a d ivers ion  dam and p i p e l i n e / d i t c h  
o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  the  NW 1 / 4 ,  Sec 35. T.13 N., R.ll E. This  p i p e l i n e  
parallels t h e  r i v e r  fo r  .75 m i l e  to  the  Fores t  Boundary. The water is  used 
for irrigation on p r i v a t e  land.  
motorized access wi th in  the  r i v e r  co r r ido r .  
campground which c o n s i s t s  of three  p i cn ic  tables with fire rings, a hand 
pump, and two-vault to i le t .  Two Spec ia l  Use residences and J u d i t h  Guard 
S t a t i o n  are loca ted  wi th in  the  co r r ido r .  

Eight p r imi t ive  r o a d s / t r a i l s  provide 
There is a semi-developed 
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APPENDIX C 

The Badger-Two Medicine area, or  RM-1 North End Geographic Unit ,  w 3 s  once part  
of t he  Blackfeet  €ndian Reservation. Various treaties and agreements between 
the  Blackfeet  Ind ian  Nation and the  United States reserved t o  t h e  Blackfeet  
c e r t a i n  use  r i g h t s  on these  ceded lands.  
s p e c i f i c  r i g h t s  granted or r e t a ined  by each p a r t y  i n  these  agreements: 

The following is  a d iscuss ion  of  

Treaty With The Blackfee t ,  1855 

Article 4 g ives  Blackfeet  Nation exc lus ive  con t ro l  over area of  land t h a t  
includes ceded land except ing as may be otherwise provided i n  t h i s  t r e a t y .  

Article 8 somewhat modifies the  exc lus ive  con t ro l  and provides  f o r  the  
United S t a t e s  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of roads of every desc r ip t ion  and the  use of 
materials of  every desc r ip t ion  found i n  t h e  ceded lands.  

- 

Agreement of May 1, 1888 

Article V I 1 1  provides t h a t  whenever, i n  t h e  opinion of t he  P res iden t ,  the  
pub l i c  i n t e r e s t s  r equ i r e  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of r a i l r o a d s  o r  other highways 
through any po r t ion  of t he  Blackfeet  Country, right-of-way s h a l l  be granted 
f o r  such purposes. 

Agreement With The Indians O f  The Blackfeet  Indian Reservation i n  Montana, 1896 

Acquired the  ceded lands i n  the  name of the  United S t a t e s  as pub l i c  lands 
and open t o  occupat ion,  l oca t ion  and purchase under the  provis ions  of the  
mineral-land l a w s  only.  

Article I "For and i n  cons idera t ion  of  t h e  sums to  be paid and the  
ob l iga t ions  assumed upon the  p a r t  of t he  United S t a t e s ,  as h e r e i n a f t e r  set 
f o r t h ,  s a i d  Indians  of the  Blackfeet  Reservation hereby convey, r e l inqu i sh ,  
and release to  t h e  United S t a t e s  a l l  t h e i r  r i g h t ,  t i t l e  and i n t e r e s t  i n  and 
t o  t h a t  po r t ion  of  t he  present  r e se rva t ion  . . . provided, t h a t  s a i d  
Indians s h a l l  have, and do hereby reserve  t o  themselves, t he  r i g h t  t o  go 
upon any po r t ion  of  the  lands hereby conveyed so long as t h e  same s h a l l  
remain publ ic  lands  of the  United S t a t e s ,  and to  c u t  and remo1.e therefrom 
wood and timber f o r  Agency and school  purposes,  and f o r  t h e i r  personal  uses 
f o r  houses, fences ,  and a l l  o t h e r  domestic purposes: and proLide f u r t h e r ,  
t h a t  t he  s a i d 3 n d i a n s  hereby reserve  and r e t a i n  the  r i g h t  to  bunt s a i d  
lands t o  f i s h  i n  the  streams thereof  so long  as the  same s h a l l  remai publ ic  
lands  of  t he  United S t a t e s  under and i n  accordance with the  provis ions  of 
t h e  game and f i s h  laws of t he  S t a t e  of Montana". 
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LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AMENDMENT N O .  2 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS STUDY 

The Lewis and C l a r k  National Forest  Land and Resource Management I J 1 : l i l  

(Fores t  P l an ) .  w a s  approved on June 4 ,  1986. The following information i s  
Amendment No. 2 t o  t o  t h i s  P lan .  I t  i s  based on t h e  a n a l y s i s  i n  the  W i l d  
and Scenic Rivers Environmental Assessment approved on March 13 ,  1989. 

The purpose o f  Amendment N o .  2 i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  e l i g i b l e  r ivers under t h e  1968 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,  as amended; ass ign  each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  a 
p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  w i l d ,  s cen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  o r  combination 
t h e r e o f ;  and develop Wild/Scenic/Recreational Forest-Wide Management 
Standards t o  manage and p r o t e c t  r ivers u n t i l  a r ive r  s u i t a b i l i t y  study i s  
completed and/or a f i n a l  dec is ion  is made on t h e i r  designat ion i n t o  the. 
Nat ional  Rivers System. The Wild and Scenic Rivers A c t  a l s o  r equ i r e s  the  
Fores t  t o  complete a r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy .  This s tudy w i l l  be conducted 
i n  t h e  f u t u r e  as a s e p a r a t e  r e p o r t  o r  incorporated i n t o  t h e  1996 Forest  Plan 
r e v i s i o n .  Amendment No. 2 i s  arranged s o  t h a t  t h e  pages are  numbered t o  
co inc ide  wi th  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  I t  contains  t h e  following information: 

Long Range Goal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  p age 2-3a 

Forest-Wide Object ive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  p age 2-9a 

Forest-Wide Management Standards 

Wild River Areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  p ages 2-75, 2-76 ,  2-77 

Scenic River A r e a s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  p ages 2-77, 2-78, 2-79 

Recreat ional  River Areas . . . . . . . . . .  p ages 2-79, 2-80. 2-81 

Geographic U n i t  Maps . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  p ages 4 - 4 ,  4 -20 .  4 - 2 4 ,  
4-26 ,  4-34, 4 -38 .  4-39 ,  
4-40, 4-48, 4-68 .  4-72 

Monitoring Requirements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  p age 5-17a 

This amendment- do'es n o t  r e s u l t  i n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  change t o  t h e  L e w i s  and 
Clark Nat ional  Fores t  Plan. Actions under t h i s  amendment do not  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l te r  the mul t ip le -use  goals  and o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  long-term land 
and resource management nor  change the planned annual resource outputs  frorn 
t h e  Fores t .  I n  accordance wi th  16 U.S.C. 1604(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and ( f j ,  
36 CFR 219.12(k) and s e c t i o n s  1922.33(a) and (b)  o f  Inter im Direc t ive  No. 1 5  
t o  t h e  Fores t  Service Handbook 1920-Land and Resource Managemenc Planning, 
t h i s  i s  a nons igni f icant  amendment t o  t h e  Fores t  P lan .  



A -  

*_: 

11) Pro tec t  t he  e x i s t i n g  condi t ion  of  r i v e r s  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy under the  1968 Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended. Maintain 
and i f  poss ib l e ,  enhance the  "outs tandingly 
remarkable" resource va lue  ( s )  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  
each e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  while providing f o r  publ ic  
r e c r e a t i o n  and resource uses  which do n o t  
adversely impact o r  degrade those va lues .  
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FOREST-WIDE OBJECTIWE 

Wild & Scenic 
Rivers  

A r i v e r  s u i t a b i l i t y  s tudy of North Badger 
Creek, North Fork Birch Creek, North and South 
Forks Sun River ,  Green Fork S t r a i g h t  Creek, 
Dearborn River ,  Smith River ,  Tenderfoot Creek, 
and Middle Fork J u d i t h  River will be conducted 
with a recommendation t o  the  Chief o f  the 
Fores t  Service on t h e i r  s u i t a b i l i t y  f o r  
i nc lus ion  i n t o  the  National Rivers  System. I n  
the in t e r im ,  Wild/ Scenic/  Recreat ional  
Forest-Wide Management Standards wil.1 d i r e c t  
resource management a c t i v i t i e s  o f  e l i g i b l e  
r i v e r s  and t h e i r  ad jacent  c o r r i d o r s  to 
maintain t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  cond i t ion ,  s o  a s  n o t  
t o  reduce t h e i r  ass igned p o t e n t i a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

__ 
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Management Standard W - 1 
Wild River Areas 

Hydroe lec t r ic  Power 

Water Supply: 

* Flood Control  

Range : 

Timber Production: 

- -  

The following Forest-Wide Management 
Standards apply t o  e l i g i b l e  wi ld  river 
areas on the  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  
Fo res t .  These s tandards  do no t  a f f e c t  
o the r  pub l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  land  and w i l l  no t  
abrogate  any e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  p r i v i l e g e s ,  
o r  con t r ac t s  a f f e c t i n g  L e w i s  and Clark 
Nat ional  Fores t  lands he ld  by any p r i v a t e  
pa r ty .  

No development o f  hydroe lec t r i c  power 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be permi t ted .  Where the  
l i c e n s i n g  a u t h o r i t y  is the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory Commission, t he  Fores t  w i l l  
recommend t h a t  no l i c e n s e  be issued f o r  
hydroe lec t r i c  power f a c i l i t i e s .  

A l l  water supply dams and major 
d ivers ions  are p roh ib i t ed .  If necessary,  
water monitoring s t a t i o n s  are permit ted 
b u t  must be unobtrusive.  

No f lood con t ro l  dams, l evees ,  o r  o t h e r  
works are allowed i n  the  channel o r  r i v e r  
c o r r i d o r .  The n a t u r a l  appearance and 
e s s e n t i a l l y  p r imi t ive  cha rac t e r  o f  the 
river area must be maintained. 

Agr i cu l tu ra l  use i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a 
l imi t ed  amount of domestic l ivc  s tock  
grazing and hay product ion t o  t h e  ex ten t  
c u r r e n t l y  p rac t i ced .  Row crops a r e  
p roh ib i t ed .  

Cut t ing  of t r e e s  w i l l  no t  be periiiitted 
except when needed i n  a s s o c i a t i o n  with a 
p r imi t ive  r ec rea t ion  experience (such as 
c l e a r i n g  f o r  t r a i l s  and p ro tec t ion  of 
u se r s )  o r  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  environment 
(such as c o n t r o l  of f i r e ) .  Timber 
ou t s ide  the  boundary b u t  wi th in  the  
v i s u a l  c o r r i d o r s ,  w i l l  be managed and 
harves ted  i n  a manner t o  provide s p e c i a l  
emphasis t o  v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  To p r o t e c t  
" o u t s  tandingly remarkable " f i s h e r y  
va lues ,  cumulative sediment analyses  w i l l  
be requi red  f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s / a c t i v i t i e s  
r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  o r  
s i g n i f i c a n t  land  d is turbance .  

- 
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Mining : 

Ro d Con t r u c t i o n :  

Motorized Trave l :  

U t i l i t i e s :  

Recreat ion 
Development: '= 

N e w  mineral  leases are p roh ib i t ed  
wi th in  . 2 5  m i l e  of t he  r i v e r .  Valid 
claims and l e a s e s  w i l l  not  be 
abrogated.  Subject  t o  r egu la t ions  ( 3 6  
CFR 2 2 8 )  t h a t  t he  S e c r e t a r i e s  o f  
Agr icu l ture  and I n t e r i o r  may p resc r ibe  
t o  p r o t e c t  the  r i v e r s  included i n  the 
Nat ional  System, o the r  e x i s t i n g  mining 
a c t i v i t y  w i l l  be allowed t o  cont inue.  
Ex i s t ing  mineral  a c t i v i t y  must be 
conducted i n  a manner t h a t  minimizes 
surface d is turbance ,  sedimentat ion,  ar,d 
v i s u a l  impairment. Reasonable access  
w i l l  be permit ted.  To p r o t e c t  
"outs tandingly remarkable" f i s h e r y  
va lues ,  cumulative sediment analyses  
w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  p r o j e c t s /  
a c t i v i t i e s  r equ i r ing  road cons t ruc t ion  
o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  land d is turbance .  

Subject  t o  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  no 
roads o r  o ther  provis ions  f o r  overland 
motorized t r a v e l  w i l l  be permit ted 
wi th in  a narrow i n c i s e d .  r i v e r  v a l l e y  
o r ,  i f  the r i v e r  v a l l e y  i s  broad,  
wi th in  . 2 5  mile of  the r i v e r  bank. 
A l s o ,  unobtrusive t r a i l  br idges  may I>e 
allowed. 

Motorized travel on land o r  w a t e r  may 
be permi t ted ,  bu t  i s  genera l ly  not  
compatible with t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

New transmission l i n e s ,  gas l i n e s ,  
water l i n e s ,  e t c .  a r e  discouraged.  
Where no reasonable a l t e r n a t i v e  e x i s t s ,  
a d d i t i o n a l  01; new f a c i l i t i e s  should !)e 
r e s t r i c t e d  t o  e x i s t i n g  r igh ts -of -way.  
Where new r ights-of-way are ind ica t ed ,  
t h e  scen ic ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  and f i s h  and 
w i l d l i f e  va lues  must be evaluated i n  
t he  s e l e c t i o n  of t he  s i t e .  

Major publ ic -use  a r e a s ,  such as l a rge  
campgrounds, i n t e r p r e t i v e  c e n t e r s ,  o r  
adminis t ra t ive headquar te rs ,  a r e  
loca ted  outs ide  the  wild r i v e r  a r e a .  
Simple comfort and convenience 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  such as f i r e p l a c e s  o r  
s h e l t e r s ,  may be provided as necessary 
wi th in  the  r i v e r  area. These should 
harmonize with the  surroundings.  
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St ruc tu res  : 

Management Standard W - 2  
Scenic River Areas 

- -  

Hydroelec t r ic  Power: 

- 

Water Supply: 

Flood Control:  

Range : 

. -  

A f e w  minor e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  may be 
allowed assuming such s t r u c t u r e s  are not  
incompatible with the  e s s e n t i a l l y  
p r imi t ive  and n a t u r a l  va lues  of t he  view 
shed. N e w  s t r u c t u r e s  w i l l  no t  be allowed 
except i n  rare ins tances  t o  achieve 
management ob jec t ives  ( i . e .  s t r u c t u r e s  
and a c t i v i t i e s  assoc ia ted  with f i s h e r i e s  
enhancement programs may be allowed).  

The following Forest-Wide Management 
Standards apply t o  e l i g i b l e  scen ic  r iver  
areas on the  L e w i s  and Clark National 
Fores t .  These s tandards do no t  a f f e c t  
o the r  publ ic  o r  p r i v a t e  lands  and w i l l  
no t  abrogate any e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  
p r i v i l e g e s ,  o r  con t r ac t s  a f f e c t i n g  L e w i s  
and Clark Nat ional  Fores t  land he ld  by 
any p r i v a t e  p a r t y .  

N o  development of  hydroe lec t r i c  power 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be permi t ted .  Where the  
l i c e n s i n g  a u t h o r i t y  i s  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory Commission, t h e  Fores t  w i l l  
recommend t h a t  no l i c e n s e  be issued f o r  
hydroe lec t r i c  power f a c i l i t i e s .  

All 'water supply dams and major 
d ivers ions  are p roh ib i t ed .  If necessary ,  
water monitoring s t a t i o n s  are permit ted 
b u t  must be unobtrusive.  

Flood con t ro l  dams and levees w i l l  be 
prohib i ted .  

A wider range of a g r i c u l t u r a l  uses  i s  
permit ted t o  the  ex ten t  c u r r e n t l y  
p rac t i ced .  Row crops are n o t  considered 
as an i n t r u s i o n  of t h e  " l a rge ly  
pr imi t ive"  na tu re  of  s cen ic  c o r r i d o r s  a s  
long as t h e r e  i s  no t  a subs t . in t ia1  
adverse e f fec t  on the  n a t u r a l - l i k e  
appearance of  the r i v e r  area. 
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Timber Production: 

Mining : --  - 

Road Construction: 

- -  
Motorized Travel: 

A wide range of silvicultural practices may be 
allowed provided that such practices are 
carried on in such a way that there is no 
substantial adverse effect on the river and 
its immediate environment. The river area 
will be maintained in its near natural 
environment. Timber outside the boundary l ~ u  t 
within the visual scene area will be managed 
and harvested in a manner which provides 
special emphasis on visual quality. T o  
protect "outstandingly remarkable" f ishcry 
values, cumulative sediment analyses will be 
required for all projects/ activities 
requiring road construction or significant 
land disturbance. 

Subject to regulations ( 3 6  CFR 228) that the  
Secretaries of  Agriculture and the Interior 
may prescribe to protect the values of rivers 
included in the National System, new mining 
claims and mineral leases will be allowed and 
existing operations allowed to continue. 
However, mineral activity must be conducted in 
a manner that minimizes surface distxrbance, 
sedimentation and pollution, and v i sua  1 
impairment. To protect "outs 1:andingly 
remarkable" fishery values, curnula tivc. 
sediment analyses will be required f o r  a l l  

construction or significant land distiirbancc. 
proj ec ts/act ivi t ies requiring road 

Roads may occasionally bridge the river arcn 
and short stretches of  conspicuous or longcir 
stretches of inconspicuous and well-screened 
roads or screen railroads could be allowed. 
Consideration will be given to the type of u s e  
for which roads are constructed and the type 
of use that will occur in the river area. To 
protect "outstandingly remarkable" fishery 
values, cupulative sediment analyses will he 
required for all projects/activities requiritig 
road construction or significarit l a n d  
disturbance . 

Motorized travel on land or water may be  
permitted, prohibited o r  restricted to protect 
the river values. 

~~ 
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Utilities : 

Recreation 
Development : 

Structures: 

Management Standard W - 3  
Recreational River Areas 

Hydroelectric Power: 

. -  
Water Supply: 

New transmission lines, gas lines, water 
lines, etc. are discouraged. Where no 
reasonable alternative exists, additional 
or new facilities should be restricted to 
existing rights-of-way. Where new 
rights-of-way are indicated, the scenic, 
recreational, and fish and wildlife 
values must be evaluated in the selection 
of the site. 

Larger scale public use facilities, such 
as moderate size campgrounds, public 
information centers, and administrative 
headquarters are allowed if such 
structures are screened from the river. 
Modest and unobtrusive marinas also can 
be allowed. 

Any concentrations of habitations are 
limited to relatively short reaches of 
the river corridor. New structures that 
will have a direct and adverse effect on 
river values will not be allowed. 

The following Forest-Wide Management 
Standards apply to eligible recreational 
river areas on the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest. These standards do not 
affect other public or private lands and . 
will not abrogate any existing rights, 
privileges, or contracts affecting Lewis 
and Clark National Forest land held by 
any private party. 

No development of hydroelectric power 
facilities will be permitted. Where the 
licensing authority is the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, the Forest will 
recommend that no license be issued for 
hydroelectric power facilities. 

Existing low dams, diversion works, cip 
rap and other minor structures are 
allowed provided the waterway remains 
generally natural in appearance. New 
structures are prohibited. If necessary, 
water monitoring stations are permitted 
but must be unobtrusive. 
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Flood Control: 

Range : 

-- 

Timber Production 

Mining : 

Road Construct ion : 

Motorized Travel 

- L  

Existing flood control works may be 
maintained. New structures are prohibited. 

Lands may be managed for a full range o f  
agricultural uses, to the extent currently 
practiced. 

Timber harvesting will be allowed under 
standard restrictions to protect the immediate 
river environment, water quality, scenic, fish 
and wildlife, and other values. To protect 
"outstandingly remarkable" fishery values, 
cumulative sediment analyses will be required 
for all projects/activities requiring road 
construction or significant land disturbance. 

Subject to regulations ( 3 6  CFR 228) that the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior 
may prescribe to protect values of rivers 
included in the National System, new mining 
claims and mineral leases are allowed and 
existing operations are allowed to continue. 
Mineral activity must be conducted in a manner 
that minimizes surf ace disturbance , 
sedimentation and pollution, and visual 
impairment. To protect "outscandingly 
remarkable" fishery values, cumulative 
sediment analyses will be required for a l l  
proj ec ts/activi ties requiring road 
construction or significant land disturbance. 

Paralleling roads or railroads may bc  
constructed on one o r  both river banks. Thei-e 
can be several bridge crossings and numerous 
river access points. To protect 
"outstandingly remarkable" fishery values, 
cumulative sediment analyses will be required 
for all projects/activities requiring road 
construction o r  significant land disturbance. 

Motorized travel on land or water may be 
permitted, prohibited or restricted. Controls 
will usually be similar to surrounding lands 
and waters. 

__ 
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Utilities: 

_- 

Recreation 
Development: 

Structures : 

- -  
~ 

New transmission lines, gas lines, water 
lines, etc. are discouraged. Where no 
reasonable alternative exists, additional 
or new facilities should be restricted to 
existing rights-of-way. Where new 
rights-of-way are indicated, the scenic, 
recreational, and fish and wildlife 
values must be evaluated in the selection 
of the site. 

Campgrounds and picnic areas may be 
established in close proximity to the 
river. However, recreational 
classification does not require extensive 
recreation development. 

Small Communities as well as dispersed or 
cluster residential developments are 
allowed. New structures are allowed for 
both habitation and for intensive 
recreation use. 
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TABLE 5.1 

Output, Management 
Precription, Effects, Expected Expected 

Item Element To Be Measured Data Source Precision Relibi 1 i ty 

I !  

w-1 Wild & Project-level effects EAs High 
Scenic on eligible rivers Fie Id  ‘Reviews 
Rivers qualifications 

(free-flowing and 
“outstandingly 
r ema r ka b 1 e ” r e s our c e 

values) and assigned 
potential classification 

High 

MONTIORING REQVIREMENTS 
LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PLAN 

Frequency of Reporting 
Measurement Period 

100% Sample 
Annually 1 

Yearly 

Variability which 
Would Initiate 
Further Evaluation 

Any action that 
would adversely 
impact or degrade 
an eligible rivers 
qualifications 
and/or potential 
classification 
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LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PIAN 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTI DECISION NOTICE, AND FONSI 

PURPOSE 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) and Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) was approved by the Regional Forester on June 4, 1986. As part of the Forest Plan 
requirements, activities were monitored and evaluated to determine how well objectives were being met, how 
closely management standards were being applied, and if the Forest was satisfying the requirement for 
monitoring and evaluation. The result of this effort was summarized in the Fiscal Year 1987 and Fiscal Year 
1988 Monitoring and Evaluation Reports. These reports identified some items in the Forest Plan that needed 
to be changed. This amendment to the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan was prepared in response to this need 
and to correct errors identified during the review of appeals on the Forest Plan. 

FOREST PLAN 

The Lewis and Clark Forest Plan is amended as follows: 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

As a result of formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, a formal Biological Opinion 
was issued concluding the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan does not jeopardize Federally listed species 
(Forest Plan, Appendix D). As part of the consultation process the Forest Service prepared a 'biological 
assessment' for the Forest Plan. This 'biological assessment' was omitted from Appendix D. 

The Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee's proposal to adopt the Yellowstone Guidelines as the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines took place during preparation of the final Forest Plan. The intent 
of Management-Standard C-2, (5), page 2-33 is to provide for the incorporation of cooperative 
Interagency Guidelines when approved. In keeping with this standard, the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Guidelines have been added as Appendix V. 

An alternative to these additions would be to make no changes in the Forest Plan. This would not meet 
the intent of the Plan nor would it provide the best information for making project decisions. The 
addition of the Biological Assessment for Threatened and Endangered Species and the Interagency 
Grizzly Bear Guidelines will have no significant affect on the environment. 

- 
ORV Use in Management Area Q 

The intent of the management direction for Management Area Q, recommended wilderness, is to 
provide for historic motorized use consistent with the Forest Travel Plan. The statement on Forest Plan, 
page 3-85 that motorized use is not permitted is in error and conflicts with other management area 
direction. The change is necessary to clarify management direction. It will have no significant affect on 
the environment. 
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Monitoring Requirements 

ltems B-1, Wilderness, Maintenance of existing quality of ecosystems (Forest Plan, page 5-9). This 
requirement will be deleted because wilderness monitoring has been outlined in detail in the Bob 
Marshall, Great Bear and Scapegoat Wildernesses Recreation Management Direction (Forest Plan, 
Amendment No. 1). Monitoring item 8-2, -Wilderness, Bob Marshall-Great Bear-Scapegoat Manage- 
ment Direction will be retained. 

Item C-5, Wildlife and Fish, Other Big Game Species: Mule Deer, Whitetail Deer, Black Bear, Mountain 
Lion, populations trend, sex, and age ratios (Forest Plan, page 5-10). This data is not available for 
National Forest lands. The main species that we have adequate information for is the mule deer on 
the Rocky Mountain Division. 

Whitetail deer are generally not found in great abundance on the Forest. Large populations are found 
on private lands associated with riparian zones in a prairie setting. The whitetail deer that are on the 
Forest can have theif habitat managed by the application of the elk logging guidelines. 

Mountain lions can be managed through their prey base. By monitoring mule deer and elk populations, 
the prey base will be maintained in adequate numbers whereby maintaining mountain lion populations. 

Population data for black bear is not adequate to track population trends. By coordinating our 
management by the use of the elk logging guidelines, winter range guidelines, seasonal restrictions 
on motorized use of winter ranges and elk catving areas, and grizzly bear guidelines, the Forest is 
providing protection to black bear habitat. 

Because of the emphasis on hunting of mule deer on the Rocky Mountain Division and the significance 
of this population, the Forest will continue to monitor mule deer populations. This will be done by the 
use of harvest data, hunter success, and population figures acquired from the Montana Department 
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP). 

/rem C-6, Wildlife and Fish, Small Game (Blue Grouse): Harvest Level (Forest Plan, page 5-10). Based 
on the Forest’s wildlife biologist recommendation, the monitoring requirement will be deleted. Data on 
brood observations have been discontinued by the MDFWP and the Forest Service. Harvest data is 
now reported for the- entire MDFWP Region. The hunting season regulations have been basically the 
same for the past TO-15 years. The current management philosophy on hunter harvest is that it is 
insignificant, regardless of the population level. 

. 

kern C-7, Wildlife and Fish, Furbearer (Beaver and Bobcat) and Special lnterest (Lynx and Wolverine): 
Harvest Level (Forest Plan, page 5-10). Harvest levels of these species are lumped State wide and by 
MDFWP Region. The information is not available for the Forest. Also, this harvest data is driven by fur 
prices and may not be indicative of populations. 

This item is being revised to monitor the distribution and sighting of lynx and wolverine. The frequency 
of measurement will be annually, reporting period will be annually, and the variability which would 
initiate further evaluation would be if no sighting information is reported for 3 years. It is the hope of 
the Forest that after several years of gathering sighting information it will guide us to areas where 
transects can be established for long term trend information on these two species. 

By the use of Riparian Prescriptions and monitoring riparian habitat in item F-8 the Forest can track 
and coordinate the health of the riparian zones thus providing habitat for beaver. Beaver populations 
are controlled more by trapping regulations than by Forest management. 
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Item C-7 7, Wddlife and Fish, Aquatic Habitat Condition (Cutthroat Trout, Brook Trout, Rainbow Trout): 
Habitat Quality (Forest Plan, page 5-1 1). The reference should read, 'Coordinate with F-7 and F-8', not 
F-1 and F-2. 

An alternative to these actions would be to make no changes in the Forest Plan monitoring require- 
ments. This would not change the Forest's ability to monitor these species. We believe the changes 
are appropriate because they reflect a more realistic approach for monitoring wildlife species. The 
changes will have no significant affect on the environment. 

Projected Outputs and Activities by Time Period (Table 2.1, page 2-1 0) 

Range, 7-09, Noxious Weed Control (Chemical). Based on the 1986 EIS on the Noxious Weed Control 
Program, which had update information, the Forest should be chemically treating '600 acres' of 
noxious weeds annually. 

Soil, T7OA, Soils Improvement. This item was added to meet the Forest Plan requirement to eliminate 
the backlog of soil and water restoration needs by 1995 (Forest Plan, page 2-50). The projected output 
is '45 acres' annually. 

- 

Lands, T77, Land Exchange. This item was added to meet the Forest Plan requirement for land 
ownership adjustment (Forest Plan, page 2-62). The projected output is '60 acres' annually. 

Minerals, T72, Mineral Management. Since completion of the Forest Plan the narrative description of 
this item has been revised and now includes activities not previously considered. Therefore, the 
projected output has been increased to '1 60 cases' annually. 

Timber, T75, Silvicultural Examinations. The 1986 analysis of timber inventory information showed a 
need to expand the program to meet future Forest Plan planning requirement. Therefore, the project 
output has been increased to '28,000 acres' annually. 

Protection, T23, Fuels Management-FFP. There should be no decimal point in the number. It should 
read '700 acres.' 

Facilities, T81-82, Road Construction/Reconstrucrion. The Forest Plan did not make any distinction 
between 'construction' and 'reconstruction.' The Forest Plan projected targets did not include recon- 
struction of arterial and collector roads. The project output should be, 'road construction 9.0 miles' and 
'road reconstruction 24.0 miles.' The level of new roads (road construction) is about 25 percent less 
than the level analyzed in the Forest Plan EIS for the selected alternative (EIS, page 2-94). 

Facilities, T83, Trail Construction/Reconstrucfion. The completion of the trail assessment in the Bob 
Marshall Wilderness Complex in 1987 identified a larger job for trail constructionlreconstruction than 
was shown ir)the Forest Plan. Therefore, the project output for trail construction/ reconstruction should 
be '14.0 miles' annually. 

An alternative to these actions would be to make no changes in the Forest Plan output projections. 
Most of the changes in Forest Plan projections are as a result of better information from specific 
programs reviews, This will allow us to compare actual accomplishments with more accurate Forest 
Pian projections. None of the changes will have a significant affect on the environment. However, as 
a result of less projected road construction, there will be less wildlife habitat altered and less potential 
for soil erosion than displayed for the preferred alternative in the Forest Plan EIS (pages 4-110 to 
4-1 15). Effects on roadless land will not change. Actual effects of any new road construction will be 
documented in the site specific analysis required by NEPA. 



Summary of Management Practices by Management Area (Table 3.2, pages 3-92 and 3-93) 

Some of the management practices were incorrectly labeled. 

Management Area 

A= 

B 

C 
C 

E 

K - 
L 

M 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

0 
0 
0 

Q -  
Q 
Q 

R 
R 

Practices 

Minerals 

Minerals 

Wildlife 
Wildlife 

Minerals 

SoilWater 

Roads 

Traits 

Minerals 
Minerals 
Land Uses 
Roads 
Roads 
Roads 
Trails 
Protection 

Timber 
Timber 
Timber 

Range 
Minerals 
Minerals 

Timber 
Minerals 

Old. 

GS3a 

FM2a 

CS2a 
CS3d 

GA3b 

Fw2c 

I 

LS1 I C  

GA3e 

JL2b 
_- 

-- _ _  
_- 
LSl 1 c 
- 

I 

-- 
ER3f 

DR3d 

GM2b 

ER3b 
FM2a 

__ 

New 

GA3a 

GM2a 

CW2a 
CW3d 

GA3a 

FW2d 

LSlOa 

GA3d 
GM2a 
j12c 
1r2d 
LSlOa 
LS1 Ob 
LS11 b 
p512a 

EP3d 
EP3e 
EP3f 

DR3e 
GA3b 
GM2a 

-- 
GM2a 

These changes will have no effect on implementing the Forest Plan or on the environment. - 
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Forest Plan Budget 

The 'Projected Budget' required to implement the Forest Plan (Appendix l) has been updated to reflect 
changes' in different programs. The total projected budget remains the same. 

Fire (01) and Fuels (02) have been split. The costs have been reduced to the most cost efficient 
level based on the Level II Fire analysis. . .  
Timber has been split into Sales Preparation/Administration (03), Timber Planning (04), and 
Silvicultural Examinations (05). The cost have been reduced based on actual expenditures. 

Range costs (06 and 07) have been reduced based on a re-analysis of the program. 

Cost of Facilities Maintenance (12) has been reduced as the Forest completed several major 
improvement projects which reduced the need for these funds. 

Lands/Land Management has been split into Special Uses (13), Geometronics (14), and Land 
Exchange (1 5). The overall costs have not changed. 

- 

Road Maintenance (17) and Trail Maintenance (18) costs have been increased as a result of 
program reviews. 

Range Improvement (32) costs have been reduced because of a re-analysis of the program. 

Funds have been added to Recreation Construction (33) to meet the need to upgrade recre- 
ation facilities. This is a result of the 1987 Recreation Program review. 

On the original table, the funding for budget activiities Construction-Capital Investment Roads 
(36) and Timber Purchaser Road Credits (24 and 38) were reversed. These activities, along with 
Engineering Construction Support (35) have been adjusted based on the recommendation of 
a program review. The total cost has not changed. 

Funding for Trail Construction/Reconstruction (37) have been increased as a result of a pro- 
gram review. This increase is necessary to meet the increased target of 14 miles yearly. 

Planning has been spll into Land Status (42) and Land Acquisition (43). Costs have not 
changed. 

An alternative to these actions would be to make no changes in the Forest Plan projected annual 
budget. We believe the changes are appropriate because they reflect a more accurate budget needed 
to implement the Forest Plan. This will allow us to monitor actual budgets with more accurate Forest 
Plan projected needs. The changes will not have any affect on the environment. - 

FOREST PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The following changes have been made in the Forest Plan EIS. 

Recreation Information 

The figures for semiprimitive motorized recreation (SPM) and semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation 
(SPNM) for the Badgernwo Medicine, Teton, Deep CreeWReservoir North, Renshaw, Benchmark/Elk 
Creek, and Silver King/Falls Creeks areas are reversed in the Resource Summary Table on page C-23. 
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NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this in a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. 1604(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple-use 
goals and objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned 
annual resource outputs for the Forest. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNlNCANT IMPACT 

I have determined that this is not a major Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment. Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not needed. This determination is based on 
the following factors: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

P 

There are no physical and biological effects. 

There are no effects on public health and safety. 

The action will not affect any unique characteristics of the area. 

There are no significant effects that would adversely affect the qualtty of human, wildlife, or 
vegetative environment. 

There are no irreversible resource commitments and no irretrievable loss of resource attributes. 

There are no cumulative effects. 

There are no know cultural resources affected. 

There are no known threatened or endangered wildlife species affected. The addition of the 
Biological Assessment for Threatened and Endangered Species and the Interagency Grizzly 
Bear Guidelines will have no significant affect on the environment. 

There are no known sensitive plant species affected. 

This action will amend the management direction and standards prescribed by the Forest Plan 
for the Lewis and Clark National Forest (June, 1986). This action complies with all Federal, State, 
and local laws and requirements for the protection of the environment. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 

Implementation of this decision will occur immediately. This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 
217. A notice of appeal and statement of reasons must be submitted in writing within 45 days from the date 
of this decision. 

- 

A p p r o v e d ?  ; Date April 17, 1989 

Forest Supervisor 
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APPENDIX A 

Following is a summary of Forest Plan page additions and amendments as part of Amendment Number 3. 

The following have been added: 
* .  

1. Forest Service Biological Assessment to Appendix D. 

2. Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines, 1986, Appendix V. 

The following individual pages have been amended (4/89): 

2-1 0, 2-1 2, 2-1 3, 2-1 4, 232, 2-33, 3-85, 3-92,3-93, 5-9, 5-1 0, 5-1 1, 5-1 2, 5-1 3, 5-1 4, 5-1 5, 5-1 6, 
T- 1, and Appendix V. 



TABLE 2.1 Projected Outputs and Activities by Time Period 
~~ 

Target Item Output or Activity Unit of First Second Third Fourth Fifth 
(Average Annual Units) Measure Decade Decade Decade Decade Decade 

Recreatior 
TO 1 
TO2 

Wildlife 

1 
Developed Use M RVD 
Dispersed Use 

Wilderness M RVD 
Non-WiMerneSs M RVD 

& 
Fish 

TO3 
TO4 
TO5 
129 
T30 

Range 
TO6 
TO7 

TO8 

TO9 

Soil 
T10 
T i  OA 

Lands 
T11 

Minerals 
T12 

Timber 
T13 
T15 
Tl6-17 
T18-19 
T20 
T21 
T22 
T44 

Protection 
T23 

Facilities 

Wildlife Hab Imp Acres 
Fish Habitat Imp Acres 
T8E Habitat Imp Acres 
Wildlife Hab Struc Structures 
Fish Hab Struc Structures 

- 
Permitted Graz Use M AUM 
Range Improvement 

Nonstructural Acres 
Structural Structures 

Range Res Plans 
(Allot Mgt Plans) Plans 

Noxious Weed Con- Acres 
trol (Chemical) 

Soil Inventory Acres 
Soils Improvement Acres 

Land Exchange Acres 

Minerals Mgt . Cases 

Tot Vol Offered 
Silv Exams 
Reforest-Approp 
Reforest-KV 
Tbr Std Imp-Approp 
Tbr Std Imp-KV 
Landline location 
Fuels Mg-BD 

MM 6F 
M Ac. 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Miles 
Acres 

Fuels Mgt-FFP Acres 

T81-82 Road Construction Miles 
Road Reconstruction Miles 

T83 Trail Const/Reconst Miles 

1 69 

86 
61 4 

600 
5 

100 
10 
25 

71.1 

1329 
40 

10 
600 

2000 
45 

60 

160 

14 
28 
54 
270 
200 
0 
26 

1470 

700 

9.0 
24.0 
14.0 

189 

101 
793 

600 
5 

1 00 
10 
25 

72.1 

1229 
40 

10 
400 

2000 

60 

160 

17 
28 
50 
250 
200 
0 
29 

1410 

700 

12.0 
25.0 
14.0 

21 1 

117 
97 1 

600 
5 

100 
10 
25 

72.5 

1229 
40 

10 
400 

2000 

60 

160 

20 
28 
61 
305 
220 
0 
29 

1750 

700 

12.0 
25.0 
14.0 

230 

132 
1151 

600 
5 

1 00 
10 
25 

73.0 

1229 
40 

10 
400 

2000 

60 

1 60 

20 
28 
72 
360 
21 0 
0 
29 

2420 

700 

12.0 
25.0 
14.0 

230 

148 
1329 

600 
5 

100 
10 
25 

73.6 

1229 
40 

10 
400 

2000 

60 

160 

20 
28 
60 
30 
260 
0 
29 

1 720 

700 

12.0 
25.0 
14.0 

' 
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TABLE 2.2 PROJECTED OUTPUTS, ACTIVITIES, AND COSTS 
lNumbers are y e a r l y  averages/or the l eve l  a t  the end of  the p lann ing  p e r i o d  2030) 

Mountain Ranges 

RESOURCE USE AN0 L f t t l e  High- 
DEVELOPMENT FACTORS UNITS Rockies h l t s  woods Crazy snowy Cast le  To ta l  

Thousand 
RVDs 

Thousand 
Acres 

Thousand 
RVDP 

Thousand 
Acres 

Thousand 
Acres 

Thousand 
k rp s 

Acres 
St ruc tures  
S t r u c t u r e s  

Acres 

RECREATION USE 
WTENTIAL BY 2030 

- P r i m i t i v e  
- S e m i - p r i m i t i v e  
- Roaded Natura l  
- Rural 

RECREATION SETTING 
BY 2030 

- P r i m i t i v e  
- Semi -pr im i t i ve  
- Roaded Natura l  
- Rural 

0 
12 
28 
1 

54 
20 
47 

8 

0 
125 

1.920 
155 

0. 
12 
24 

3 

D 
12 

115 
26 

54 
183 

2.134 
194 

4 36 
867 
523 

17 

198 
198 
207 
22 I 
230 

439 
42 

839 
523 

384 
52 

950 
943 
85 7 

600 
10 
25 

100 

8500 

85 

20 2 

249 
252 

492360 
539426 

436 
309 

26 
5 

0 
400 
388 

10 

0 
31 
11 
0 

0 
16 
22 

O 

0 
90 
28 
1 

0 
21 
48 
1 

DEVELOPED RECREATION w 
- F i r s t  Decade 
- Second Decade 
- T h i r d  Decade 
- Four th  Decade 
- F i f t h  Decade 

62 
62 
62 
66 
66 

88 
88 
92 
97 

106 

15 
15 
15 
20 
20 

23 
23 
23 
23 
23 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

-2030 

- Preserva t ion  
- Reten t ion  - P a r t i a l  Reten t ion  
- M o d i f i c a t i o n  

436 
42 

272 
26 

3 
0 

40 7 
388 

0 
0 

31 
11 

0 
0 

16 
22 

0 
0 

91 
28 

0 
0 

22 
48 

dIL0ERHESS 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

- E x i s t i n g  
- Recomnended 

384 
52 

0 
0 

0 
0 

ROMLESS IIQNAGMNT 

--1985 
--1995 
--2030 

300 
300 
282 

455 
450 
397 

40 
40 
31 

21 
26 
16 

98 
98 
90 

30 
29 
21 

- W i l d l i f e  H a b i t a t  
Imp rov emen t 

- -Nonst ruc tura l  
- - S t r u c t u r a l  
- - S t r u c t u r a l  R i p a r i a n  
--TLE Species 

100 
2 

200 
2 .  

12 
0 

100 
2 
0 
0 

50 
1 
0 
0 

50 
1 
0 
0 

100 
2 
0 
0 

13 
100 

-Elk Popu la t ion  P o t e n t i a l  &umber 
--A1 1 Decddes 

- G r i z z l y  Bear P o p u l a t i o n  Number 
--A1 1 Decades 

-Catchable Trou t  P o t e n t i a l  Number 
--A1 1 Oecades (Thousands) 

- B i g  Game Forage AUMs 
- - F i r s t  Decade (Thousands) 
- - F i f t h  Decade 

-Hab i ta t  f o r  Acres 

- - F i r s t  Decade 
- - F i f t h  Decade 

Old Growth Users 

500 400 200 600 3800 3000 

0 0 0 0 85 0 

30 2 4 5 2 159 

9.3 
9.2 

6.6 
6.5 

18.1 
18.1 

13.4 
13.2 

74.5 
77.5 

127.1 
12R.5 

63856 
59995 

13461 
33978 

30205 
49392 

373815 
367583 

0 
18837 

11023 
9641 

J 
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Mountain Ranges 

RESOURCE USE AND L i t t l e  High- 
DEVELOPMENT FACTORS U N I T S  Rockies B e l t s  woods Crazy Snowy C a s t l e  Total  

UtLDLtFE (con t in l i ed )  

4 a h i  t a t  for  Acres 
Crass-Forb Users  
- - F i r s t  Decade 
- - F i f t h  Decade 

-Tota l  Land Harvested Acres 
i n  Undeveloped Areas 
by 2030 
- -Nonuinter  range 
- -Winter  range 

- E l k  Hunter Recreat ion  Thousand 
- - F i r s t  Decade Hunter 
- - F i f t h  Decade Days 

RANGE - Thousand-AUMs 

-Grazing Level  
- - F i r s t  Decade 
--Second Decade 
- -Th i rd  Decade 
--Fourth Decade 
- - F i f t h  Decade 

-Range Improvement 
- -Nonstructura l -Forage Imp. Acres 
- -Nonst ruc tura l  -Nox. Weeds Acres 
- - S t r u c t u r a l  S t r u c t u r e s  

T I M E R  

-Lands A v a i l a b l e ,  Thousand 
Capable, and S u i t a b l e  Acres 

-Annual Timber Sale Program 
F f rs t Oecade H i  11 i o n  

Programed Sales Board Feet 
Small Sales 

T o t a l  

Second Decade 
Programed Sales 
Small Sales 
T o t a l  

T h i r d  Decade 
Programed Sales 
Sma l l  Sales 
To ta l  

F o u r t h  Decade 
Programed Sales 
Small Sales 

0 Tota 1 

F i f t h  Decade 
Programed Sales 
Small Sales 

To ta l  

-Refores ta t ion  Acres 
( N a t u r a l  and P l a n t i n g )  

F i r s t  Decade 
Second Decade 
T h i r d  Decade 
F o u r t h  Decade 
F i f t h  Decade 

96 7 
2747 

2873 
1263 

14.2 
14.2 

11.0 
11.2 
11.2 
11.3 
11.4 

178 
170 

7 

8.0 

. 00 

.50 

.50 

.oo 

.50 

.50 

. 00 

.50 

.50 

.oo 

.50 

.50 

. 00 

.50 

.50 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14534 
52011 

35985 
1973 

40.5 
37.1 

30.5 
31.2 
31.3 
31.8 
32.2 

926 
284 

18 

246.6 

10.13 
1.52 

11.65 

13.31 
2.37 

15.68 

14.76 
2.32 

17.08 

15.08 
2.34 

17.42 

14.94 
2.31 

17 25 

1,533 
1.551 
1.790 
2.220 
1,790 

0 
502 

503 
0 

-6 
.6 

8.2 
8.2 
8.2 
8.2 
8.2 

126 
75 

6 

2.3 

.O 

.O 
-0 

.O 

.O 

.O 

.15 

.03 

.18 

.15 

.03 

.18 

.15 

.03 

.18 

D 
0 

20 
20 
20 

1147 
2120 

2412 
0 

2.1 
2.0 

5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

68 
5 
2 

7.1 

.95 

.16 
1.11 

.15 

.03 

.18 

1.00 
-26 

1.26 

.46 

.08 

.54 

.46 

.08 

.54 

120 
10 

100 
30 
40 

so9 
2450 

0 
0 

.2 

.2 

5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 

182 
6s 
5 

11.0 

.29 

.os 

.34 

.28 

.05 

.33 

.26 

.05 

.31 

.83 

.15 

.98 

.96 

.17 
1.13 

50 
20 
40 

120 
90 

440 
1998 

986 
213 

6.1 
6.1 

11.0 
11.0 
11 .o 
11.0 
11.0 

149 
5 
2 

7.3 

.33 

.06 

.39 

.26 

.os 

.31 

.so 

.21 

.71 

.34 

.06 

.40 

0 34 
-06 
.40 

40 
30 
80 
30 
40 

17597 
‘61828 

42759 
3449 

63.7 
60.2 

71.1 
72.1 
72.3 
73.0 
73.6 

1629 
600 
40 

282.3 

11.7 
2.3 

14.0 

14.0 
3.0 

17.0 

16.7 
3.4 

20.0 

16.8 
3.2 

20.0 

16.8 
3.2 

20.0 

1,743 
1.611 
2,030 
2.420 
T, 980 

I 
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Mountain Ranges 

RESOURCE USE AND L i t t l e  High-  
OEVELOPMENT FACTORS U N I T S  Rockies B e l t s  woods C r a z y  Snowy Cast le  Tota 1 

TIMBER (cont inued)  

- P r e c o m e r c i d l  Th inn ing 
F i r s t  Decade 
Second Decdde 
T h i r d  Decade 
Four th  OeCddP 
F i f t h  Decade 

-Commercial Th inn ing 
F i r s t  Decade 
Second Decade 
T h i r d  Decade 
Four th  Oecade 
F i f t h  Decade 

-Ave. Annual S i l v i c u l t u r a l  
Burning f o r  Composit ion 
and Stock ing  Cont ro l  

- A c t i v i t y  Fuel Treatment 
F i r s t  Decade 
Second Decade 
l h i r d  Decade 
Four th  Oecade 
F i f t h  Decade 

-Long Term 
Sustained Y i e l d  Capaci ty  

SOIL AND MATER 

-Tota l  
Sediment Y i e l d  
- - F i r s t  Decade 
- - F i f t h  Decade 

- Increase I n  
Water Oual i t v  

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

- 
Acres 

M i  11 i o n  
Board Feet  

Thousand 
Tons /Year 

Thousand 
- - F i r s t  Decade Acre Feet /  
- - F i f t h  Decade Year 

MINERALS A/ (See Next Page) 

-Energy 
--Category A 
--Category B 
--Category C 
--Category D 

--Category A 
--Category 8 
--Category C 
--Category 0 

-Nonenergy 

Thousand 
Acres 

Thousand 
Acres 

LANDS - 
-Lands Required f o r  M i  l e s  

- 
Right-of-Way 

D 170 
0 . 170 
0 180 
0 190 
0 210 

0 10 
0 10 
0 10 
0 25 
0 25 

0 0 

0 1,533 
0 1,551 
0 1,790 
0 2,220 
0 i .79n 

Not Disaggregated 
. 

- 

- Not Disaggregated 

- Not DI saggregated 

4 36 3 
340 0 

0 150 
0 645 

436 3 
340 0 

0 150 
0 645 

Not D i  saggregated - 
ROADS (does not include roads built for minerals or special use purposes) 

Construction Miles 
0 7.9 
0 11.5 
0 9.4 
0 10.4 
0 10.2 

First Decade 
Second Decade 
Third Decade 
Fourth Decade 
Fifth Decade 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
D 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

20 
20 
20 

0 
0 
0 

42 

0 
0 
0 

42 

0 
0 
.3 
.2 
.3 

10 
10 
10 
10 
20 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

120 
10 

100 
30 
40 

0 
0 

20 
18 

0 
0 

20 
18 

.5 
0 

1 .o 
.3 
.4 

10 10 
10 10 
i n  10 
10 10 
20 10 

0 0 
n 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

20 0 

50 40 
20 30 
40 80 

120 30 
90 40 

'0 0 
0 0 

12 15 
107 55 

0 0 
0 0 

12 15 
107 5s 

.3 .3 

.3 .2 

.3 1 .o 

.8 .3 

.9 .2 

200 

220 
210 
260 

200 

10 
10 
10 
25 
25 

20 

1,743 
1.611 
2.030 
2.420 
1,980 

23.8 

411.8 
40.4 

1.700 
1.710 

4 39 
340 
197 
867 

439 
340 
197 
867 

70.0 

9.0 
12.0 
12.0 
12.0 
12.0 
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Mountain Ranges 

RESOURCE USE ANI) L i t t l e  High- 
DEVELOPMENT FACTORS U N I T S  Rockies Be l t s  woods Crazy Snowy Cast le To ta l  

ROADS (con t inued)  - 
Reconstruction 

First Decade 
Second Decade 
Third Decade 
Fourth Decade 
Fifth Decade 

TRAILS 

M i l e s  
0 19.8 . 0 -  2.4 .9 .9 24.C 
0 23.8 0 .3 .4 .5 2% 
0 18.3 .3 2.6 1.5 2.3 25.C 
0 20.4 .3 1 . l  2.3 .9 25.C 
0 21.5 .2 .9 1.6 .8 25.C 

-Construction/Recon. M i l e s  - Not Disaggregated 14.0 

- 
I - 1/ 

Category A - lands withdrawn or  proposed for withdrawal from minera l  en t ry .  
Category B - lands where laws or execut ive  orders  r e q u i r e  s p e c i f i c  p r o t e c t i o n  or  m i t i g a t i o n  measures. 
Category C - lands where spec ia l  m i t i g a t i o n  measures a r e  r e q u i r e d  by the  Regional Forester.  
Category 0 - lands where standard lease s t i p u l a t i o n s  apply. 

I Annual Benefits and Costs Miffion Dollars 

TOTAL RETURN TO RETURN TO TOTAL CAP ITAL OPERATIONS 6 PURCHASER PERM I TTEE 
BENEF I T S  us GOVT STATE co ST s INVESTMENTS MAINTENANCE ROAD CREDIT COSTS 

F i r s t  Decade 12.42 1.27 .51 7 . w  .I5 4.12 -46 * 09 
Second Decade 15.83 2.23 .73 9.42 .24 4.13 .41 n9 
T h i r d  Decade 19.30 3.17 1.03 11.35 e45 4.26 .57 .09 
Four th  Decade 23.54 5.32 1.67 12.93 .65 4.63 .87 .09 
F i f t h  Decade 25.84 7.06 1.98 12.50 e55 4.55 .55 .09 

2-14 Forest-Wide Management Direction (4/89 Amendment) 



* ,  
I 

Wildlife and Fish 

Management Standard C-2 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

- 

2 ,  (4/89 Amendment) 

( 2 )  Conduct a b i o l o g i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  each 
program o r  a c t i v i t y  which i s  Fo res t  Serv ice funded, 
au tho r i zed ,  o r  c a r r i e d  ou t  on occupied T&E species 
h a b i t a t ,  t o  determine whether t h e  a c t i v i t y  may 
a f f e c t  T&E species.  T h i s  e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  determine 
whether o r  no t  i n f o r m a l  o r  formal  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  
t h e  U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Se rv i ce  on T&E species 
i s  app rop r ia te .  Appendix J desc r ibes  t h e  con- 
s u l t a t i o n  process. 
Fish and Wildlife Service "biological  opinion" on the 
Forest Plan and the Forest Service "biological  
assessment". 
( 3 )  I d e n t i f y  and eva lua te  cumula t ive  e f f e c t s  as 
p a r t  o f  each b i o l o g i c a l  eva lua t i on .  Th is  eva- 
1 u a t  i on may r e s u l t  i n  speci f i c management recommen- 
d a t i o n s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  those i d e n t i f i e d  above. 
Appendi x L desc r ibes  t h i s  process. 

Appendix D d i s p l a y s  t h e  U.S. 

(12)  Schedule d i  r e c t  h a b i t a t  improvement p r o j e c t s  
t o  meet ou tpu ts .  P resc r ibed  f i r e s  w i l l  be f r e -  
q u e n t l y  used f o r  b i g  game and o t h e r  w i l d l i f e  h a b i -  
t a t management. 

(13)  Work c l o s e l y  w i t h  S ta te  of Montana and o t h e r  
Federa l  agencies i n  deve lop ing  long- te rm p lans  f o r  
spec i  f i c w i  1 d l  i f e  habi t a t  improvement ' p r o j e c t s  e 

Standards have been e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  f u r t h e r  t h e  
recovery  e f f o r t s  on b e h a l f  o f  T&E ( th rea tened  and 
endangered) species.  
con t  i nuat  i on o f  p resent  met hods , po l  i c i  es and 
d i r e c t i o n .  
E-2, E-4, G-1, and 6-2) .  

These standards are  a 

(A l so  see Management Standards 0-4,  

(1) Comply w i t h  t h e  Endangered Species Act, o t h e r  
r e l a t e d  laws, e x e c u t i v e  orders,  Fo res t  Serv ice  
Manual d i r e c t i o n ,  implement ing r e g u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  
Na t iona l  F o r e s t  Management Act, l e g a l  dec i s ions  
t h a t  have a bea r ing  on t h e  Fo res t  Serv ice  T&E 
species program, c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  U.S. F i s h  
and W i l d l i f e  Serv ice ,  recovery  p lans ,  and spec ia l  
s tud ies .  Cooperate w i t h  f u t u r e  in te ragency  reco-  
ve ry  e f f o r t s .  These i tems a re  reviewed i n  Appendix 
J.  Compliance w i t h  t h e  above i tems and conserva t i on  
o f  T&E species w i l l  be accomplished by f o l l o w i n g  
t h e  procedures and s tandards i d e n t i f i e d  below. 

( 4 )  M a i n t a i n  a c t i v e  communications w i t h  research 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  ensure c u r r e n t  research data a re  
b e i n g  used i n  resource  p lann ing  and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
a f f e c t i n g  T&E species and t h e i  r h a b i t a t  e . As 
necessary, D i s t r i c t  Ranger and b i o l o g i s t s  s h a l l  
meet t o  rev iew c u r r e n t  research f i n d i n g s  and 
d i scuss  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  resource management. 



3 )  

Wildlife 
FOREST-WIDE MANAGEMENT STANDARDS and Fish C-2 

Review and r e v i  se gu ide l  i nes p e r i o d i c a l  l y  t o  keep 
them c u r r e n t .  Address research needs i n  terms o f  
F o r e s t  management a c t i v i t i e s .  Mon i to r  t h e  a p p l i c a -  
t i o n  o f  g u i d e l i n e s  t o  assure they  a re  p r o p e r l y  and 
e f f e c t i v e l y  used. 

(5 )  P a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  In te ragency  W i l d l i f e  
M o n i t o r i n g / E v a l u a t i o n  Program f o r  t h e  Rocky 
Mountain F ron t .  The members c h a r t e r e d  t h e  program 
i n  1980 t o  promote b e t t e r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  o f  w i l d l i f e  
s t u d i e s  a long  t h e  Front .  The In te ragency  Program 
i s  reviewed i n  Appendix H. Data gathered through 
t h i s  program i s  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  g r i z z l y  bear mana- 
gement guidelines (Appendix I). The Interagency 
Grizzly Bear Guidelines will be used to coordin- 
ate multiple-use activities with the biological 
requirements of endangered and threatened species. 
(Appendix V.) 
(6) Schedule d i r e c t  h a b i t a t  improvement p r o j e c t s  
t o  meet t h e  Fo res t  outputs .  P resc r ibed  f i r e s  w i l l  
f r e q u e n t l y  be used f o r  g r i z z l y  bear and gray w o l f  
h a b i t a t  management. 

( 7 )  The occupied g r i z z l y  bear h a b i t a t  ( a l l  o f  t h e  
Rocky Mountain D i v i s i o n )  has been s t r a t i f i e d  
acco rd ing  t o  "The Gui de l  i nes For Management 
I n v o l  v i  ng G r i  z z l y  Bears i n  t h e  Greater  Ye1 1 owstone 
Ecosystem" (USFS, 1979). Appendix K desc r ibes  
t h i s  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  and t h e  management d i r e c t i o n  
based on t h i s  s t  r a t  i f i c a t  i on. Fo res t  management on 
occupied g r i z z l y  bear h a b i t a t  w i l l  comply w i t h  
t h i  s management d i  r e c t i  on. 

( 8 )  Manage problem g r i z z l y  bears i n  accordance 
w i t h  the  "Gu ide l i nes  f o r  Determin ing G r i z z l y  Bear 
Nui sance S ta tus  and f o r  Con t ro l  1 i ng Nuisance 
G r i z z l y  Bears i n  t h e  Nor the rn  Con t inen ta l  D i v i d e  
and Cabinet-Yaak G r i z z l y  Bear Ecosystems." Th is  
g u i d e l  i n e  was developed by t h e  Montana Department 
o f  Fish,  W i l d l i f e ,  and Parks; U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  
Serv ice;  Fo res t  Serv ice;  Na t iona l  Park Serv ice;  
Bureau o f  I n d i a n  A f f a i r s ;  and Border G r i z z l y  Bear 
P r o j e c t .  It i s  r e v i s e d  as needed. The document 
s p e c i f i e s  t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  accep t ing  nuisance 
g r i z z l i e s  and i d e n t i f i e s  s u i t a b l e  r e l o c a t i o n  s i t e s .  

( 9 )  
s u i t a b l e  prey base and impor tan t  h a b i t a t  components 
such as rendezvous s i t e s .  Management f o r  b i g  game 
species w i l l  f o l l o w  t h e  management g u i d e l i n e s  
e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  In te ragency  W i l d l i f e  M o n i t o r i n g /  
Eva1 u a t i  on Program. 

Manage gray w o l f  p r i m a r i l y  by m a i n t a i n i n g  a 

Forest-Wide Management D i  r e c t i o n  2-33 (4/89 Amendment) 
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MANAGEMENT AREA Q 

Description 

Goal 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  F 

SCRIPTIONS Management Area Q 

Management Area Q (51,834 acres;  2.8 p e r c e n t ) .  

Management Area Q i n c l u d e s  t h e  East  Slope 
Recommended W i  1 dernesses a Thi s management area i s  
on t h e  Rocky Mountain D i v i s i o n  and i s  cont.iguous 
w i t h  t h e  Rob Marshal 1 and Scapegoat Wildernesses. 

rest- 

Resource Element 

Recreation 
Dispersed (AP2c) 

Improvements (AP3a) 

S e t t i n g  

V i  sua1 Qual i t y  
O b j e c t i v e  

Wilderness Management ( BM2 

Wildlife 
Operat ion,  P r o t e c t i o n ,  
and Maintenance (CW2a) 

Manage these  areas t o  p r o t e c t  t h e i r  w i l de rness  
values. Manage w i t h  l i m i t e d  investment i n  range 
management and t r a i l  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Th is  recommen- 
d a t i o n  i s  a p r e l i m i n a r y  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  recommen- 
d a t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  r e c e i v e  f u r t h e r  rev iew and 
p o s s i b l e  m o d i f i c a t i o n  by t h e  C h i e f  o f  t h e  Fo res t  
Serv ice,  t h e  Sec re ta ry  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  and t h e  
P r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  States.  F i n a l  dec i s ions  on 
w i l de rness  d e s i g n a t i o n  have been reserved by t h e  
Congress t o  i t  s e l f .  If designated wi lderness by 
Congress, i t  w i l l  be managed as Management Area P - 
t h e  Bob Marshal 1 -Scapegoat W i  1 dernesses. 

de Standards i n  Chapter 11, t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a p p l i e s :  

Management Direction 

Manage d i spe rsed  r e c r e a t i o n  s e t t  i ngs w i t h  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  s p e c i a l  w i l de rness  values. 
Prepare w i  1 derness p lans.  

Improvements a re  general  l y  1 i m i t e d  t o  t r a i  1 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  o r  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  o r  temporary 
s t r u c t u r e s  needed t o  p r o t e c t  w i  1 derness resources. 

The s e t t i n g  i s  unmodif ied,  p r i m i t i v e .  I n t e r a c t i o n  
between users i s  very  low and evidence o f  o the r  
area users i s  minimal.  The area i s  managed t o  
be e s s e n t i a l l y  f r e e  f rom evidence o f  man-induced 
restrictions and controls. Provide for historic 
motorized use consistent with the Forest Travel Plan. 

The VQO i s  p rese rva t i on .  The o b j e c t i v e  a l l ows  f o r  
e c o l o g i c a l  changes only.  Management a c t i v i t i e s ,  
except  f o r  ve ry  low v i s u a l  - impact r e c r e a t i o n  
f a c i  1 i t i e s ,  a re  p r o h i b i t e d .  

Manage areas t o  p r o t e c t  t h e i  r w i  1 derness V a l  ues. 

M a i n t a i n  o r  enhance impor tan t  i d e n t i f i e d  w i l d 1  i f e  
h a b i t a t ,  i n c l u d i n g  T&E h a b i t a t ,  b i  g-game w i n t e r  
ranges, c a l  v i  ng o r  lambi ng areas, m i  g r a t i  on routes 
e l k  summer-fal l  range, r a p t o r  n e s t i n g  s i t e s ,  and 
s i g n i f i c a n t  nongame h a b i t a t  Val ues 

Management Area D i r e c t i o n  3-85 
(4/89 Amendment) 
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- 
AREA 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

-~~ 

RECREATION 

AP2a  
A P 3 c  

A P 2 a  
AP 3c 

A P 2 a  
A P 3 c  

A P 2 a  
AP 3c 

AP2a  
AP 3c 

A P 2 a  
A P 3 b  

WILDERNESS W I L D L  I F €  

CW2b . ,  
CW3g 

CW2c 
CW3b 
CW3g 

CW2a 
CW3d 
CW3e 

CW2c 
CW3b 
CW3f  

CW2b 
CW3b 
CW3f  

CW2b 
CW3c 
CW3f 

RANGE 

D R 2 b  
DR3a  
D R 3 e  

DR2b  
DR3a  
D R 3 c  

D R 2 b  
DR3a  
D R 3 e  

DR2a  
DR3a  
D R 3 c  

DR2b  
DR3a  
D R 3 d  

DR2c  
DR3a  
D R 3 e  

A C T I C E S  
Tfr;igFR 

E 1 2  
E R 3 a  
E 1 3  
EC3 
E P 3 d  
E P 3 e  

E 1 2  
E R 3 a  
E 1 3  
E C 3  
E P 3 a  
E P 3 b  

E 1 2  
E R 3 a  
E 1 3  
EC3 
E P 3 d  
E P 3 e  

E T 2  

E 1 2  

E T 2  

SOIL/WATER 

FW2b 

FW2b 

FW2b 

FW2b 

FWEb 

FW2c 

MINERALS 

GA3a 
GM2a 

GA3a 
GM2a 

GA3a 
GM2a 

GA3a 
GM2a 

GA3a 
GH2a 

G A 3 b  
GM2a 

Y J L Z a  

J L 2 a  

JL2a 

J L 2 a  

J L Z d  

J L 2 a  

LAND USES ROADS 

L R 2 b  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 b  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 c  
L S l O d  
L S l O b  

L R 2 c  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 c  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 d  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

,,TRAILS 

L T Z b  
L S l l C  

L T 2 b  
L S l l C  

L T Z b  
L S l l c  

L T 2 a  
L S l l C  

L T Z b  . 
L S l l C  

L T 2 b  
L S l l b  
L T Z d  

PROTECTION 

PD8a 
P S l 2 a  
P S l l  

PD8b 
P S l 2 a  
P S l l  

P 0 8 b  
P S 1 2 a  
P S l 2 b  
P S l l  

PD8b 
P S 1 2 a  
P S l Z b  

PD8b 
P S l P a  
P S l 2 b  

PDBb 
P S l Z a  
P S l Z b  



IANAGEMENI  
AREA 

G 

H 

I 

J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

0 

P 

Q 

R 

RECREATlON 

AP2a 
AP3b 

AP2a 
AP 3 c  
AD2 
AD 3 

AP2a 
A P 3 c  

A P 2 b  

A P 2 b  

AP2b 

AP2b 

AP2b 

AP2a 
A P 3 c  

AP 3 a  

A P 2 c  
AP3a 

AP2a 
AP 3 c  

WILDERNESS 

BM2 

BM2 

BM2 

W I L D L I F E  

CW2b 
CW3c 
CW3f  

CW2c 

CW2a 
CW3d 
CW3e 

CW2c 

CWPb 

CW2c 

CW2b 
CW3c 

CW2a 
CW3a 
CW39 

CW2b 

CW2a 

CW2d 
CW3a 
CW3h 

RANGE ' 

D R 2 c  
DR3a 
D R 3 f  

D R 2 c  
DR3a 
D R 3 e  
D R 3 9  

DR2a 
DR3a 
D R 3 e  

D R 2 c  
DR3a 
D R 3 f  

D R 2 c  
D R 3 e  

D R 2 b  
D R 3 a  
D R 3 d  

D R 2 c  
D R 3 e  

D R 2 c  
DFUe 

D R 2 a  
D R 3 d  

RCTICES 
E!!E 

E T 2  

E T 2  

E T 2  

E T 2  
E R 3 a  
E 1 3  
E C 3  
E P 3 d  

E P 3 g  

E T 2  

E T 2  
EP3d 
EP3e 
EP3f 

E T 2  

E P 3 f  

SO IL/WATER 

FW2c 

FW2a 

FW2a 

FW2a 

FW2d 

FWPb 

FW2c 

FW2c 

FW2b 

FW2c 

FW2c 

FW2a 

MINERALS 

GA3b 
GM2 a 

GA3c 
GM2a 

GA3a 
GM2a 

G A 3 b  
GM2a 

G A 3 b  
GM2a 

GM2a 
GA3a 

G A 3 e  

QA3d 
GM2a 

GA3a 
GM2 a 

GA3b 
GM2a 

GA3c 
GM2a 

LAND USES 

J L 2 a  

J L 2 b  

J L 2 a  

J L 2 b  

J L 2 b  

J L 2 a  

J L 2 b  

J U G  

J L 2 a  

J L 2 c  

J L 2 c  

J L 2 b  

ROADS 

L R 2 d  
L S l O a  
L S l D b  

L R 2 a  

L R 2 c  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 e  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 d  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

L R 2 a  
L S l O b  
LSlOa 

LR2d 
LS1 Oa 
LSlOb 

L R 2 d  
L S l O a  
L S l O b  

T R A I L S  

L T 2 b  
L S l l b  

L T 2 b  
L S l l C  

L T L b  
L S l l C  

L T Z d  
L S l l b  

, L T 2 b  
L S l l C  

L T 2 a  
LS1 I C  

L T 2 b  

L T 2 b  
LSllb 

L T 2 b  
L S l l C  

L T 2 c  
L S l l a  

L T 2 b  
L S l l b  

PROTECTION 

PDBb 
P S l 2 a  
P S l 2 b  

PDBa 
P S l l  
P S 1 2 a  

PDBb 
P S 1 2 a  
P S 1 2 b  

PD8a 
P S l l  

P DBa 

PDBa 

PD8b 
P S l 2 b  

PDBb 
' P S l 2 b  

PS12a 

PDBb 
P S l l  
P S l Z a  

POBb 
P S 1 2 b  

PDBb 
P S l 2 b  

POBb 
P S l l  
P S l f a  



TABLE 5.1 Monitoring Requirements 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan _ _  ~ -. . 

V a r i a b i l i t y  Which 
Would I n i t i a t e  

Output, Management 1/ 2 1  3 1  
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected Expected Frequency of  Repor t ing  

I tem Element To Be Measured Data Source P r e c i s i o n  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement P e r i o d  F u r t h e r  Evaluat ion 

A -  1 

A- 2 

A-  3 

A-4 

A-5 

A-6 

A- 7 

A-8 

Recrea t i on 

Recreat ion 

Recreat 1 on 

Recreat 1 on 

Recreat ion 

Recreat ion 

Recreat ion 

Recrea t i on 

Recreat ion Oppor tun i ty  Spec- R I M  Report, 
t rum s e t t i n g  being Forest  P lan  
implemented data base 

D i r e c t i o n  meets expec ta t ion  V i s i t o r  
o f  v i s l k o r .  con tac ts ,  

Inspec t ions ,  
P1 ans 

Low-Mod 

Moderate 

Low 

High 

H i  gh 

Mode r a t  e 

H igh  

Mod-Hi gh 

Moderate 

LOW-Mod 

Moderate 

100%/10 years  Annua l ly  +lo% o f  p ro jec ted  
R O S  s e t t i n g .  
* 

Adterse co inents  or  
cqrr&spondence. 

10% sample 
Annual ly  

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

1Y 

1Y 

Annua l ly  

Annual ly  

I Y  

Annual ly  Actual  use o f  developed and 
d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  as 
compares w i th  p r o j e c t e d  use 
l e v e l s .  

Cond i t ion  o f  developed s i t e s .  

R I M  Report +25% var iance y e a r l y  o r  
+lo% over  a 5-year 
per iod .  

- - LOW 

Less than acceptable 
s tandards,  pub1 i c  
s a f e t y  hazards not 
c o r r e c t e d  by 1990, 
poor cond i t ions  not 
c o r r e c t e d  by 2005. 

F a i l u r e  t o  complete 
by 1986. 

R I M  Report,  
Inspec t ions ,  
Compare t o  
s tandards 
S i t e  Plans 

High Annual ly  

Annual l y  Recreat ion Oppor tun i ty  Recreat 1 on 
Oppor tun i ty  
Guide 

Travel  P lan  

Number o f  
Citations 
Issued and 
Number o f  
Variances 
Granted 
Project 
EISIEA 

H i  gh 

Moderate. 

H igh '  

Annual ly  

Annual ly  

C o n f l i c t s  w i t h  Forest 
Management Area goal s. 
1ncrease.of 20 o r  more 
citations o r  variances 
yea r l  y . 

Deviation from 
approved VQOs, ID 
Team review of 
Environmental 
Assessments 
Less than 10% 
accomplishmentlyear 

Of f - road v e h i c l e  damage. 

Travel  P lan  E f f e c t i v e n e s s  

Annua 

Annua 

Cond i t ion  o f  v i  sua1 resource 
meets o b j e c t i v e s  i n  plan. 

Mod-Hi gh 

Moderate 

25% Sample 
Annual ly  

C u l t u r a l  Resource P r o t e c t i o n  C u l t u r a l  
Inventory  

Selected s i t e s  
Once15 years 

B-1 Wilderness Maintenance o f  e x i s t i n g  
q u a l i t y  of ecosystem. 

8-2 X i  lderness Bob Marshal 1 -Great Bear- Annual High High 100% sample Annual ly  Failure to  meet 
Scapegoat Ma nag em en t Report Annual ly  Management Direction 
D i  r e c t  ion. in'Appendix U. 

combined with 9-2 No futther monitacing will be accompGshed M B-1 during this planning petid. 

8 - 3  Wilderness Change i n  Roadless 
Inventory  

Fores t  P lan  High High 100%/10 year  Annual ly  :lo% pro jec ted  chanqe 
data base i n  roadless inventory .  



TABLE 5.1 Monitoring Require men t s 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan 

Output, Nanagement 1 2 3 Var iab i  1 i t y  Which 
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  ExpzLted E x p d t  ed F r e q u d c y  of  Report i ng Would I n i t i a t e  

I tem Element To Be Measured Data Source P r e c i s i o n  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement Per iod  F u r t h e r  Eva lua t ion  

c-1 

c -2  

c - 3  

c-4 

c - 5  

C-6 

c - 7  

U t  i d 1  i f e  
L F i s h  

W i l d l i f e  
L F i s h  

W i  Id1 i f e  
8 F i s h  

W i  I d 1  i f e  
L F i s h  

W i  1 d l  i f e  
a F i s h  

W i  1 d l  i f e  
L F i s h  

W i l d l i f e  
L F i s h  

T6E Specfes: G r i z z l y  
Bear-Mai n t a i  n occupied 
h a b i t a t  capaci ty .  

4 i  

TLE Species: Gray Wolf, 
Bald Eagle, Peregr ine  
Falcon - Main ta ln  
s u i t a b l e ,  unoccupied 
h a b i t a t .  

E l k :  Winter range 
c a p a c i t y  (pop. l e v e l ) .  
sex and age r a t l o s  

Habi t a t  e f f e c t  i veness 

Bighorn Sheep L Mtn. Goat: 
Win ter  range capac i ty  (pop. 
l e v e l ) ,  sex and age 
r a t l o s  

Oiher  B i g  Game Species: 
Mule Deer. Popaauon 
-,ser,and 
eee- 

Small Game (Blue Grouse) : 
Harvest  l e v e l  

Fubarer Special Interest 

distribution 
(Lynx 8 WO(verine) 

RMFMP annual High 
rpts., MDFWLP 
annual progress 
rpts . ,  G r i z z l y  
Bear Recovery 
Plan, Program & 
P r o j e c t  EA's 

RMFMP annual Moderate 
rpts., 
Recovery P1 ans , 
Program 6 
p r o j e c t  EA's 

MDFW&P annual High 
progress 
rp ts .  

Mont. Coop High 
E l  k /Logging 
Study models 

Lyon) Pro r m b p r o j e c t  C A P S  

HDFWLP annual High 
progress r p t s .  

MOFWLP annual Moderate 
progress r p t s .  

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

100% sample 
Annual ly  

'IO& sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annually 

100% sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

Annual 1 y 

Annua l ly  

Annual 1 y 

Annua l ly  

Annual ly  

Annual ly  

NO further monitoring shall be accomplished this planning period. 

Any i n d i c a t i o n  of 
downward t rend i n  
g r i z z l y  bear . popu la t ion .  

D e t e r i o r a t i o n  or 
c o n t i n u i n g  d is tu rbance 
on more than 5% o f  
s u i t a b l e  unoccupied 
habi  t a t .  

Decrease o f  5% o r  
more i n  3 year  
runn ing  means. 

Decrease of 10% o r  
more i n  h a b i t a t  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i n  any 
t i m b e r  compartment. 

Decrease o f  5% o r  
more i n  3 year  
runn ing  means. 

Decrease of  10% o r  
more. i n  3 year 
runn ing  means 
for Mule Deer. 

No sighting 
information reported 
for 3 years 



TABLE 5.1 Monitor i n g R e,q u ire men t s 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan  

V a r i a b i l i t y  Whir- Output, Management 1/ 21 31 
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected Expected Frequency of  Repor t ing  Would I n i t l a ! ?  

I t e m  Element To Be Measured D a t a  Source P r e c i s i o n  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement Per iod  f u r t h e r  E v a l u a t ' ? "  

C-8 W i l d l i f e  
8 F i s h  

C-9 W i l d l i f e  
8 F i s h  

C-10 W i l d l i f e  
8 F i s h  

C-11 W i  I d1  i f e  

(Coord inate w i t h  
8 F i s h  

(F-7 and Fa)) 

C-12 W i  I d 1  i f e  
8 F i s h  

c -  1 W i  I d1  i f e  
8 F i s h  

Old'Growth H a b i t a t  (Goshawk): 
A c t i v e  n e s t i n g  t e r r i t o r i e s  

Specia l  I n t e r e s t  Species 
(Golden Eagle. P r a i r i e  
Fa lcon) :  Nest ing 
t e r r i t o r i e s  

Cav i ty  Nest ing  H a b i t a t  
(Nor thern  3-Toed Woodpecker) 
Percent optimum h a b i t a t  

Aquat ic  H a b i t a t  Cond i t ion  
( C u t t h r o a t  Trout ,  Brook 
Trout ,  Rainbow Trout )  : 
H a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  

T8E H a b i t a t  Improvement 
ou tpu ts  

W i l d l i f e  I F i s h  H a b i t a t  
Improvement Outputs  

o i l  a Gas A c t i v i t y 1  
W i  I d 1  i f e  Moni tor ing-  
Rocky m n .  Front  

0 1 d -g rowt  h 
f o r e s t  
i n v e n t o r y  
Program 8 
p r o j e c t  E A ' S ,  
s p e c i a l  
surveys 

Known n e s t i n g  Moderate 
t e r r i t o r i e s  
RMFMP 
r e p o r t s  

Mode r a t  e 

Fores t  p l a n  Moderate 
snag mgmt. 
g u i d e l i n e s ,  
Program 8 
p r o j e c t  E A ' S  

Water q u a l i t y  High 
mon i t o r i  ng , 
stream 
c l  a s s i  f i c a t l o n  
and h a b i t a t  
surveys, l a k e  
surveys, Program 
8 p r o j e c t  E A ' S  

Fores t  p lan,  High 
At ta inment  
r p t .  

Fores t  plan, High 
A t t  a i  nment 
r p t .  

RMFMP I n t e r i m  H igh  
o r  f t n a l  mgmt. 
g u i d e l i n e s  

Moderate 

Moderate, 

LOW 

Moderate 

H igh  

H igh  

H igh  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
o f  se lec ted  
n e s t i n g  
t e r r f t o r i e s  
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annua l ly  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

100% sample 
Annual ly  

Annua l ly  

3 y e a r s  

5 years  

3 years  

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

'I Decrease of 105 o r  
more i n  a c t i v e  
n e s t i n g  t e r r i  t o r i  es.  

Reductio'n i n  occupied 
n e s t i n g  t e r r i t o r i e s  o f  
10% o r  m r e  from prev ious 
r e p o r t i n g  per iod.  

Reduction i n  snags 
t o  t o  m a i n t a i n  below numbers m i n i w m  qeeded 

v i a b l e  popu la t ion  l eve l  
i n  any t imber  con3artment 

Pred ic ted  decrease of  
5% o r  more (below 
planned l e v e l )  i n  
f i s h  h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y  
based on pred ic ted  o r  
a c t u a l  changes i n  water 
q u a l i t y  o r  f i s h  h a b i t a t  
parameters i n  any stream 
o r  lake.  

Accomplishment 10% 
below Forest  P lan l e v e l  
over  5-year average. 

Accomplishment 20% 
below Forest  P lan l e v e l  
over  5-year average. 

Any i n d i c a t i o n  o f  down- 
ward p o p u l a t i o n  t rend i n  
species/mgmt. g u i d e l i n e s  
r e l a t e d  t o  011 L gas 
a c t i v i t y .  
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TABLE 5.1 Monitoring Require men t s 
Lewis a n d  Clark Forest Plan 

V a r i a b i l i t y  Which 
Would I n i t i a t e  

11 21 31 
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected Expected Frequency o f  Repor t ing  

I t e m  Element To Be Measured Data Source Prec ts ion  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement P e r i o d  Fur ther  Eva1 ua t  i o n  

D - 1  Range Range Outputs Range Moderate Moderate" 100% sample Annual ly  210% o f  t a r g e t  
Management Annual ly  
I n f o r m a t i o n  
System 

D - 2  Range R a i i e  Cond l t ions  and Trend. Range Anal-  Moderate Moderate 25 a, l lotments Annua l ly  Cond i t ion  - Acres o f  
y s l s  and per year  which range i n  fair o r  less  
c o n d l t l o n -  w i l l  a l l o w  a l l  c o n d i t i o n  tha t  have not 

' t r e n d  FbrPst a1 l o t -  shown any improvement 
i n  c o n d i t i o n  score t r a n s e c t s  ments t o  be 

sampled every d u r i n g  the moni t a r i n g  
10 years.  i n t e r v a l  (10 years ) .  

Trend - .Any acres i n  
downward trend which 
were prev ious ly  ( a t  
t he  l a s t  reading) 
s t a b l e  or i n  an 
upward trend. 

Any acres in downward 
trend which ail1 
show (I downward trend 
after another monitoring 
interval (10 years). 

- 

0-3 Range Supply Range Moderate Moderate Annual ly  
Management 
In fo rmat  1 on 
System 

0-4 Range A l lo tment  Management Plan Range H I  gh 
Status Management 

In f  orma t t on 
System 

H i  gh 

Annua l ly  More than 1% r e d u c t i o n  
i n  s u i t a b l e  range acres 
from previous year.  
Cumul a t  i v e l  y , any 
reduc t ion  of 3% o r  more 
i t ?  s u i t a b l e  range acres 
o v e r  a 5-year per iod .  

100% sample 5-years More than 10% o f  the 
Annual l y  a l lo tment  plans a r e  

outdated. 

- ~ -~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

Annual ly  . A departure from E-1 Tlmber Assure s i l v i c u l t u r a l  manage- Presale and High High One Sale 
ment p r e r c r l p t l o n s  are best a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Annual ly  
s u i t e d  t o  management area reviews, and t i o n .  
goals w l t h  a l l  resources s p e c l a l l s t  
considered. involvement 

from 
f u n c t  iona 1 
areas. 

. management p r e s c r i p -  
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TABLE 5.1 Monitoring Requirements 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan 

Output, Management 11 2/ 3 V a r i a b i l i t y  Which 
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected Expected Frequeicy o f  Repor t ing  Wou 1 d ! n i t  i a t  e 

I t e m  Element To Be Measured Data Source P r e c i s i o n  R e l i a b i l l t y  Measurement P e r i o d  Fur ther  Evaluat ion 

E-2 Timber 

E-3 Timber 

E-4 Timber 

E-5 Timber 

E-6 Timber 

E-7  Timber 

E-8 Timber 

E-9 Timber 

€-.lo Timber 

E - 1 1  l i m b e r  

Assure p r e s c r i p t i o n  not  
p r i m a r i l y  chosen on bas is  
of g rea tes t  d o l l a r  r e t u r n  
o r  g r e a t e s t  t imber  output .  

Assure openings comply w i t h  
s i t e  l i m i t s  and are periodi;. 
c a l l y  evaluated for  
appropr l  ateness. 

Assure t lmber  o f f e r e d  does 
no t  d i f f e r  from a l lowab le  
sa le  q u a n t i t y  for  10-year 
per iod.  

Assure r e s t o c k i n g  i s  I n  
progress w i t h i n  5 years. 

Assure t lmber  acres harvested 
are  as pro jected.  

Assure accomplishment o f  
t h i n n i n g  and o ther  s i l v i c u l -  
t u r a l  t reatments as p r o j e c t e d  
i n  Dlan. 

Insure  harvest  by even-age 
management I s  compat lb le  
w i t h  resource values. 

F i  rewood removal 

Evaluate a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  
lands c l a s s i f i e d  as 
s u i  t a b l  e/unsu i t a b l  e 

P r o j e c t e d  y i e l d s  

S i  1 v i  c u l t u r a l  Low 
p r e s c r i p t i o n .  

En v i ronmen t a 1 
ana lys is ,  
p r e s a l e  and 
administrativf! 
reviews, and 
p o s t - p r o j e c t  
rev iews.  

Mode r a  t e 

A1 lowable High 
Sale O u a n t i t y  
Report - TSMRS 

Surv l  Val High 
exams, TSMRS. 

TSMRS High 

S i  l v i c u l  t u r a l  High 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s ,  
TSMRS. 

S i l v i c u l t u r a l  Moderate 
Prescr  i p t i on 
Review 

Annua 1 
Report 

Stage I exami- Moderate 
n a t i o n ;  t imber  
s a l e  r e p o r t s  

Growth p l o t s  High 
and o t h e r  
placement p l o t s  

Mod e r a t e 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Moderate 

Mod e r a t e 

Moderate 

High 

One Sale 
Annual ly  

One Sale 
Annuhl l y  

100% Sample 
Annual ly  

1. 3 ,  and 5 
years  

100% Sample 
Annual ly  

100% Sample 
Annual ly  

One Sale 
Annual ly  

100% Sample 
Annual ly  

5-yea rs 

5-years 

5-years 

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

Annua l ly  

5-years 

5-yea rs 

Annual ly  

Annual ly  

5-years 

Annual ly  

Test management ared 
ou tpu ts  against those 
pred ic ted .  

Unacceptable r e s u l t s  
o f  an I D  Team review. 

+20% Annual ly  o r  +lo% . -  over  a 5-year perTod. 

Unacceptable r e s u l t s  
o f  an I D  Team review. 

+lo% d e v i a t i o n  over a 
5-year per iod.  

+lo% d e v i a t i o n  over a 
5-year per iod.  

- 

- 

Unacceptable r e s u l t s  
o f  an ID Team review. 

Use increase exceeds 
10% per  year. 

t 5 X  change i n  acreage. - 

Standard e r r o r  of 10% 
a t  1 standard 
dev i  a t  i on. 



TABLE 5.1 Monitoring Requirements 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan 

Output, Management 11 21 3/  Var iab i  1 i t y  Which 
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected Expected Frequency o f  Repor t ing  . Would I n i t i a t e  

I t e m  Element To Be Measured D a t a  Source Prec is ion  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement Per iod  Fur ther  Evaluat ion 

F - 1  

F - 2  

F - 3  

F - 4  

F-5 

F-6 

F - 7  

F -8 

F -9 

Water h 
Soi 1 

Water h 
Soi 1 

Water h 
so i  1 

Water h 
s o i  1 

Water h 
s o i  1 

Water h 
Sol 1 

Water i3 
s o i  1 

Water b 
s o i  1 

Water h 
s o i  1 

Adequacy and Cumulative 
E f f e c t s  o f  P r o j e c t  BMP's 

Rev'qgetation o f  t e m p o r a r i l y  
d i s t u r b e d  areas and roads 
w i t h i n  5 years 

Water a l i t y  e f f e c t s  o f  
a c t i v i  . 0s i n  mun ic ipa l  
watersheds 

A c t i v i t i e s  i n  r i p a r i a n  
areas, f l o o d  p l a i n s ,  
and wet lands 

E f f e c t s  of o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  
on watershed c o n d i t i o n s  

E l i m i n a t i o n  of s o i l  and 
water  r e s t o r a t i o n  back log 

Water and Stream Q u a l i t y  as 
a f f e c t i n g  f i s h  h a b i t a t  and 
o t h e r  uses: v a l i d a t i o n  o f  
es t imat ions  o f  sediment 

R i p a r i a n  areas and streams: 
stream cover and poo ls  

P u b l i c  Hea l th  

EA's L water  High-Mod 
qual  i t y  
p r e d i c t i o n s  

EA's and High 
env i ronmenta l  
rev iews by 
ID  teams 

P r e d i c t i o n s ,  High 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
rev iews,  and 
sampl i ng 

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Moderate 
Reviews 

Admini s t r a t i  ve Moderate 
Reviews 

Soil and Mod-Hi gh 
Water Reports; 
Mgt. A t t a l n -  
ment Reports 

Samples o f  Lou-Mod 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
streams and 
i n t r a g r a v e l  
sediment 

I n v e n t o r y  d Moderate 
Stream Samples 

Water Systems High 

H i  gh-Mod 

High 

High 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Mod-Hi gh 

Moderate 

Moderate 

High 

100% Sample 
Annually 

752 Sample 
2 y e a r s  a f t e r  
t e r m i n a t i o n  

' Y  

A l l  P r o j e c t s  

50% o f  a l l  
p r o j e c t s  

20% o f  a l l  
p r o j e c t s  

Annual 

Seasonal - 
cont inuous  
and Annual 

H i  gh- Impact 
Annua 1 1 y 

Month ly  
when i n  use 

Annua 

Annua 

Annua l ly  

Annual ly  

Annua l ly  

5- Years 

Annual ly  

Annual ly  

Annual ly  

Pro jec ted  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  
o f  s o l  1 product i v i  t y  
or  water u s a b i l i t y .  

U\nacceptable r e s u l t s  of 
11 an ID team review. 

Adverse water q u a l i t y  
e f f e c t s  or v i o l a t e s  
water  q u a l i t y  standards. 

Unacceptable resu 1 t s 
o f  an I D  team review. 

Unacceptable management 
p r a c t i c e s  o r  land  
p r o d u c t i v i t y .  

l e s s  than 50% by 
jess than 100% by  

Not m e t i n g  Sta te  
Federal water qua 
standards. o r  s ign  
(90% conf idence)  

990; 
1995. 

or  
i t y  
f i c a n t  

d e t e r i o r a t i o n ,  by best 
a v a i l a b l e  indexes. 

S i g n i f i c a n t  (90% 
conf idence)  d e c l i n e  
i n 'condi t 1 on. 

V i o l a t e s  State or 
Federa 1 dr i nk 1 ng 
water  standards 
per  year. 

G-1  M inera ls  E f f e c t  o f  Min ing A c t i v i t i e s  N o t i c e  o f  Moderate Moderate , IO02 a n n u a l l y  Annua l ly  Adverse e f fec t  of 
Fores t  Service I n t e n t  o f  ac t  1 ve p r o j e c t  on minera l  

Operat i ng o p e r a t i o n s  on 
P1 ans a m n t h l y  b a s i s  a c t i v i t i e s  or 

r e v i s i o n  o r  
depar tu re  from 
approved operat i o n  
p lans.  
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TABLE 5.1 Monitoring Requirements 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan 

V a r i a b i l i t y  Which 
Would I n i t i a t e  

Output, Management 11 21 3 1  
Frequency o f  Repor t ing  P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected E x p e A  ed 

Item Element To Be Measured Data Source P r e c l s i o n  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement Per iod  Fur ther  Eva lua t ion  

G-  2 

G-  3 

G- 4 

G - 5  

M i  nerd 1 s 

M inera ls  

Minera ls  

Minera ls  

Effect of Geophysical 
Seismic Prospecting 

* J  
E f f e c t  o f  O r i l l i n g  

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  d is tu rbed 
areas 

Minera l  A v a l l a b l  l i t y  

Prospec t ing  High 
Permi ts  

Ori 11 i n g  High 
Permi ts  

Completion High 
o f  

Operat ions 

Areas H4 gh 
i d e n t i f i e d  I n  
Table 2.1 - 
Minera l  Category 

n i g h  100% o f  Annual ly  Adverse e f f e c t  upon 
a c t i v e  opera- sur face  resources o r  
t i o n s  on a depar ture from c o n d i t i o n s  
b iweekly  bas is .  \ o f  the  approved permi t .  

, 
H i  gh 100% o f  a c t i v e  Annual ly  Adverse e f f e c t  upon 

operat  i ons on sur face resources or  
a weekly bas is .  depar ture from cond i t ions  

o f  the approved permi t .  

High 100% o f  a c t i v i t y  Annual ly  Rehabi 1 i t a t e  less than 
90% o f  d is tu rbed areas. on a weekly 

bas is  
d u r i  ng 
rehabi 1 i t a t l o n .  
A f i n a l  
i nspect i on 
w i l l  be made 
w i t h i n  5-years 
a f t e r  rehabi 11 - 
t a t i o n  has been 
completed. 

Annual ly  
High 100% Sample Annua l ly  Denia l  o f  m r e  than 10% 

o f  proposed p r o j e c t s .  

J-1 Lands Compllance w i t h  use permi ts  Case Fo lders  High 
Fores t  
Serv ice  
Manual 

5-2  Lands Right-of-way Easements 5-Year R / W  High 
Accomplishment Program 6 

Fores t  P lan  

5-3 Lands Land Ownershfp Adjustment Land A d j u s t -  High 
Accomplishment ment P l a n  

High As Needed Annual ly  Unacceptable r e s u l t s  
o r  d e v i a t i o n  from 
permi ts .  

High 100% Sample Annua l ly  Less than 75% accom- 
Annual ly  p l ishment  o f  5-Year 

Program. 

High 100% Sample Annua l ly  Less than 75% accom- 
Annual ly  p l ishment  o f  5-Year 

Program. 



TABLE 5.1 Monitor i ng Requi re men t s 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan 

Var iab i  1 i t y  Which 
Would I n i t i a t e  

31 Output ,  Management 1/ 21 
P r e s c r i p t i o n ,  E f f e c t s ,  Expected Expected Frequency o f  Repor t ing  

P e r i  od F u r t h e r  Evaluat ion Item Element To Be Measured D a t a  Source Prec is ion  R e l i a b i l i t y  Measurement 

Annual ly  220% o f  programed L - 1  F a c i l i t i e s  Road and T r a i l  Cons t ruc t ion /  Transportation High High 100% Sample 
Reconstruct ion;  Local Roads; Inventory  Annual ly  c o n s t r u c t i o n /  

r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  T r a i l s ;  A r t e r i a l / C o l l e c t o r  System 
accomplished. Roads 

Pub1 i c  &.e Plan 
Annua l ly  220% o f  t a r g e t  mi les 

p u b l i c .  

L-2 F a c i l i t i e s  M i l e s  o f  Roads Open To Travel  High High 100% Sample 
Annually to' lbe l e f t  open t o  

P-1 P r o t e c t i o n  Assure harvest  emphasizes the  S i l v i c u l t u r a l  Moderate 
4/ removal o f  h i q h  r i s k  stands f o r  p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  - 

mountain p i n e - b e e t l e  a t t a c k  
and t h a t  t imber  sa les are  
l o c a t e d  t o  break-up cont inous 
n a t u r a l  f u e l  accumulations. 

P-2 P r o t e c t i o n  Acres and volume o f  i n s e c t  
and d isease l n f e s t a t i o n s  

P-3 P r o t e c t i o n  Management p r a c t i c e s  t o  
ensure a c t i v i t i e s  do not  
promote an inc rease i n  
i n s e c t  o r  d isease organisms. 

p - 4  Protec t  

P - 5  Protect  

on Assure p r e s c r i b e d  f i r e  meets 
a i r  q u a l i t y  s tandards.  

on Fuel t reatment  ou tpu ts .  

P-6 P r o t e c t i o n  W i l d f i r e  Acres k r n e d  

p-7 P r o t e c t i o n  Cost o f  Suppression 
and P r o t e c t i o n  Organ iza t ion  

s u r v i v a i  , and 
s i  1 v i  c u l  t u r a l  
exams, ground 
and a e r i a l  
surveys, pos t -  
s a l e  reviews. 
TSMRS 

FPM a e r i a l  
observat  i on 
by R.O. 
Entomologis ts  

H igh  

Post -sa le Mode r a t  e 
rev iews,  i n s e c t  
and disease 
survey, s i  1 v i  - 
c u l t u r a l  exami - 
n a t i o n s  and 
p l a n t a t i o n  
s u r v i v a l  surveys. 

Form R1-5150-1 High 
p r o j e c t  
r e p o r t s  

Accomplishment High 
Reports. 

51 00-29 High 

5100-29 and High 
PAMARS 

High 100% Sample 5 Years Unacceptable r e s u l t s  
o f  an I D  team r e v i e w ,  
o r  i f  l e s s  than 70% 
o f  t imber  volume i s  
p r o g r a m e d  from h igh 
r i s k  mountain p ine 
b e e t l e  stands. 

Annual ly  

I n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  new 
i n s e c t  o r  disease or 
spread o f  an e x i s t i n g  
i n s e c t  or disease. 

Moderate Once Annual ly  5 Years 

Moderate Cont i  IUS Annual ly  S i g n i f i c a n t  increase 
i n  i n s e c t  and discasp 
organisms. 

Annual ly  210% beyond standard High 100% Sample 
Annual ly  gu ide l ines .  

H igh  100% Sample Annual ly  225% o f  p rogramed 
Annual ly  t a r g e t s .  

Moderate 100% Sample Annual ly  225% above pro jec ted  
Annual l y  average annual w i l d -  

High Once Annual ly  5 Years +5% i nc rease i n  total 

f i r e  burned acres. 

cos ts .  . 



PROJECTED BUDGET REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT THE FOREST PIAN 
(Average Annual in Thousands of Dollars for the First Decade) 

Funding 1/ 
I tem Budget Activity FY78 Dollars- (x1.47 -) FY 84 Dollars 

00 
01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06,07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
23 
26-28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
42 

General Administration 610 
Fire ' 190 
--Fue 1 s 19 
Sales Prep/Admin 155 

Silvicultural Exams 122 
Range 255 
Minerals 280 
Recreation 324 
Wildlife and Fish 293 
Soil, Water, and Air 101 
Facilities Maintenance 71 
Special Uses 32 
Geometronics 7 
Land Exchange 30 
Landline Location 57 
Road Maintenance 242 
Trail Maintenance 177 
Co-op Law Enforcement 26 
Reforestation - Appropriated 36 
TSI - Appropriated 18 
Tree Improvement 5 
KV - (Trust Fund) 64 
CWFS - Other (Trust Fund) 15 
Timber Salv. Sales (Perm Fund) 20 
Brush Disposal (Perm Fund) 15 
Range Improvement 31 
Recreation Construction 29 
Facilities Construction - FA&O 0 
Eng:. Construction Support 285 
Const. Capital Investment Rds 328 
Trail Const/Reconstruction 83 
Land Status 24 

Timber Planning 93 

897 
279 
28 
228 
137 
179 
375 
412 
476 
43 1 
148 
104 
47 
10 
44 
84 
356 
260 
38 
53 
26 
7 
94 
22 
29 
22 
46 
43 
0 

419 
482 
122 
35 

43 Land Acquisition 98 144 
TOTAL BUDGET 4,135 6,077 

24,38 Timber Purchaser Rd. Credits 135 198 
TOTAL COSTS 4,270 6,275 

. -  

- 1/ FY 1978 is the base year for costs used in Forest planning. 

- 
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BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
REVISED PROPOSED FOREST PLAN 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 

. Introduction 

This assessment summarizes and discusses information and management direction 
contained in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan (Revised Proposed) and 
the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. These documents 
identify a preferred alternative and propose land allocations and management 
prescriptions which include both construction and nonconstruction activities 
during the life of the Plan. 
the review of the two planning documents in the consultation process. 

The purpose of this assessment is to facilitate 

The Forest Plan r_ecognizes four Federally listed T&E species on the Lewis and 
Clark National Forest: grizzly bear (threatened), gray wolf (endangered), bald 
eagle (endangered) and peregrine falcon (endangered). A letter dated August 22, 
1984 from Wayne Brewster of the Endangered Species Field Office, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in Helena verifies the listed species as those expected to 
occur on the Forest. 
occur on the Forest. Consideration of these listed species is consistent with 
previous biological evaluations and formal consultation with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

No threatened or endangered plant species are known to 

T&E Species Present and Habitat Identified 

Brief discussions of the listed T&E species are found in the Forest Plan (7-8) 
and in the Draft EIS Supplement (2-46). 
section will supplement that found in the two documents. 

The information presented in this 

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) - Occupied grizzly bear habitat on the 
Rocky Mountain Front includes all of the Rocky Mountain Ranger District 
(776,259 acres) and extends eastward for several miles onto BLM, State, Nature 
Conservancy and private ownerships as well as portions of the Blackfeet Indian 
Reservation. 
Glacier National Park into Canada and to the west and south onto the adjoining 
Flathead, Lo10 and Helena National Forests. 
initially identified by the Forest Service in 1975-76. 
reviewed and expanded considerably in 1977 when 475,836 acres were identified 
on the Lewis and Clark Forest. There has been no further refinement of the 
essential habitat delineation since 1977, and that designation has little 
signiiicance under the current grizzly bear management situation. 

Continuous occupied grizzly habitat extends northward through 

Essential grizzly bear habitat was 
This delineation was 

The grizzly bear population was reported to be 100 animals for the Lewis and 
Clark National Forest on the annual wildlife report through the 1970's. That 
population estimate was based strictly on scattered visual observations which 
were recorded each year by agency personnel, outfitter/guides and public 
recreationists. 
grizzly bear in 1977, better information has been developed on bear 

Since more intensive monitoring studies were initiated on 

- 
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d i s t r i b u t i o n  and populat ion d e n s i t i e s  upon which t o  base a t o t a l  populat ion 
estimate. The Fores t  has  repor ted  a populat ion of 85 bears  on the  annual 
r e p o r t  s i n c e  1982. Further  changes i n  the  est imated populat ion may be made a s  
the  monitoring s tudy e f f o r t  s h i f t s  t o  new areas. The change i n  population 
es t imate  from 100 t o  85 repor ted  i n  1982 w a s  based e n t i r e l y  on be t te r  study 
d a t a  and does n o t  r e f e c t  any known o r  documented,decline i n  a c t u a l  bear  
numbers. I t  should a l s o  be noted,  t h a t  many of  the bears  repor ted  f o r  the 
Fores t  spend a por t ion  of t he  yea r  on o the r  landownerships ad jacent  t o  the 
Fores t  . . .  

Known g r i z z l y  bear  m o r t a l i t i e s  on the  Rocky Mountain Front f o r  t h e  per iod 
1977-83 t o t a l l e d  16 bears  o r  an average of about 2.3 per  year  (Aune e t  a l .  
1984). 
from non hunt ing causes .  
l o s t  t o  the  Rocky Mountain Front populat ion.  
hunt ing k i l l s ,  2 were i l l e g a l  non-hunting m o r t a l i t i e s  and 1 bear  w a s  re loca ted  
t o  the  Flathead N a t h n a l  Fores t  fol lowing sheep depradat ions on p r i v a t e  land 
east of  t he  Fores t .  

H a l f  of t hese  m o r t a l i t i e s  were l e g a l  hunt ing k i l l s  and the  o the r s  w e r e  
I n  1984 the re  were 5 g r i z z l i e s  known t o  have been 

O f  t h i s  t o t a l ,  2 were l e g a l  

Gray Wolf (Canus lupus)  - Sui t ab le  occupied gray wolf h a b i t a t  w a s  de l inea ted  on 
735.700 acres of  t he  Rocky Mountain Ranger District i n  1978. This area was 
included i n  a recommendation f o r  gray w o l f  essential h a b i t a t  prepared by the  
Northern Region of t he  Fores t  Service e a r l y  i n  1980. 
refinement of  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  h a b i t a t  de l inea t ion  has taken p l ace  s i n c e  t h a t  
t i m e  . 

No a d d i t i o n a l  review o r  

During the e a r l y  1970's  t he  number of wolf s igh t ings  and observa t ions  of w o l f  
s ign  increased s t e a d i l y  t o  a peak of about 40 r e p o r t s  i n  1977 and then dropped 
r ap id ly  i n  1978 and 1979 (Ream and Mattson, 1979). During t h a t  per iod of high 
wolf observa t ions ,  Ream and Mattson (1978) es t imated a populat ion of 5 t o  8 
wolves on the Rocky Mountain Front .  However, even during the per iod  of 
apparent ly  h igher  wolf a c t i v i t y  i n  the mid-l970 's ,  no establ ishment  of 
t e r r i t o r i e s  o r  pack a c t i v i t y  by wolves w a s  documented. 
f e w  r e l i a b l e  observat ions of  wolves or  t h e i r  s i g n  along the  Rocky Mountain 
Front s i n c e  1979. 
t r a c k s  were repor ted  by Fores t  Service employees along trails i n  the  upper 
reaches of t he  North Fork Sun River i n  t h e  Bob Marshall Wilderness. The low 
number of  w o l f  observa t ions  i n  r ecen t  yea r s  would seem t o  i n d i c a t e  lone wolves 
d i spe r s ing  southward from Alber ta ,  Canada. 

There have been very 

During the summer of 1984, two observat ions of probable wolf 

Two gray wolf m o r t a l i t i e s  have been documented on the Rocky Mountain Front 
during the p a s t  20 years. 
a long t h e  Middle Fork Dearborn River about 8 miles east of  t he  southern end of 
t he  Fores t .  I-n November 1974, a hunter  found a dead f e m a l e  w o l f  that  had been 
s h o t  on the No'rth Fork Sun River near Cabin Creek. Both animals were v e r i f i e d  
as gray wolves by a taxonomist a f t e r  examination of t he  s k u l l s  (Ream and 
Mattson, 1978).  

I n  December 1968, a wolf was s h o t  on p r i v a t e  land 

Bald Eagle (Hal iaeetus  leucocephalus) - Bald eagles  are observed q u i t e  
r e g u l a r l y  on va r ious  p a r t s  of t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fores t  during spr ing  
and f a l l  migrat ions.  Most of these  observat ions are made near  the Forest  
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boundary along the larger drainages. There is a major migration corridor for 
bald eagle east of the Forest on the Rocky Mountain Front. 
significant spring migration corridor north from the Shields River valley 
through the White Sulphur Springs area. High populations of Richardson's 
ground squirrels provide the major eagle prey species in that area. 

There is also a 

There are no winter concentrations of bald eagles on or immediately adjacent to 
the Forest. -A few eagles do winter along the Sun River, Smith River, North ' 

Fork Musselshell River and Judith River below the Forest boundary and probably 
make occasional use of big game winter ranges on the Forest in those areas. 

There are no known active or historic bald eagle nest sites on the Forest. 
historic nest was located on the Sun River a short distance below the Forest 
boundary. This nest was last active in the 1950's, and it was located in a 
snag along the river which has since blown down. (DuBois 1984). An active bald 
eagle territory was reported in 1983 near the forks of the Two Medicine River 
on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation. The general location would be several 
miles east of the-Forest boundary, and the status of this territory has not 
been verified. 

A 

The Lewis and Clark Forest identified essential habitat for bald eagle in 1978 
for inclusion in the Northern Region's recommendation to the U . S .  Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
eagles have been delineated on the Forest. The larger of these areas, 
approximately 10,800 acres, is located on the Rocky Mountain District and 
includes the country adjacent to the lower Sun River canyon and Gibson 
Reservoir. 
was identified along the Smith River canyon on the Kings Hill District in the 
Little Belt Mountains. Both of these areas appear to have the natural 
features, including suitable nesting trees and available food sources, 
necessary to support bald eagle nesting territories. 
suitable-unoccupied nesting habitat may be identified in the future on the 
Forest . 

Two areas of suitable-unoccupied nesting habitat for bald 

A second area, of about 6,000 acres of potential nesting habitat 

Additional areas of 

Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinusl - Peregrine falcon are occassionally 
observed during seasonal migrations along the Rocky Mountain Front east of the 
Forest boundary. There are several sightings of migrating peregrines at 
Freezout Lake each year (DuBois 1983). 
peregrines being observed on the Forest during the breeding season have been 
received in recent years. An employee of ARCO, Bob Kook, reported that he saw 
an adult peregrine falcon during a helicopter flight north of the Teton River 
near the wilderness boundary during the week of June 14, 1984. Mr. Kook is a 
falconer and felt positive of his observation (R. Escano, pers. corn.). 

A few unconfirmed reports of adult 

Essential habit-zt for peregrine falcon was identified for the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest in 1978 as a part of the Northern Region's effort to delineate 
essential habitat for the species. A total of 11 areas in the Rocky Mountains 
and 5 areas in the Little Belt Mountains were classified as suitable-unoccupied 
habitat. The areas delineated total about 64,000 acres. 

(4/89 Amendment) 
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There are no known a c t i v e  o r  h i s t o r i c  peregrine falcon e y r i e s  on t h e  Lewis and 
Clark Fores t .  Four c r i t e r i a  were used t o  de l inea te  sui table-unoccupied h a b i t a t  
f o r  peregr ine  fa lcon  on the  Forest :  

. 1. A c l i f f  o r  series of c l i f f s  over 200 f e e t  high t h a t  dominate the  landscape. 

2.' Available  nes t ing  s i t e s  with an e a s t ,  south o r  w e s t  exposure below 9,500 
f e e t  e levatgon.  

3 .  Adequate prey base wi th in  10 miles of p o t e n t i a l  nes t ing  a reas .  

4. Very l i t t l e  o r  no human dis turbance i n  v i c i n i t y  of nes t ing  habi ta t .  

DuBois (1984) evaluated c l i f f  a reas  along the  Rocky Mountain Front f o r  t h e i r  
p o t e n t i a l  as s u i t a b l e  nes t ing  h a b i t a t  f o r  peregrine falcon.  
had the  b e s t  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  peregrine fa lcon  nes t ing  were included i n  the  areas  
i d e n t i f i e d  as e s s e n f i a l  h a b i t a t  by the  Fores t  i n  1978. 

The a reas  she f e l t  

Current T&E Habi ta t  Management Direct ion 

The management of T&E spec ies  and t h e i r  h a b i t a t  on National Fores t  System lands 
i s  guided by a number of Federal  laws, execut ive orders  and implementing 
regula t ions .  I n  add i t ion ,  i n t e r n a l  management d i r e c t i o n  is documented i n  
Chapter 2600 of t he  Forest  Service Manual i n  the  form of h a b i t a t  management 
ob jec t ives ,  po l icy  statements and operat ing procedures. State  l a w s  and 
regula t ions  spec i fy  the  p ro tec t ion  and/or r e s t r i c t e d  taking of r e s iden t  
w i l d l i f e  spec ies  which are Federal ly  c l a s s i f i e d  as threatened o r  endangered. 
The long term management program pro jec ted  i n  the  Revised Proposed Forest  Plan 
would be implemented wi th in  and sub jec t  t o  a l l  of the cu r ren t ly  e x i s t i n g  
management d i r e c t i o n  described i n  t h i s  s ec t ion .  

The Fores t  Plan s p e c i f i e s  long range goals (2-2)  and Forest-wide ob jec t ives  
( 2 - 4 )  as they r e l a t e  t o  h a b i t a t  management f o r  T&E spec ies .  
Guideline C-2 (2-28) summarizes most of t he  cu r ren t  management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  
T&E spec ie s  i n  e f f e c t  on the Lewis and Clark National Fores t .  
expansion on t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  is found i n  Appendices H, I ,  J ,  K ,  L and M of the  
Forest Plan.  
discussed are v i a b l e  and sub jec t  t o  considerable  change p r i o r  t o  approval of a 
F ina l  Forest  Plan.  
(Appendix L) is evolving r ap id ly ,  and it will be developed i n t o  a s tandard 
format f o r  computer modeling i n  the  near  f u t u r e .  

Management 

Further  

Much of the management d i r e c t i o n  and opera t iona l  procedures 

A s  an example, the cumulative e f f e c t s  eva lua t ion  process 

In  add i t ion  toy the  foregoing guidance dea l ing  w i t h  T&E spec ie s ,  t he re  a r e  
seve ra l  o the r  sources  of e x i s t i n g  management d i r e c t i o n  which are n o t  mentioned 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  the Forest  Plan.  An Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) 
w a s  formed i n  1983 which includes representa t ives  from the  Fores t  Service, 
National Park Service, U.S. F i s h  and Wild l i fe  Service,  Bureau of Land 
Management and State G a m e  Departments i n  Montana, Wyoming, Idaho and 
Washington. Af te r  the  IGBC became func t iona l ,  sub-committees were formed f o r  
the major g r i z z l y  bear  ecosystems. 
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Early in 1983, the Northern Region-Forest Service developed a Grizzly Bear 
Action Plan for 1983-84 which included specific items to be accomplished by the 
various Forests involved. This Regional Action Plan was updated for 1984, and 
a Forest Grizzly Bear I and I Plan was prepared as a result. 

In addition to, the stratification of occupied grizzly bear habitat by 
management situations according to the "Yellowstone Guidelines", two other 
levels of grizzly bear habitat mapping are also being completed. 
element mapping is available for the Lewis and Clark Forest based on Keith 
Aune's grizzly monitoring work, but is subject to modification as additional 
bear data is collected. Habitat component mapping was started in 1984 on the 
southern portion of the Rocky Mountain Front with a total of 72,000 acres 
completed of which 32,000 were on National Forest land. It will take several 
years to complete habitat component mapping on the Rocky Mountain Front using 
the existing methodology. The possibility of using NASA's landsat imagery to 
expedite the completion of component mapping is currently being explored. 
Habitat component-mapping is a vital element in the cumulative effects 
evaluation process. 

Constituent 

Recovery plans are in effect for three of the four classified species which are 
listed for the Forest. 

The American Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan (Rocky Mountain and Southwest 
Populations) was approved in August 1977. 
this plan has been revised, gone through technical and agency reviews, and is 
scheduled for approval and release early in 1985. 
Eagle Recovery Plan has also been through the required review process and 
should be approved and released early in 1985. 
recovery objectives which are specific to the Lewis and Clark National Forest. 
However, the establishment of active nesting territories on the Forest by 
either species would aid in meeting the over-all recovery plan objectives. 

During the past couple of years, 

The Pacific States Bald 

Neither of these plans sets 

The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan was approved in May 1980. 
revision of this plan was initiated in 1983 and distributed f o r  technical 
review late that year. The revised wolf recovery plan still has to go through 
an agency review.before it can be finalized and approved. 
recovery plan set a primary objective - - -  "To reclassify Canis lupus irremotus 
to threatened status by re-establishing and maintaining at least two 
populations within its former range." 
approved by the Chief of the Forest Service in December 1981 disaggregated wolf 
population objectives and established a tentative target of 10 wolves for the 
Lewis and Clark National Forest. 
likely to be changed when the revised recovery plan is approved and management 
zone stratification is completed. 

The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan was approved in January 1982. 
divided into separate sections for the major grizzly bear ecosystems in the 
Northern Rocky Mountains. The recovery goal for northwestern Montana is - - -  
"Secure and/or maintain a viable, self-sustaining grizzly bear population in 
the Northern Continental Divide Grizzly Bear Ecosystem (NCDGBE)." 
achieve this goal the step-down plan states, "The grizzly bear population in 

A 

The original 

The Northern Regional Plan which was 

The population goal for wolf recovery is 

- 
This plan is 

In order to 

- 
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the NCDGBE will be viable and self-sustaining when monitoring efforts indicate 
that recruitment, natality, and mortality are at levels supporting a stable or 
increasing population." The plan also describes a recovered population as the 
current estimated levels (440-680 bears) or above and/or monitoring efforts 
which document several reproductive parameters and average annual mortality 
rates computed as a running six year average. 
disaggregated-grizzly bear population goals for the NCDGBE based on occupied , 

habitat and established a tentative target of 81 grizzlies for the Lewis and 
Clark Forest. This population goal is subject to revision based on the 
collection of additional bear monitoring data and the completion of habitat 
component mapping. 

The Northern Regional Plan 

Effects of Plan Implementation on T6E Species 

The discussion in this section will deal with the expected effects of the 
various resource programs proposed in the Revised Lewis and Clark Forest Plan 
on the four classified species. 

Bald Eagle - The suitable, unoccupied bald eagle nesting habitat found along 
the Smith River in the Little Belt Mountains is all in Management Area F. The 
emphasis in the management area is for semi-primitive recreation opportunities, 
and no road construction or development activities are scheduled for the area. 
The major activity in the area is and will continue to be river related 
recreational use along the Smith River corridor. The period of peak floating 
use on the river is from late May to mid-July which would coincide with the 
bald eagle nesting season. Potential impacts on the future establishment and 
occupancy of bald eagle nesting territories will be largely dependant upon 
their location in relation to site specific recreation activities such as boat 
camps, day use areas, etc. 

The suitable, unoccupied bald eagle nesting habitat located adjacent to Gibson 
Reservoir and along the lower Sun River canyon in the Rockies lies in portions 

management direction which emphasizes roading or extensive resource development 
activities. 
with the possible future establishment of bald eagle nesting territories. 
While this management area provides for the construction of new developed 
recreation sites or the expansion and improvement of existing sites, there are 
no plans for such development at this time. 
includes a resort, several recreation summer homes, two campgrounds, an 
outfitter-guide base facility and a boat launch ramp on Diversion Lake. There 
is a block of private land in Mortimer Gulch which is also developed primarily 
for recreational pursuits. No major changes in activities or human use levels 
are foreseen hring the next 10 to 15 years. 

. of several management areas (F, H, I, N and Q). None of these areas contain 

Management Area H - Developed Recreation is the least compatible 

The management area currently 

Peregrine Falcon - Suitable, unoccupied peregrine falcon nesting habitat 
identified on the Rocky Mountains and the Little Belt Mountains falls within a 
number of management areas (E, F, G, H, I, M, N, 0 ,  P and Q). The Forest Plan 
management direction for most of these areas is compatible with the maintenance 
of the potential peregrine falcon habitat identified. The area along the Smith 
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River Canyon in the Little Belts appears to have a high potential for the 
establishment of peregrine falcon eyries. The expected human impacts on 
peregrines would be similar to those previously described for bald eagle in 
that area. 

A small amount of the delineated peregrine falcon habitat in the Rockies falls 
A portion of Area H in the lower Sun River 

canyon which was identified for peregrines was discussed under the section on 
bald eagle. ;The main cliff on Castle Reef which appears to have the highest 
potential for a peregrine falcon eyrie site, is located about two miles from. 
the heavy recreation use along the Sun River bottom. 
habitat is also delineated in H Management Areas along the North and South 
Forks of the Teton River just inside the Forest boundary. Although the same 
types of recreation use occur in that area as on the Sun River, the level of 
human activity is much lower and seasonal in nature. 
portion of Management Area 0 - TimberDange delineated as peregrine habitat in 
the vicinity of Cave Mountain on the North Fork Teton River. 
the area involved- is very steep and the potential for any timber harvest in the 
future is low. 

'within Management Ateas H and 0. 

Potential peregrine 

There is also a small 

However, all of 

Much of the identified suitable, unoccupied peregrine falcon habitat in the 
Rockies is in areas which have been leased for oil and gas exploration. All of 
the potential cliff nesting habitat and much of the adjacent area have no 
surface occupancy stipulations applied due to slope limitations. 
exploration completed to date has been by helicopter supported seismic surveys. 
While such surveys could have temporary impacts on occupied nest sites, no 
adverse modification of unoccupied habitat will occur. 

Most of the 

Potential impacts resulting from the drilling of an exploratory or development 
well in suitable peregrine habitat would depend upon the specific location of 
the access road and well site. 
drilling activity could occur if a nearby eyrie site were occupied or a 
territory was being established. 
varying amounts of long term disturbance associated with a producing well. 
There would not be any physical destruction of suitable cliff nesting habitat 
expected as a result of oil and gas exploration or development. 

Indirect impacts from disturbance during 

In such situations, there could also be 

Due to the current unoccupied status of suitable habitat for both peregrine 
falcon and bald eagle, the Supplement to the Draft EIS discusses both species 
under non-significant factors in Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences (4-1). 
The foregoing discussion considers potential impacts to those species assuming 
future establishment of nesting territories. 

Gray Wolf - Considering the current status of the gray wolf population on the 
Rocky Mountain Front, the most serious impact would result from activities 
which would increase the potential for human caused wolf mortality. Direct or 
indirect effects upon wolf habitat are difficult to assess under the current 
situation, but would become increasingly important if a viable wolf population 
becomes established. 
territory, the possible adverse effects resulting from proposed human 
activities on important wolf habitat components such as rendezvous sites, 

In the event a wolf pack is formed and establishes a 
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denning areas and ungulate prey base seasonal ranges would require a thorough 
evaluation. Such evaluations would need to consider both the potential site 
specific impacts as well as an analysis of cumulative effects related to the 
entire pack territory. 

Potential effects of resource activities on gray wolves 'and their habitat are 
discussed in Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences of the Supplement to the 
Draft EIS. Specific references to wolves are found in sections on Recreation 
(4-18), Wilderness (4-23), Fish and Wildlife (4-28 to 4-30), Timber (4-40) and 
Minerals (4-47 to 4-49). 

Grizzly Bear - The effects of implementation of the Forest Plan on grizzly bear 
can be more clearly identified due to their population status and the 
increasing amount of data available on the species and its habitat on the Rocky 
Mountain Front. Potential adverse impacts on grizzlies resulting from various 
resource activities can be either direct or indirect in nature. Direct effects 
include illegal .bear mortality and the destruction or long term modification of 
important grizzly habitat components. 

Indirect impacts on grizzly bear habitat associated with resource programs 
scheduled by the Forest Plan will be more widespread, and they have the 
potential to result in more adverse effects on grizzlies than the direct 
impacts. 
permanently, will reduce grizzly bear habitat effectiveness. This could result 
in less use and more selective use of the habitat affected or could completely 
displace bears from seasonally important habitat components. Another indirect 
impact is the establishment of food sources by humans which may act as 
attractants to bears resulting in an increased potential for human/grizzly 
interactions. 

Projects which increase human access and use, either temporarily or 

The effects of resource activities on grizzly bears and their habitat are 
discussed in Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences of the Supplement to the 
Draft EIS. Specific references to grizzly bears are found in the sections on 
Recreation (4-18), Wilderness (4-23), Fish and Wildlife (4-27 to 4-29), Range 
(4-34), Timber (4-40), Minerals (4-47 to 4-49) and Facilities (4-59). A brief 
discussion of the various resource programs proposed in the Forest Plan as they 
may affect grizzly bear habitat follows. 

Developed recreation use is projected to increase gradually in the Rockies. 
new developed sites are scheduled for construction during the first decade. 
Dispersed recreational use in classified wilderness and roadless areas is also 
expected to increase gradually. 
grizzly bears may be sharply curtailed or eliminated in the near future. 
than that, ligtle change i n  the effects of recreational uses on grizzly bears 
or their habitat is projected in the first decade of the Forest Plan. 

No 

The opportunity for the legal harvest of 
Other 

An increase in the amount of classified wilderness in the Rockies is 
anticipated in the next few years. 
additional area be classified as wilderness, but Federal legislation will be 
necessary to determine the actual amount designated. 

The Forest Plan recommends 47,000 acres of 

The managemene direction 
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for the Bob Marshall-Great Bear-Scapegoat Wilderness recognizes grizzlies as an 
important wilderness resource (App. D-11). The fire management policy for the 
wilderness which allows certain wildfires to burn should provide some long term 
grizzly bear habitat benefits. 

The wildlife and fish program calls for 85 acres of habitat improvement 
annually for grizzly bear (2-8). Most of the improvement work will consist of 
prescribed burning to maintain or enhance early successional forage areas. 
Other types 9f habitat improvement will be considered if promising 
opportunities are identified. 

' 

The proposed range management program schedules a small increase in permitted 
livestock grazing of 200 animal unit months by the year 2000 (2-9) .  
amounts to about 40 cow/calf pairs for the Rocky Mountain District. 
Forest-wide management guidance calls for the termination of the one remaining 
sheep grazing allotment at the earliest opportunity (2-36). 
protection and/or enhancement of riparian areas for wildlife and fish (2-4 and 
2 -34) should prove benef ical to grizzlies. 

This 

Emphasis on the 

The proposed level of timber harvest on the Rockies is 1 million board feet 
annually through the entire 50 year planning period. 
level and the amount of suitable timber acres allocated (2-9) are considerably 
less than under the current multiple use and timber management plans. 
a 1 1/2 million board foot sale was sold in 1983, the average volume of 
sawtimber sold in recent years has been less than 1/2 million board feet. 
order to support the proposed timber harvest program, up to 8 miles of new 
roads may be constructed. 

This allowable harvest 

Although 

In 

Under the minerals program, oil and gas exploration is the major activity in 
progress on the Rocky Mountain Front. 
exploration or development on the Forest in the Rockies is low. 
non-wilderness lands on the Forest are all leased for oil and gas exploration 
with the exception of the Renshaw and Falls Creek Recommended Wildernesses. 
Lease applications are pending on those two areas, subject to whether or not 
they are classified as wilderness. Most of these leases were issued in 1981 
and 1982 and they are valid for a 10 year period. 

The potential for hard rock mineral 
The 

Geophysical exploration for oil and gas became active in the late 1970's and 
has continued at a moderate to high level since then. 
exploration has been conducted by helicopter supported seismic surveys 
including both surface charge and porta-drill shot hole methods. 
survey activity will continue in 1985 although at a reduced level from that of 
last year based on current information. 

A majority of this 

Seismic 

One old gaswell was redrilled on the Forest in 1981 and then capped after 
production testing. 
than 1/2 mile inside the Forest boundary. 
for an exploratory well on Hall Creek in the Two Medicine drainage. 
APD has been filed by Woods Petroleum in the mouth of Muddy Creek and is 
pending approval. 

This well is located in the mouth of Blackleaf Canyon less 
An APD was recently approved by BLM 

Another 

(4/89 Amendment) 
- 

Appendices D-15 



Future activity levels associated with oil and gas exploration are difficult to 
predict due to numerous external factors which affect the entire industry. 
Seismic activity is expected to conthue at a low to moderate level in the next  
few years with most of the activity in specific target areas. 
likely that the Forest may receive at least 1 to 2 APD's annually in the near 
future. 
approach expiration. 
Forest would also spur the amount of exploration activity. 

It also appears 

This number is likely to increase later in the decade as the leases 
One or more significant oil or gas discoveries on the 

Coordination and Mitigation Measures 

Coordination requirements and procedures established between the Forest Service 
and other agencies, particulary the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, are well 
documented and summarized in the Forest Plan (2-28 and 2-29). Further 
expansion on existing coordination direction and processes is found in 
Appendices I, J, K , - L  and M of the Plan and was previously discussed in this 
assessment in the section on Current T&E Habitat Management Direction. 
information in Appendix J relating to Forest Service Manual direction was 
amended in July 1984 with changes being made in objectives, policy and 
cooperation with other agencies. 
2670 of the Forest Service Manual and will be incorporated into the Final 
Forest Plan. 

The 

The amended direction is found in Chapter 

The cumulative effects evaluation process (Appendix L) is currently being 
adopted to a computer modelling system for the Rocky Mountain Front by a team 
of wildlife biologists from the agencies involved. The cumulative effects 
model will be patterned after one which was developed for the Yellowstone 
Grizzly Bear Ecosystem which is now operational. Three sub-models will be 
developed to address grizzly bear habitat quality, habitat effectiveness 
related to human activities and the risk of human caused grizzly mortality. A 
conceptual model incorporating these factors will be completed this spring. 
Habitat component mapping is scheduled on portions of the Rocky Mountain Front 
this summer, and the cumulative effects model should be operational by sometime 
next winter, 

There have been some additional consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) besides those discussed in Appendix J, pages 5 and 6. As is 
noted (Appendix J-6), informal consultation was completed in 1982 on an 
environmental assessment for geophysical exploration on nonwilderness lands on 
the Lewis and Clark Forest. 
guidelines in 1984, the FWS requested formal consultation on the Forest's 1985 
seismic exploration program in a letter to the Regional Forester dated January 
2, 1985. - 

Due to reported violations of interagency 

Formal consultation was recently concluded with the FWS on the Hall Creek APD 
in the South Fork Two Medicine River drainage. 
several issues which had originally resulted in a jeopardy biological opinion 
for both grizzly bear and gray wolf based on the original EA for the project. 
Changes in the location of the access road to the site and planned public use 

This followed resolution of 

- 
D-16 Appendices (4/89 Amendment) 



of the  area fol lowing w e l l  d r i l l i n g  were s i g n i f i c a n t  factors i n  reso lv ing  the  
jeopardy s i t u a t i o n .  
EA f o r  t he  H a l l  Creek s i t e .  

The BLM has  r ecen t ly  approved the  APD based on the  revised 

Informal consu l t a t ion  has  been undertaken with the  FWS on a number of  
. a d d i t i o n a l  p r o j e c t s  on the  Rocky Mountain D i s t r i c t  i n  recent  yea r s .  These 

include small timber sale  proposa ls ,  motorcycle races i n  the  Badger-Two 
Medicine country and the  Muddy Creek APD which i s  c u r r e n t l y  pending approval by 
the  BLM. 

. .  

Spec i f i c  mi t iga t ion  measures contained i n  the  Forest  Plan are l a r g e l y  d i r ec t ed  
a t  g r i z z l y  bear  h a b i t a t  while more general  measures are l i s t e d  f o r  t he  o ther  
c l a s s i f i e d  spec ies  considered. The main emphasis f o r  ba ld  eagle  and peregrine 
falcon is  t o  maintain s u i t a b l e ,  unoccupied h a b i t a t  which has  been i d e n t i f i e d .  
Should active n e s t  t e r r i t o r i e s  o r  o the r  important h a b i t a t  components become 
es t ab l i shed  f o r  e i t h e r  of  t hese  spec ie s ,  a n e s t  management p l an  o r  s imilar  s i t e  
s p e c i f i c  management d i r e c t i o n  would be developed ( 2 - 2 9 ) .  The interagency 
guide l ines  developed under t h e  Rocky Mountain Front Wi ld l i fe  Monitoring Program 
provide guidance f o r  both occupied and p o t e n t i a l  h a b i t a t  f o r  t hese  r ap to r  
spec ies  (Appendix 1-14 and 1 5 ) .  

Management emphasis f o r  t he  gray wolf i n  the Forest  Plan i s  d i r ec t ed  a t  
maintaining a s u i t a b l e  prey base and important h a b i t a t  components such as 
rendezvous s i tes .  The Plan a l s o  provides guidance f o r  t he  compilation of a l l  
r epor t s  of  wolf s i g h t i n g s ,  s i g n ,  o r  o the r  a c t i v i t y  i n  o rde r  t o  gain knowledge 
on present  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and populat ion level ( 2 - 2 9 ) .  
general  d i r e c t i o n ,  much of t h e  s p e c i f i c  management guidance and mi t iga t ion  
measures proposed f o r  the  g r i z z l y  bear  should a l s o  prove b e n e f i c i a l  i n  managing 
gray w o l f  h a b i t a t .  Forest-wide management guide l ines  ( 2 - 2 0  t o  2 - 6 2 )  designed 
t o  maintain o r  enhance b i g  game h a b i t a t s  w i l l  provide i n d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  t o  
wolves by maintaining ungulate prey bases .  
o the r  b i g  game spec ies  i s  a l s o  contained i n  Appendices F, G ,  H and I.  

I n  add i t ion  t o  t h i s  

Management guidance f o r  e l k  and 

The Fores t  Plan conta ins  a s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of  management d i r e c t i o n  and 
guidance f o r  g r i z z l y  bear  h a b i t a t .  Spec i f i c  reference i s  made t o  g r i z z l i e s  i n  
the  long range goa ls  ( 2 - 2 )  and Forest-wide objec t ives  ( 2 - 4 ) .  Projected h a b i t a t  
improvement outputs  ca l l  f o r  8 5  acres t o  be t r e a t e d  annually f o r  g r i z z l y  bear  
( 2 - 8 ) .  Prescr ibed burning t o  maintain o r  enhance e a r l y  successional  foraging 
areas w i l l  be the major type of improvement i n  the  near  fu tu re .  
s p e c i f i c  re ferences  providing management d i r e c t i o n  o r  mi t iga t ion  measures f o r  
g r i z z l i e s  are contained i n  t h e  Forest-wide management guide l ines  ( 2 - 2 8 ,  2 - 2 9 ,  
2 - 3 5 ,  2 - 3 6 ,  2 - 3 7 ,  2 - 3 9 ,  2 - 4 0 ,  2 - 4 5 ,  2 - 4 6 ,  2 - 5 0  and 2 - 6 1 ) .  General o r  s p e c i f i c  
guidance f o r  T6E spec ies  o r  g r i z z l y  bear is contained i n  Appendices D ,  E, H, I ,  
J, K ,  L and M. 

Chapter 3 of the  Fores t  Plan sets f o r t h  management p re sc r ip t ions  f o r  the  
var ious  management areas on the Fores t .  
a l l  occupied g r i z z l y  bear  h a b i t a t  conta ins  a l l  of Management Areas N ,  0 ,  P and 
Q as w e l l  as po r t ions  of A ,  E, F, G, H, I and R. The w i l d l i f e  p r a c t i c e  f o r  
opera t ion ,  p ro t ec t ion  and maintenance (CW2) ca l l s  f o r  e i ther  the maintenance o r  
enhancement o f  T6E spec ies  h a b i t a t  f o r  a l l  management areas with the  exception 

Numerous 
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of H - Developed Recreation. 
s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  impacts on T&E spec ies  h a b i t a t  w i l l  be minimized. Much of 
Management Area H i n  the Rockies has been s t r a t i f i e d  as management s i t u a t i o n  3 
f o r  g r i z z l y  bear .  Wi ld l i fe  h a b i t a t  improvement p rac t i ces  (CW3) a r e  prescr ibed 
f o r  a l l  management areas with the exception of H,, P and Q. 

The w i l d l i f e  management d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h i s  a rea  

Regulated timber harvse t  is scheduled only i n  Management Areas A and 0. 
Overall management goals  and resource management p rac t i ces  prescr ibe0  f o r  these 
Areas appear t o  be compatible with g r i zz ly  bear h a b i t a t  management. 
gas l ea ses  are i n  e f f e c t  on a l l  management a reas  with the  exception of P 
( c l a s s i f i e d  wi lderness) ,  Q (recommended wilderness) and areas  ad jacent  t o  Q 
which were recommended f o r  wilderness through the  RARE I1 process .  

O i l  and 

Chapter 4 of t he  Forest  Plan descr ibes  var ious geographic u n i t s  on the  Forest  
including 10 areas  on the  Rocky Mountain D i s t r i c t  (4-1  t o  4-40) .  
descr ip t ions  of g r i zz ly  bear h a b i t a t  elements present  are included f o r  most 
a r e a s ,  and a general  summary of p a s t  a c t i v i t i e s  provides an ind ica t ion  of 
f a c t o r s  which r e l a t e  t o  g r i z z l y  bear  management. 
management a c t i v i t y  f o r  each geographic u n i t  is  described by management a rea  
emphasis. 

Brief 

The sec t ion  on f u t u r e  

The monitoring and evaluat ion por t ion  of t he  Forest  Plan (Chapter 6 )  
e s t a b l i s h e s  the  procedures by which the progress and r e s u l t s  of implementing 
the  Plan can be measured. The monitoring and evaluat ion procedure provides fo r  
an eva lua t ion  r epor t  on any item when the  es tab l i shed  v a r i a b i l i t y  goal is 
exceeded based on the  parameter being measured (6-1,  6-2 and 6-12) .  Monitoring 
items which r e l a t e  d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y  (wolf prey base) t o  T6E species a r e  
C-1, C-2, C-3, C-4, C-5, C - 1 2  and C - 1 3  (6-4 and 6-5) .  

Determination of Affect on T6E Species 

Based on the foregoing assessment of permitted and scheduled a c t i v i t i e s  
proposed i n  the  Lewis and Clark National Forest  Plan,  the determination of 
a f f e c t  on T6E spec ies  i s  presented as follows. 

Bald Eagle and Peregrine Falcon - No Affect .  
No measurable adverse o r  bene f i c i a l  a f f e c t s  are expected on the  s u i t a b l e ,  
unoccupied h a b i t a t  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  these spec ies  a s  a r e s u l t  of Fores t  Plan 
implementation. 
e f f ec t iveness  may r e s u l t  from resource development a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  
of s u i t a b l e  nes t ing  h a b i t a t ,  no physical  des t ruc t ion  or long term h a b i t a t  
degradation is forseen.  Should one o r  more nes t ing  t e r r i t o r i e s  f o r  e i t h e r  of 
these  spec ies  be e s t ab l i shed ,  it w i l l  be appropriate  t o  reevaluate  the  
determination of a f f e c t  f o r  t h a t  spec ies .  

Although temporary o r  s h o r t  term reduct ions i n  h a b i t a t  

Gray Wolf - May Affect .  
Adverse a f f e c t s  upon the  gray wolf o r  i ts h a b i t a t  may r e s u l t  from indiv idua l  
resource p ro jec t s  o r  a combination of severa l  p ro j ec t s  being conducted 
concurrent ly .  Such a f f e c t s  could include reductions i n  h a b i t a t  e f f ec t iveness ,  
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displacement of ungulate prey bases, or increases in the potential for human 
caused wolf mortality. Habitat improvement programs designed to maintain or 
enhance big game ranges may provide indirect benefical affects for the wolf by 
protecting or increasing habitat capacity for ungulate populations. 

As was mentioned for the bald eagle and peregrine falcon, the establishment of 
a viable wolf population.would provide a more definitive basis for the 
determination of potential adverse or beneficial affects. The cumulative 
effects model currently being developed for grizzly bear habitat evaluation 
should prove useful as a basis for analyzing effects on wolf habitat related to 
human activities. If a wolf pack should become established, the pack territory 
would be the logical unit for the evaluation of cumulative effects. 

' 

Grizzly Bear - May Affect. 
The potential adverse affects from individual resource projects or a 
combination of projects on grizzly bear and their habitat would be similar to 
those discussed €or the gray wolf. 
or long term modification of important vegetative habitat components is another 
potential adverse affect on grizzly habitat. The Forest Plan schedules a 
continuing habitat improvement program for grizzly bear, primarily prescribed 
burning of important habitat components, which should result in long term 
benefical affects for grizzlies. 

In addition, the site specific destruction 

The Forest Service will continue to prepare a biological evaluation on all 
proposed resource projects, programs or uses which may have an affect (adverse 
or beneficial) upon the grizzly bear or its habitat. 
consider both site specific impacts as well as a cumulative effects analysis of 
the entire Bear Evaluation Unit (BEU). The completion of grizzly bear habitat 
component mapping and the development of the cumulative effects model are 
important factors in strengthening the biological evaluation process. 

Such evaluations will 

The foregoing determination of affects on T&E species relative to the Forest 
Plan includes the following assumptions: 

1. A biological evaluation will be prepared by a qualified wildlife biologist 
on all proposed projects, programs or uses which may affect any T&E species 
or their habitat. 

2 .  Should a jeopardy opinion result from formal consultation with the FWS, 
options to resolve the jeopardy situation include project modification, use 
of more restrictive stipulations or elimination of the proposed activity. 

3 .  Previous biological evaluations and biolgical opinions completed on oil/gas 
leasing or exploration activities will remain valid until collection of 
additional resource data or changes in procedures result in a new 
evaluation. 

ROGER L. EVANS 
Wildlife Biologist 
March 27,  1985 

(4/89 Amendment) 
- 

Appendices D-19 



Literature Cited 

Aune, K., T. Stivers, and M. Madel. 1984. Rocky Mountain Front grizzly bear 
monitoring and investigation. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks. Helena. 239 pp. 

. .  

DuBois, K. 1984. Rocky Mountain Front raptor survey-December 1982 - August 
1984. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Helena. 1116 pp. 

DuBois, K. 1984. Rocky Mountain Front raptor survey-December 1982 - November 
1983. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Helena. 135 pp. 

Ream, R.R. and U.I. Mattson. 1979. Wolf ecology project: annual report, 
October 1978 - September 1979. Wilderness Institute, University of 
Montana, 33 pp. 

. -  

Ream, R.R. and U.1.- Mattson. 1978. Current status of the gray wolf (Canus 
University of Montana. lupus1 in the Rocky Mountain Front: July 1978. 

Mimeo, rept. 18 pp. 

D-20 Appendices (4/89 Amendment) 



FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 4 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, DECISION NOTICE, AND FONSl 

JANUARY 1991 

jjwoods
Text Box
 J-24



PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to change the Forest-wide Management Standard dealing 
with Reforestation (Ea) to comply with current Northern Regional requirements. 

BACKGROUND 

The Chief of Forest Services policy (FSM 2470.3) on silvicultural practices states that prescriptions for 
harvest should be written to obtain regeneration five years after the final harvest. In accordance with this 
policy, Northern Region timber harvest and regeneration practices are designed to assure lands may be 
satisfactorily restocked within five years after final harvest (FSH 2409.26b-212(l)(a)). Regeneration is 
satisfactory restocked when the harvest area contains the minimum number, distribution, and species 
composition of regeneration as specified in a site-specific silvicultural prescription written or reviewed by 
a certified silviculturist. 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PLAN 

In 1986, when the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan was approved by the Regional Forester, the 
Northern Region required that to certify that a regeneration harvest was adequately stocked, the new 
tress must be at least 2 % feet tall. To comply with this requirement, the Forest established the following 
reforestation standard (Forest Plan, pages 2-42 and 2-43): 

1. The basic approach in all regeneration harvest cuts on the Lewis and Clark National Forest is to 
specify state-of-the-art treatment that will assure natural regeneration wherever feasible. 

2. The first-year stand examination will certify that the ground conditions necessary for natural regener- 
ation are present and that adequate restocking should occur. 

3. Intermediate stand examinations will be scheduled at the appropriate intervals for the individual sites 
to monitor seedling establishment. If the regeneration process is not working and will not occur under 
existing site conditions, reevaluate the silvicultural alternatives as specified in FSM 2470. 

4. The fifth year stand examination will either: 

a) Certify the stand is adequately stocked with the number of crop trees specified in the prescription. 

b) Certify the natural regeneration process is in place, additional fill-in is occurring yearly, and 
acceptable stocking levels will be achieved in a specific number of years. The District Ranger will 
review the survey and approve the extension period. (Note: The regeneration period for lodgepole 
pine on the Lewis and Clark averages approximately 7 years.) Reschedule the certification exam. 

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 

In December of 1988, the Northern Region changed the requirement for tree height for certification from 
2 % feet to 6 inches. To bring the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan in compliance with this new requirement 
and to clarify other reforestation requirements, I am making the following changes in the Forest-wide 
Reforestation Standard, E-3. The changes made are shown in bold and italic type. 

1. The basic approach in all regeneration harvest cuts on the Lewis and Clark National Forest is to 
specify state-of-the-art treatment that will assure natural regeneration wherever feasible. Site prepara- 
tion must commence as soon affer the regeneration cut as feasible. This is immediately alter 
clearcutting and the seed cut of the seed tree and shelterwood systems. 
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2. The first-year stand examination will certify that the ground conditions necessary for natural regener- 
ation are present and that adequate restocking should occur. 

3. Intermediate stand examinations will be scheduled at the appropriate intervals for the individual sites 
to monitor seedling establishment. If the regeneration process is not working and will not occur under 
existing site conditions, evaluate the stand to determine if additional treatment is needed to bring 
the regeneration to a satisfactory level. 

4. The fifth year stand examination will: 

a) Certify the stand regeneration is completed by meeting the following criteria: 

-The required natural regeneration has survived at least three full growing seasons, is in a 
healthy condition (healthy leaders and buds), and is at least 6 inches high. 

-Planted stock has survived two growing seasons and is in a healthy condition (healthy leaders 
and buds). 

-At least 90% of the reforestable /and area is the stand meets the prescribed stocking level. 

. -  

-The District Silviculturist has determined the stand is satisfactorily stocked. 

b) ldentify those stands not meeting all certified standards, but progressing satisfactorily 
toward certification. 

c) Schedule for retreatment those stands not progressing to certification. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Change Management Standard E-3, Reforestation as proposed. 

2. Make no changes in Management Standard E-3, Reforestation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL. CONSEQUENCES 

There are no environmental consequences as a result of the proposed changes in the Forest-wide 
Management Standard for Reforestation, The changes in tree height for certification from 2 l h  feet to 6 
inches will bring the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan in compliance with Regional requirements. Other 
changes clarify other reforestation requirements. 

Stocking survey on the Forest indicate that all stands planted within the past five years and 91 % of stands 
where natural reganeration has been initiated within the past five years are either certified as being 
stocked or on a trajectory to meet adequate stocking requirements (FY 1989 Monitoring and Evaluation 
Report). The Forest 'Plan provides for hand planting 10% of the regenerated harvest stands. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan, The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made is accordance with the requirements of 
16 U.S.C. l64O(f ) ,  36 CFR 219.1O(e) and (9,36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land 
and Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the 
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multiple-use goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change 
the planned annual outputs for the Forest. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I have determined that this is not a major Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment. Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not needed. This determination is 
based on the following factors: 

1. There are no physical or biological effects. 

2. There are no effects on public health and safety. 

3. There are no effects on any unique characteristics of the area. 

4. There are no effects that are highly controversial. 

5. There are no effects that are highly uncertain, or involve unique or unknown risks. 
. -  

6. There are no actions which establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects nor 
represent a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

7. There are no significant cumulative effects. 

8. There are no effects on inventoried cultural rf source sites. 

9. There are no effects on threatened or endancjered species or their habitats. 

10. The proposed action will amend the management standards prescribed by the Forest Plan for the 
Lewis and Clark National Forest (1 986). This action complies with all Federal, State, and local laws and 
requirements for the protection of the environment. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of 
this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, "Content of Notice of Appeal" including the 
reasons for appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, 
Missoula. Montana, 59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the 
Great Falls Tribune newspaper. It is anticipated that this date will be January 25, 1991. Simultaneously 
send a copy of the notice of appeal to me: Dale Gorman, Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great 
Falls, Montana, 59403. 

- 
clc 

L, 'r 
JOFN D. GORMAN 
Forcst Supervisor 

DATE January 25, 1991 
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PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to change the management area designation on 685 acres 
in the South Fork project area. This change would provide more consideration for wildlife resources where 
timber values are low. The new management direction would be consistent with similar type lands on the 
Forest. The South Fork Complex of Timber Sales Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) 
provides the envir.onmental analysis for this amendment. The decision is documented in this Record of 
Decision for Forest Plan Amendment Number 5. 

BACKGROUND 

In reviewing management area suitability in the South Fork project area (Final EIS), the Interdisciplinary 
Team found that in one instance, on-the-ground conditions did not fit with the management area goals 
as identified in the 1986 Lewis and Clark National Forest Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan, page 
4-72). Because this change is not necessary in order to implement the South Fork selected Alternative, 
the decision for this change is being make through a separate record of decision. 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PIAN 

The National Forest land within the Lewis and Clark National Forest has been divided into 18 management 
areas, each with different management goals, resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, pages 3-1 
and 3-2). The two management areas that will be affected by this change are Management Area B and 
Management Area C: 

-The goal for Management Area B is to emphasize timber management and provide a moderate level 
of livestock forage, while minimizing impacts to other resources (Forest Plan, page 3-9). 

-The goal for Management Area C is to maintain or enhance existing elk habitat effectiveness as a 
primary management objective. Emphasis will also be directed toward management of indigenous 
wildlife species. Commodity resource management will practiced where it is compatible with these 
wildlife management objectives (Forest Plan, page 3-1 5). 

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 

The upper portion of Hoover Mountain, which is currently in a B Management Area, is all above 7,000 feet 
elevation and has whitebark pine as a major component of the timber stands. The area is characterized 
by severe climatic conditions and short growing seasons resulting in an extended natural rotation period. 
The existing biological communities are similar to those which occur on Burnt Ridge. This area is in a C 
Management Area. While both management areas provided for scheduled timber harvest, Management 
Area C includes important elk and deer habitat. Commodity resource management is practiced where 
it is compatible with wildlife objectives. 

The 685 acres currently in Management Area 8 will be moved to Management Area C so that identified 
resource values can be better managed (see Figure 1). 

1 
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FIGURE I 

MANAGEMENT AREA CHANGE 

LEGEND 

c Current Management Area - Management Area Boundary ’//% Proposed New Management Area - - New Management Area Boundary 
I 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative for this proposal were evaluated in the Final EIS for the South Fork Timber Sales. These 
alternatives were: 

1. Make no changes in the management areas. 

2. Delay any changes in management areas until the 5-year Forest Plan review. 

3. Delay any changes in management areas until the 10 to 15-year Forest Plan revision. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

As discussed in the Fiiial EIS for the South Fork Timber Sales, the environmental consequences are as 
follows. 

The proposed allocation change of 685 acres of Management Area B to Management Area C would 
provide more consideration for wildlife resources in an area where timber values are low. The new 
management direction would be consistent with similar type lands on the Forest. Both Management 
Areas B and C provide for scheduled timber harvest, therefore, in the long term there would be no effect 
on the volumes and acres available for harvest. In the short term, there would be a slight change in when 
the timber would be harvested and in the volume of timber harvested based on the wildlife values being 
managed. 

The new C Management Area would be designated for special management with the objective of 
maintaining the existing natural biological communities. Old growth forest habitat would be maintained, 
as well as the mosaic of dense timber patches intermingled with natural openings. Timber harvest by 
small sales would be used as a tool to mimic natural processes which are necessary for the maintenance 
of these natural communities. Uneven-aged harvest systems would be used including individual tree 
selection and group selection methods. The size of groups selected for harvest would not exceed the size 
of natural openings in the stand or area being treated. Over mature seral species (mainly lodgepole pine) 
would be favored for harvest where they occur. Desired levels of large snags and down, woody material 
would be maintained throughout the area. 

Not changing the management areas would not provide the needed management and protection for the 
area involved. Delaying the decision until the 5-year Forest Plan review or until the 10 to 15 year Forest 
Plan revision would only put off changes that are needed to keep the Forest Plan current. 

The proposed changes would result in the following management areas designation for the Lewis and 
Clark National Forest. - 
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TABLE 3.1 
MANAGEMENT AREAS AND ACRES (Forest Plan, page 3-2) 

Management Area 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area 3 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 

Total 

Acres Cumulative 
Change Percentages 

16,261 
330,153 
1 12,349 
24,456 
11 6,519 
352,746 
247,644 
31,778 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 
16,112 
3,281 
41,838 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,225 

1,843,397 

.9 
18.0 
6.1 
1.3 
6.3 

19.1 
13.3 
1.7 
2.1 
.6 
.5 
.9 
.2 

2.3 
1.2 

20.9 
2.8 
1.8 

100.0 

-385 
+385 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 
16 USC 164O(f), 36 CFR 21 9.1 O(e) and (9,36 CFR 21 9.1 2(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple- 
use goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the 
planned annual outputs for the Forest. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of 
this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the 
reasons for appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, 
Missoula, Montana, 59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the 
Great Falls TribEne newspaper. It is anticipated that this date will be January 25, 1991. Simultaneously 
send a copy of the notice of appeal to me: Dale Gorman, Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great 
Falls, Montana, 59403. 

JOHN D. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 

DATE January 25, 1991 
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L&C Forest Plan Amendment #6 

DECISION 

APPEALS OF THE MARCH 12, 1991, DECISION MEMO 

AMENDING 11 FOREST PLANS 

IN THE NORTHERN REGION 

Appeal #gl-13-00-0llg Friends of the Wild Swan, Inc. 

Appeal #91-13-00-0132 Associated Logging Contractors, Inc.  

Appeal #91-13-00-0136 

Appeal #91-13-00-0137 Alliance for the Wild Rockies, Inc.  

Intermountain Forest Industries Association 

/ s /  David G .  Unger 
DAVID G .  UNGER 
Reviewing Officer for the Chief 

_ -  
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INTRODUCTION 

Land and Resource Management P l a n s  (LRMP's) f o r  National Forests i n  the 
Northern Region were prepared during the 1980's under the authori ty  of the 
Multiple-Use Sustained-yield A c t  (MUSYA) (16 U.S.C.  528-531); the Forest  and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning A c t  of 1974, as amended by the National 
Forest Management A c t  (NFMA) (16 U.S.C. 1601-1614): the implementing 
regulations of NFMA (36 CFR Par t  219); and the National Environmental Policy 
A c t  of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4335) and its implementing regulations 
(40 CFR Par t s  1500-1508). 

Regional Forester John W. Mumma issued a Decision Memo (DM) on March 12, 1991, 
amending 11 LRMP's i n  the Northern Region. The amendments were for the  
following National Forest  L W ' s :  Beaverhead, Bi t te r root ,  Deerlodge, Flathead, 
Gal la t in ,  Helena, Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, L e w i s  and Clark, Lolo, and 
Nezperce. The amendments were issued fo r  the purpose of par t i t ion ing  the 
allowable sale quant i ty  (ASQ) of each National Forest LRMP i n t o  two 
components: (1) ASQ t h a t  is t o  come from inventoried roadless a reas ,  and 
(2) ASQ t h a t  is t o  come from ex i s t ing  roaded areas. 
to require  Forest Supervisors t o  monitor the amount of timber sold from 
inventoried roadless areas, and t o  report  t h i s  to the public annually 
(DM, p.  1). The amendments became ef fec t ive  March 23, 1991. The decision 
w a s  appealed by Friends of the Wild Swan, Associated Logging Contractors, 
Intermountain Forest Industr ies  Association, and Alliance for the Wild 
Rockies. 
consolidated on July 15, 1991. 

An additional purpose was 

Appellants each f i l e d  a timely appeal, and the four appeals were 

Relief w a s  requested by three of the four appellants,  generally i n  the form of 
withdrawal of the Decision Memo and subsequent improvement of the environmental 
analysis and disclosure.  

NATURE OF THE AMEMlMENTS 

It is evident from reviewing the appeals tha t  the nature of t h e  LRMP amendments 
as seen by the appellants d i f f e r s  from tha t  set by the Regional Forester.  
nature of the LRMP amendments determines the extent of analysis and 
documentation necessary t o  f u l f i l l  the purposes of NEPA and the implementing 
regulations of NFMA. 
simply set  t w o  separate  upper l i m i t s  on t h e  amount of timber so ld ,  where 
previously there  w a s  only one. 
remains the same (DM, p. 3 ) .  The appellants argue tha t  the LRMP amendments a re  
s ign i f icant ,  and t h a t  the Regional Forester has not recognized the extent  of 
the e f f ec t s .  For example, they allege tha t  the decision w i l l  harm g r i zz ly  bear 
and gray wolf hab i t a t ,  cause road construction and timber harvest i n  roadless 
areas, and l i m i t  t he  poten t ia l  t o  o f f e r  timber sales for the f u l l  ASQ, with 
resu l tan t  l o s s  of jobs and impacts on loca l  economies. 

The nature of the LRMP amendments is a central  issue w i t h  respect to NEPA and 
NFMA i s s u e s  raised by the appellants.  
careful ly  t o  determine if the LRMP amendments require  greater  environmental 
analysis and i f  the LRMP amendments are "significant" as defined by the NFMA 
regulations.  

The 

- 
The Regional Forester s ta ted  t h a t  t h e  amendments w i l l  

The t o t a l  amount of timber tha t  may be sold 

..- 

We have reviewed the documentation 
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NEPA Significance 
The Regional Forester defined the 
two-level decision process. This 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (56 
describes the d i s t inc t ion  between 

amendments re lying on the Forest Service 's  
process has been summarized i n  an Advance 
Fed Reg, Feb. 15, 1991, 6518-6519). which 
programmatic planning and s i t e - spec i f i c  

projects.  The LRMP amendments pa r t i t i on  the  ASQ of 11 National Forests,  but do 
not alter the ASQ determination made i n  each L W .  Pr ior  t o  the  implementation 
of any proposed timber s a l e ,  projects  tha t  would i r r e t r i evab ly  commit avai lable  
resources w i l l  have additional site-specific environmental analysis and 
disclosure of e f f ec t s .  

A s  wri t ten,  the decision confines environmental e f f e c t s  associated with timber 
harvest  to  those already described i n  the FEIS's f o r  the affected LRMP's, as 
noted i n  the DM (p. 3 ) .  
i n t o  two components and monitor the amount so ld  i n  each. Accordingly, one 
cannot read i n t o  t h i s  decision any consequences which are not a t t r i bu tab le  t o  
the changes made. Additional consequences are not ant ic ipated u n t i l  there are 
spec i f i c  timber sale proposals, a t  which time disclosure of environmental 
consequences (including those of the type described by the  appellants) w i l l  be 
documented, as appropriate. 

The decision does no more than divide the ex is t ing  ASQ 

NFMA Significance 
The signif icance of the amendments f o r  NFMA purposes is evaluated, not on the 
bas i s  of environmental consequences, but r a the r  on whether the changes 
s ign i f i can t ly  alter the long-term relat ionship between l eve l s  of goods and 
services or ig ina l ly  projected i n  the LRMP (36 CFR 219.10(e) and E M  1922.52). 

The Forest Service uses  four factors  as guides t o  assist o f f i c i a l s  "when 
determining whether a proposed change t o  a forest plan is s igni f icant  o r  not 
s ign i f icant"  ( F S H  1909.12--5.32 (3) ) .  Because the  decision did not change 
e i t h e r  the ASQ or designation of lands s u i t a b l e  f o r  timber production, the 
Regional Forester determined tha t  t h i s  amendment w a s  not s ign i f icant .  Our 
review of the four fac tors  c i t ed  i n  the  Planning Handbook (Ch. 5.32 (3) )  
r e s u l t s  i n  the following conclusions: 

Timing - The 11 amendments were adopted on March 12,  1991. and became 
e f f ec t ive  March 23, 1991. The Handbook states " t h e  later the change, t h e  
less l i k e l y  i t  is to be s igni f icant  for t he  current forest plan." 
amendments are being proposed up t o  5 years  i n t o  the ten year planning 
period. 

These 
* 

Location and Size - The amendments apply t o  most of the  Northern Region and 
apply to a l l  lands su i tab le  fo r  timber production, although t h i s  acreage is  
not changed by the amendments. 
i n  the management standards fo r  the lands i n  question. 

Further, there  is no change brought about 

Goals, Objectives, and Outputs - The amendments change ne i ther  the ASQ nor 
the acres su i t ab le  f o r  timber production, nor do they alter the projections 
of outputs of other fores t  resources (DM, pp .... 2-3). Total volume of timber 
harvested during the decade w i l l  hinge on the  outcome of spec i f i c  project 
proposals. 

Management Prescriptions - The management area prescr ipt ions for the 11 
Forests i n  question are not changed by the  amendment (DM, p. 3 ) .  
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We conclude t h a t  the Regional Forester 's  determination tha t  the  amendments are 
not significant i s  correct because they do not alter the  long-term relat ionship 
between l eve l s  of multiple-use goods and services .  

U s e  of the  N I C  Concept 
In  addi t ion,  w e  reviewed the u t i l i t y  of dividing the ASQ i n t o  two non- 
interchangeable components ( N I C ' s ) .  The N I C  concept was discussed i n  a 
January 12, 1987, memorandum (enclosed, Exhibit 1). and defined i n  a subsequent 
June 8, 1987, memorandum (enclosed, Exhibit 2) as "increments of the su i t ab le  
land base and t h e i r  contribution to  the [ASQ] t h a t  are establ ished t o  meet 
[ L W )  object ives .  
timber thereon which are different ia ted f o r  the purpose of [LRMP] 
implementation. 

N I C ' s  are ident i f ied as parcels  of land and the  type of 

The Regional Forester  w a s  mindful of the high public interest concerning 
management of roadless areas, noting tha t  the "decision reduces the  poten t ia l  
to increase harvest  on roaded lands t o  compensate for reduced volumes on 
roadless areas by es tab l i sh ing  a ce i l ing  f o r  each component" (DM, p. 2 ) .  
Increasing harvest  on roaded lands "raises environmental concerns especial ly  
where accelerated harvest  on adjacent pr ivate  lands has occurred" (DM, p. 2 ) .  
I n  addi t ion,  t he  Regional Forester w a s  concerned t h a t  "options t o  maintain a 
balanced timber program i n  the future could be s ign i f i can t ly  reduced," and tha t  
without t h i s  ac t ion  "even flow of timber from the roaded areas i n  the f u t u r e  
may be reduced o r  even eliminated" (DM, pp. 2-3). In  general ,  the decision i s  
designed to ensure t h a t  LRMP's are implemented as or ig ina l ly  intended, and tha t  
project  implementation is  consistent with LRMP standards and guidelines.  The 
N I C ' s  are described as increments of the su i t ab le  land base, and the  sum of t h e  
two N I C ' s  on each Forest  equals the f u l l  ASQ for each Forest .  

Our conclusion is t h a t  the Regional Forester ' s  decision t o  p a r t i t i o n  the ASQ 
i n t o  t w o  N I C ' s  based on the  roadless character of the land is  a va l id  use of 
the NIC concept. Also, the amendments are not s ign i f i can t ,  e i t h e r  f o r  N F P A  or 
NFMA purposes. 

ISSUES OF THE APPEAL 

I ssues  i n  the four appeals have been grouped i n t o  l i k e  i s s u e  s t a t emen t s  t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  review and analysis. A parenthetical  reference t o  the applicable 
appeal is  provided following each i s s u e  statement. Our review focuses on the 
key elements of each i s s u e  as necessary to  reach a decision. Although every 
contention made by the  appellants may not be c i t e d  i n  t h i s  decision, a l l  of the 
appellants'  concerns have been considered i n  reaching t h i s  decision. 

- 

I s sue  Analysis 

(1) Whether the  use of a "categorical exclusion" v io l a t e s  N F P A .  (Appeal 
#gl-13-00-0llg, 0136, 0137) 

Discussion: .. " 

Three appel lants  dispute  the use of a categorical  exclusion and DM t o  document 
t h i s  act ion (Appeal #91-13-0O-Ollg, pp. 1-3; Appeal #91.-13-00-0136, pp. 7-8,  
Appeal #91-13-00-0137, pp. 3-4). Forest Service guidance on the  use of 
categorical  exclusions states "based on both pas t  experience and environmental 
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analysis ,  [actions tha t ]  w i l l  have no s igni f icant  e f f e c t  on the human 
environment, individual ly  or cumulatively" may be excluded from documentation 
i n  environmental assessments and EIS's ( F S M  1952.2). 
when the Forest Service issued implementing procedures for NEPA (50 Fed. Reg., 
26079, June 24, 1985). and it w a s  noted tha t  "the list of typical classes of 
actions t h a t  might be excluded is merely i l l u s t r a t ive . "  
exclusion is the s ignif icance of the e f f ec t s  of the proposed ac t ion ,  
considering both context and in t ens i ty  (40 CF'R 1508.27). 
project  f i l e  is an evaluation of NEPA significance using 40 CFR 1508.27 as a 
guide. The analysis  demonstrates t ha t  the act ion is not s ign i f i can t  f o r  NEPA 
purposes. A DM is a concise memorandum recording a decision t o  take or 
implement an act ion which has been categorical ly  excluded from documentation i n  
either an environmental assessment or EIS (36 CFR 217.2). 

This policy w a s  discussed 

The guide f o r  

Item 9 from the 

We have reviewed the  publ ic  involvement process, and the consideration and 
disclosure of environmental consequences by the  Regional Forester.  We find 
tha t  the Regional Forester  has complied with Forest Service NEPA procedures. 
The procedures permit categorical  exclusion of some decisions desp i t e  the lack 
of a spec i f i c  category. The documentation contains a l l  the required 
considerations appl icable  t o  categorical  exclusions and those of an 
environmental assessment, though not so labeled. The DM and o the r  
documentation iden t i fy  the  proposed action, consider a l t e rna t ives ,  and disclose 
consideration of t he  s ignif icance of the environmental e f f ec t s .  
subs tan t ia l  public involvement and even a formal opportunity t o  comment on a 
d r a f t  proposal. It is clear t h a t  the twin a i m s  of NWA--consideration of 
environmental effects and e f f ec t ive  public participation--have been achieved. 

There w a s  

Conclusion: 

.We conclude t h a t  t he  act ion is not s ign i f icant  f o r  the  purposes of NEPA and 
tha t  the Regional Forester  complied with NEPA. The record demonstrates t ha t  
the environmental e f f e c t s  are not s ignif icant .  
and DM is consis tent  w i t h  Forest Service policy. 

Use of a categorical  exclusion 

(2) Whether the ac t ion  v io l a t e s  provisions of NFMA regarding s ign i f i can t  
amendments, scoping, and monitoring. (Appeal #g1-13-00-0119, 0132) 

Discussion: 
- 

Two appellants allege v io la t ions  of NFMA, arguing tha t  the act ion const i tuted 
s igni f icant  LRMP amendments (Appeal #91-13-00-0132, p. 6 ) .  t h a t  no scoping was 
conducted thus f a i l i n g  t o  inform and involve the public i n  the decisionmaking 
process, and t h a t  there  w a s  not adequate data available as a r e s u l t  of LRMP 
monitoring t o  j u s t i f y  the act ion (Appeal #91-13-0O-Ollg, pp. 3-4). 

The earlier discussion on the nature of the amendments concludes t h a t  t h e  
action w a s  not s ign i f i can t  i n  the context of NFMA. Scoping w a s  conducted i n  
the form of a letter describing the proposal being mailed to an extensive list 
of approximately 850 organizations,  individuals,  ..and agencies, including a l l  
the  appellants.  
range of i n t e re s t s .  Our review of the record indicates  t h a t  information 

A t o t a l  of 185 comments was received, representing a broad 
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derived from monitoring of LRMP's generated the  need f o r  t h i s  act ion (DM, 
pp. 2-3; Administrative Record, I t e m  l ) ,  and t h a t  t h i s  information w a s  
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  cause the  Regional Forester to act t o  ensure t h a t  LRMP's were 
implemented as planned. 

Conclusion: 

The Regional Forester did not v io l a t e  provisions of NFMA. 

(3) Whether the act ion v io la tes  the  Endangered Species A c t  by f a i l i n g  t o  ensure 
the recovery of the gr izz ly  bear and gray wolf. (Appeal #g1-13-00-0119) 

Discussion: 

One appellant alleges t h a t  the Regional Forester f a i l e d  " to  use a l l  methods and .  
procedures t o  ensure conservation and recovery of the gr izz ly  bear and gray 
wolf" (Appeal #~1-13-00-0119, p. 4). The appellant states t h a t  the decision 
changes management i n  e s sen t i a l  g r izz ly  bear hab i t a t ,  which is also used by 
gray wolf, and t h a t  logging and roadbuilding i n  roadless areas w i l l  increase 
the likelihood of human-caused mortality. The appel lant  claims t h a t  a 
biological  evaluation should have been prepared by the Forest  Service as p a r t  
of the analysis  of t h i s  action. 

The preparation of a biological evaluation w a s  not necessary because, once 
again, t he  nature of the  act ion d id  not require i t .  Management d i rec t ion  for 
gr izz ly  bear and gray w o l f  hab i ta t  has not changed, and the  act ion w i l l  have no 
effect on t h e i r  habi ta t .  
hab i t a t  w i l l  necess i ta te  a biological evaluation, using a pr inciple  described 
i n  a July 18, 1989, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service memorandum to the  Regional 
Forester (enclosed, Exhibit 3). 

Subsequent timber sale project propos&s i n  affected 

Conclusion: 

The Regional Forester d id  not v io l a t e  provisions of the Endangered Species A c t .  

(4) Whether the amendments reduce the f l e x i b i l i t y  of the  Forest Service to  
achieve the ASQ. (Appeal #91-13-00-0132, 0136) 

- Discussion: 

Two appellants a l lege  tha t  the e f f e c t  of the amendments w i l l  be t o  reduce the 
f l e x i b i l i t y  of the Forests i n  achieving the f u l l  ASQ. 
the  Regional Forester "eliminatecd] the poss ib i l i t y  of making up volume i n  
other  areas" (Appeal #91-13-00-0132, p. 3) .  and is l imi t ing  outputs i n  roaded 
areas where actual  y ie lds  exceed those predicted by the LRMP and where 
innovative harvest methods could be applied to  increase harvest (Appeal 

The appellants feel t h a t  

#91-13-00-0136, pp. 3-5). 

We see the  i s s u e  as whether t h i s  act ion,  by i t se l f i ,  w i l l  ac tual ly  cause a 
reduction i n  our a b i l i t y  t o  supply timber up to the  amount specified by the 
ASQ, which is a decadal t o t a l  t h a t  cannot be exceeded (36 CFR 219.3). 
Achieving the ASQ continues to be a goal of L W  implementation. 
decadal t o t a l ,  the  ASQ allows annual v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  timber sale offer ings,  

Being a 
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provided t h a t  t h e  decadal t o t a l  is not exceeded. 
new cons t ra in t  which w i l l  l i m i t  the Forest Supervisors' f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  
developing t h e i r  annual programs. 

Par t i t ion ing  the ASQ adds no 

The d i f f i c u l t i e s  associated with timber sale of fer ings  i n  roadless areas are 
acknowledged. This does not alter the in ten t  that  roadless areas contribute 
proportionately to  the fulf i l lment  of the ASQ, nor, conversely, t he  i n t e n t  t h a t  
roaded areas contr ibute  no more than is  allowed based on the  LRMP's management 
standards and guidelines. 
considerations t h a t  readi ly  come to mind as being vulnerable to the  effects of 
telescoping many years of anticipated timber harvest  a c t i v i t i e s  i n t o  a few 
years. This is the  type of s i tua t ion  the Regional Forester  seeks t o  avoid. 
The DM notes the Regional Forester 's  concern about past  reliance on the roaded 
land base t o  meet t i m b e r  targets (p. 2 ) ,  and the need t o  reduce the  poten t ia l  
f o r  increased harvest  on roaded lands t o  compensate for reduced volumes on 
roadless lands. 
comply with LRMP standards and guidelines, as w e l l  as maintain the  a b i l i t y  t o  
provide an even flow of timber from roaded lands i n  the  fu ture  (DM, pp. 2-3). 

Wildlife habi ta t  and water qua l i t y  are examples of 

This act ion is  viewed as e s sen t i a l  by the  Regional Forester t o  

While s t r i v i n g  to  achieve the ASQ, each Forest Supervisor may exceed or drop 
below the ASQ when viewed as an annual average, provided t h a t  the decadal t o t a l  
is not exceeded. This pr inciple  now holds t rue  a l s o  for each NIC. F l ex ib i l i t y  
is not l o s t .  

In  addition, the Secretary of Agriculture noted i n  a May 24, 1991, response t o  
a General Accounting Office report  e n t i t l e d  FOREST SERVICE: The Flathead 
National Forest Cannot Meet Its Timber Goal, t h a t  " the decisions i n  [LRMP's] 
adopting specific standards and guidelines (environmental constraints)  are 
determinative of the  timber harvest t ha t  is proposed and the  l eve l  of t ha t  
harvest." Thus, adherence t o  LRMP management standards and guidelines takes 
precedence over achieving estimated output leve ls  when there  is a conf l i c t  
between the two (see Chief 's  February 23, 1990, le t ter  enclosed, Exhibit 4 ) .  
A s  noted above, achieving the ASQ is  a goal ,  but not the  only goal of the  
Regional Forester. 
now while avoiding supply problems on roaded lands i n  the  future  and the  
environmental e f f e c t s  associated with disproportionately high harvest  volumes 
coming from roaded lands--difficult  decisions are . required.  We f ind the 
Regional Forester applied a pr inciple  s ta ted  i n  Intermountain Forest Industry 
Association v. Lyng (683 F.Supp. 1330, D.Wyo. 1988) : "[m]ultiple-use 
sustained-yield administration must consider the r e l a t i v e  values of a l l  
resources within the  national fores t s ,  [and] the Organic A c t  does not r e q u i r e  
the Forest Service t o  manage national fores t s  so le ly  to  furnish timber." 
(g., a t  1338) 

When competing goals clash--in t h i s  case achieving the ASQ 

.- 

The last concern involves timber inventories not being s t r a t i f i e d  by origin as 
"roaded" or "roadless." The Clearwater National Forest  is cited as an example 
"where project  l eve l  analysis has shown the actual  y i e lds  i n  roaded areas t o  be 
subs tan t ia l ly  higher than the fo re s t  average used t o  determine ASQ" (Appeal 
#91-13-00-0136, p. 4 ) .  
r e s t r i c t i n g  outputs" where actual  volumes a re  higher than estimated by the LRMP 
( Id . ,  p. 4 ) .  The appellant a l so  believes t h i s  w i l l  i n h i b i t  the use of 
innovative harvest methods tha t  hold the promise of increasing y ie lds .  

The appellant claims this-may " re su l t  i n  a r t i f i c i a l l y  
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We expect pro jec t  l e v e l  ana lys i s  to show di f fe ren t  per acre harvest  volumes 
( e i the r  higher or lower) than averages used f o r  programmatic planning. We a l so  
expect harvest  methods to  be selected on the basis  of t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  achieve 
project object ives ,  cons is ten t  with LRMP guidance. This creates no obstacle  to  
achieving the ASQ. Monitoring provisions i n  the LRMP are designed t o  observe 
and t rack such information. I n  the event tha t  a discernible  pa t te rn  emerges, 
as opposed to  occasional local anomalies, opportunities e x i s t  t o  make necessary 
adjustments through L W  amendments (36 CFR 2l9.lO(f) and Z l g . l l ( d ) ) .  The 
purpose of the amendments i n  question here i s  t o  pa r t i t i on ,  but not a l ter ,  the 
ASQ . 
Conclusion: 

F lex ib i l i t y  to  achieve the  ASQ has not been reduced by the amendments. 
expected, local site y ie lds  and harvest  methods d i f f e r  from those estimated by 
the  programmatic LRMP, but t h i s  w i l l  not affect f l e x i b i l i t y  e i t h e r .  

A s  

(5) Whether the estimated amount of timber i n  each N I C  w a s  supported by flawed 
data.  (Appeal #91-13-00-0136) 

Discussion: 

The appellant a l l eges  t h a t  t he  Forest  Service estimated the portion of the ASQ 
to come f r o m  roadless areas based on a ten year timber sale act ion plan. 
Because the ten year  ac t ion  plan w a s  developed independently of FORPLAN (a  
computer l i n e a r  program model used t o  analyze LRMP a l t e rna t ives ) ,  the roadless 
N I C  timber volumes do not  correspond to  estimates of roadless volumes estimated 
by FORPLAN. The appel lant  notes tha t  roadless NIC's f o r  the .Beaverhead, 
Gallatin,  and Kootenai National Forests are la rger  than the quant i t ies  
estimated by FORPLAN; al legedly an improper reduction of the ASQ avai lable  from 
the roaded N I C  (Appeal #91-13-00-0136, pp. 6-7, 4 ) .  

The administrative record provided by the Regional Forester includes,  f o r  each 
Forest, information on the der ivat ion of the amount of timber t o  be assigned to  
each NIC (see Administrative Record, I t e m  2 ) .  The al legat ion is  t h a t  the 
roadless NIC f o r  the  three  Forests c i t ed  is  larger than the volume estimated by 
FORPLAN during preparation of the L W  and FEIS. A goal of LRMP implementation 
is t o  ensure t h a t  land management is consistent with the purposes of t h e  LRMP. 

outcome of future  events;  thus i t  cannot be re l ied  on to d i r e c t  project  l eve l  
decisionmaking i n  the same manner t h a t  LRMP standards and guides are to  be 
used. 

Y e t  FOWLAN is merely a predict ive model and incapable of discerning the - 

The Forest Service has chosen t o  r e ly  on management standards and guidelines,  
coupled with s i t e - spec i f i c  environmental analysis ,  as  our primary focus when 
implementing LRMP's. 
have been modified due to the overriding concern fo r  consistency with 
management standards and guidelines. In  addition, the "selected sale schedule 
provides the [ASQ]"(36 CFR 219.3). not the FORPLAN-model. 
previous discussions i n  the introductory material on pages 2-3 and under 
Issue 4. We reiterate t h a t  the t o t a l  ASQ f o r  the 11 L W ' s  has not been 
changed, but par t i t ioned .  

Thus, it is not surpr is ing to  f ind t h a t  FORPLAN estimates 

See a l so  our 

Conclusion: 

The procedure used by the  Regional Forester t o  determine the quant i ty  of the 
roadless N I C ' s  is appropriate.  
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Other Concerns : 

Other concerns w e r e  raised i n  the appeals such as whether the  L W ' s  were given 
an adequate chance to work p r i o r  t o  amendment, whether the amendments w e r e  a 
w a s t e  of t i m e  and money, 
problems. One appellant 
pp. 4-6). We view these 
(36 CFR 217.9b)  (6)  1. 
SUMMARY 

The Regional Forester  is 

and whether the amendments addressed ex i s t ing  
submitted an a l t e rna te  proposal (Appeal 91-13-00-0132, 
as outside the purview of t h i s  administrative review 

affirmed. We have determined tha t  the amendments made 
to the  ASQ for 11 National Forest LRMP's i n  t he  Northern Region are of a nature  
such t h a t  the  Regional Forester ' s  act ion complies with NEPA and NFMA. 
Regional Forester  made an appropriate use of t h e  NIC concept i n  par t i t ion ing  
the ASQ for each Forest  into a roaded NIC and a roadless NIC. 
Forester followed applicable procedures i n  reaching t h i s  decision. 

"he 

The Regional 
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* LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PIAN 

RECORD OF DECISION 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 7 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to change the management area designation on 22,930 
acres in the Spring Creek project area. The new management direction would be consistent with similar 
type lands on the Forest. The Spring Creek Timber Sales Final Environmental Impact Statement 
provides the environmental analysis for this amendment. The decision is documented in this Record 
of Decision for Forest Plan Amendment Number 7. 

BACKGROUND 

In reviewing management area suitability in the Spring Creek project area (Spring Creek Timber Sales, 
Final EIS), the Interdisciplinary Team found that in three instances on-the-ground conditions did not 
fit with the management area goals as identified in the 1986 Lewis and Clark National Forest Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Plan, page 4-74). 

LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PLAN 

The National Forest land within the Lewis and Clark National Forest has been divided into 18 manage- 
ment areas, each with different management goals, resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, 
pages 3-1 and 3-2). The four management areas that will be affected by this change are Management 
Areas B, C, E and G. The current management areas are shown on Map 1. 

The goal for Management Area B is to emphasize timber management and provide a moderate 
level of livestock forage, while minimizing impacts to other resources (Forest Plan, page 3-9). 

The goal for Management Area C is to maintain or enhance existing elk habitat by maximizing 
habitat effectiveness as a primary management objective. Emphasis will also be directed toward 
management of indigenous wildlife species. Commodity resource management will be prac- 
ticed where it is compatible with these wildlife management objectives (Forest Plan, page 3-1 5). 

The goal of Management Area E is to provide a sustained high level of forage for livestock and 
big game. 

The goal of Management Area G is to maintain and protect Forest resources with minimal 
investments. 

- 

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 

There are three instances where on-the-ground conditions in the Spring Creek project area do not fit 
with the management area goals as identified in the 1986 Lewis and Clark National Forest Resource 
Management Plan. 



First, the lower slope of the Spring Creek project area is being used as winter range by deer 
and elk. This use was confirmed by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
(MDWP). About 75% of the area is classified as unsuitable for timber management. Under the 
Forest Plan, big-game winter range is in Management Area E. The goal of Management Area 
E is to provide a sustained high level of forage for livestock and big game. The Forest Plan has 
this area classified as Management Areas B and C: only 171 acres are in Management Area E. 
The 1,496 acres currently in Management Area B and 7,320 acres currently in Management Area 
C will be moved into Management Area E and managed as big-game winter range. 

C 

E 

G 

R 

Total 

Second, the ID Team identified a block of land along the west side and in the upper Spring Creek 
drainage which has low, scattered timber volumes and large amounts of shale and sandstone 
rock. About 65% of the area is classified as unsuitable for timber management. Under the Forest 
Plan, this type of land is in Management Area G. The goal of Management Area 6 is to maintain 
and protect Forest resources with minimal investments. The Forest Plan has this area classified 
as Management Areas B and C. The 4,818 acres currently in Management Area B and 3,607 
acres currently’in Management Area C wili be moved into Management Area G and the area will 
not be managed for timber values at this time. 

17,262 ~ -7,320 3,607 +3,542 -2,147 7,730 

171 +8,816 8,987 

0 +8,425 8,425 

1 20 1 20 

36,945 0 0 0 0 36,945 

Third, the ID Team identified some lands in Management Area B and some lands in Manage- 
ment Area C that would be better managed by reversing the management areas. While both 
management areas provide for scheduled timber harvest, Management Area C includes impor- 
tant elk and deer habitat. Commodity resource management is practiced where it is compatible 
with wildlife objectives. The 3,542 acres currently in Management Area B will be moved into 
Management Area C, and the 2,147 acres currently in Management Area C will be moved into 
Management Area B so that identified resource values can be better managed. Table 1 displays 
the current management areas and the management area changes. These new management 
areas are shown on Map 2. 



ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives for this proposal were evaluated in the Final EIS for the South Fork Timber Sales. These 
alternatives were: 

1. Make no changes in the management areas. 

2. Delay any changes in management areas until the 5-year Forest Plan review. 

3. Delay any changes in management areas until the 10-15 year Forest Plan revision. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

As discussed in the Final EIS for the Spring Creek Timber Sales, the environmental consequences are 
as follows: 

The changes in management areas would greatly facilitate the management for those areas involved. The 
new management direction will be consistent with similar type lands on the Forest. Big-game winter 
ranges will be managed as such (Management Area E). Lands with high development costs and marginal 
timber resources will not be developed at this time (Management Area G). Those lands which are suitable 
for timber production will be managed for a sustained yield of timber products (Management Area B) and 
those lands where elk and deer values are high will be managed to enhance wildlife values (Management 
Area C) and provide timber. 

- 

The proposed allocation changes in parts of the planning area will reallocate 7,709 acres of Management 
Area B and 9,532 acres of Management Area C to Management Areas E and G. Management Areas B 
and C have scheduled timber harvest, while Management Areas E and G do not. Therefore, the greatest 
effect of the proposed management area changes is on the volumes and acres available for timber 
haNeSt. 

Currently, 12.0 MMBF is available for harvest (see Project Analysis Test Alternative, Chapter II.C, Spring 
Creek FEIS). This harvest would require the construction of 22.9 miles of road and the reconstruction of 
8.4 miles of road at a cost of $726,100 or $61 per thousand board feet (MBF). With the proposed 
management area changes, there would be 10.3 million board feet (MMBF) available for harvest requiring 
the construction of 15.7 miles of road and the reconstruction of 2.4 miles of road (Alternative 3). This would 
cost $493,050 for the required road construction and reconstruction or $48/MBF. In other words, the 
additional 1.7 MMBF that would have been available from the reallocated areas would require a develop- 
ment cost of $233,050 or $137/MBF for the needed road construction and reconstruction. This is nearly 
three times the average development cost for the rest of the project area. 

Overall, the proposed changes in management areas will reduce the suitable forest land (those acres 
managed on a scheduled basis for timber production) by 7,709 acres. This equates to about 3% of the 
total suitable focest land currently managed on the Forest for timber production (282,307 acres). Such 
a change will noi affect the annual allowable sale quantity (ASCI) (12.1 MMBF), nor will it have much effect 
on the long-term sustained yield capacity of the Forest (23.8 MMBF). 

. No change in the management areas would result in no provision for the needed management and 
protection for the areas involved. Delaying the decision until the 5-year Forest Plan review or until the 
10-1 5 year Forest Plan revision would only delay changes that are needed to keep the Forest Plan current. 



The proposed changes would result in the following management area designations for the Lewis and 
Clark National Forest. 

TABLE 3.1 MANAGEMENT AREAS AND ACRES (Forest Plan, page 3-2) 

Management Area Acres Percentages Cumulative Change 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I - 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 

16,628 
32 1 ,850 
102,817 
24,456 
125,284 
353,220 
256,069 
31,486 

11,100 
9,125 
16,112 
3,281 
41,838 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,321 

37,867 

.9 
17.6 
5.6 
1.3 
6.3 
19.3 
13.9 
1.7 
2.1 
.6 
.5 
.9 
.2 
2.3 
1.3 
20.9 
2.8 
1.8 

+ 367 
-8,988 
-8,847, 

+8,765 
+ 474 
+8,425 
-292 

+ 96 

1,843,397 100.0 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 
16 U.S.C. 164O(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land 
and Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the 
multiple-use goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change 
the planned annual outputs for the Forest. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of 
this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the 
reasons for appa l  and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, 
Missoula. Montana, 59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the 
Great Falls Tribune newspaper. It is anticipated that this date will be December 13, 1991. This date will 
coincide with the Record of Decision for the Spring Creek Timber Sales. 

- / 
- .. 714/-- 

JOHN D. GORMAN DATE: /0/2 
Forest Supervisor 
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DECISION MEMO 

Recomputation of Shares - Small Business Timber Sale Set-Aside Program 
L e w i s  & Clark National Forest Market Area 

Lewis  & C l a r k  Na t iona l  F o r e s t  
Cascade County, Montana 

DM=ISION: 

It is my d e c i s i o n  t o  e s t a b l i s h  the small bus iness  share of 70 percent  for the  
Lewis  & Clark N.F, Market A r e a  on the L e w i s  & Cla rk  Na t iona l  Forest .  It  
results from the r e g u l a r l y  scheduled f i v e  y e a r  recomputat ion due in F i s c a l  Year 
1991. Determinat ions are i n  accordance with procedures  and l i m i t a t i o n s  
governing the program as o u t l i n e d  i n  the F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  Manual s e c t i o n  2436. 

This c o n s t i t u t e s  a change From the prev ious  computations 
established a t  8ojl. 

Applicat ion of the small bus iness  share is a n  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t i o n  which 
affects only  processes  t h a t  de te rmine  t h e  amount of timber t h a t  may be included 
i n  the set-aside program and is c a t e g o r i c a l l y  excluded from documentation i n  a n  
environmental  assessment  or an environmental  impact s t a t emen t  (7 CFR lB .3 ,  FSH 
1909-15) - 

Contac ts  were made by mail with 46 i n d i v i d u a l s ,  78 f i r m s ,  and 5 agencies  that 
may be affected by the recomputation of small b u s i n e s s  set-aside shares. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  information was posted (and/or publ i shed)  a t  G r e a t  F a l l s  Tribune, 
J u d i t h  Basin Press, Choteau Acantha, Heagher County N e w s ,  The Eagle, The 
Times-Clarion, and J u d i t h  Ranger District, Rocky Mountain Ranger District, 
King's H i l l  Ranger District, and Musselshel l  Ranger District and the L e w i s  & 
Clark  Supervisor's Office, and the East Side Timber Zone, Helena, Montana, The 
r e s u l t s  of t h e  recomputatians-were -presented  at: a joint-Forest-Serwice and- -=:::-------: 
Montana East Side Fores t  P r a c t i c e ' s  committee meet ing-he ld  i n  Helena, Montana 
on December 14, 1990. 

No responses  were received du r ing  the  review period. 

RAIIO!iAU FOR DECISION: 

The environmental  effects of the F o r e s t ' s  Timber Program are discussed  i n  the 
Land and Resource Management P lan  and suppor t ing  Environmental Impact Statement  
for the  Fores t .  
a c t i o n  are disclosed i n  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t  ana lyses ,  The es tab l i shment  of t h e  
recomputed small bus iness  share governing the " t i m b e r  sale set-aside program i n  
t h i s  market area w i l l  no t  change the des ign  of the  sales or the resource 
p r o t e c t i o n  requirements  of the timber sale c o n t r a c t .  

The site-specific environmental  effects for each proposed 

a 



' me p e r i o d i c  recomputation of shares modifies the  Small Business Timber %le 
Set-Aside Program. 
aside for  p r e f e r e n t i a l  bidding by small timber bus inesses .  
processes f o r  making t h e  recomputation are o u t l i n e d  i n  S e c t i o n  2436 of t h e  
Forest  Se rv ice  Manual. The i s s u e s  raised are addressed  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  
p r a c t i c a b l e  by f a i r l y  and a c c u r a t e l y  applying the procedures  governing t h e  
recomputation of small bus iness  shares and by e s t a b l i s h i n g  the r e s u l t a n t  small  
business share i n  t h i s  market area. 

The procedures determine a fa i r  share of timber t o  be se t  
P o l i c y  and 

The sldll Business Share f r o m  October 1, 1985 ulru September 30, .7990 was w. 
The new share for the period October 1, 1990 thru September 30, 7995 will be 
7w. The recomputation also indicated a carryover  deficit volume of 4.2 HHBF. 
'ihe new share will provide fOC a more c o l p e t i t i v e  market in the Lewis and C b k  
Market area- 

Implementation of these  procedures would no t  affect the amount of t i m b e r  to be 
sold,  where t h e  sales would be located, uhen they would be operated, t h e  
c o n t r a c t  per iod,  t h e  size, environmental effects or the  measures planned t o  
p r o t e c t  t h e  environment. 
i n  any o t h e r  way alter on t h e  ground performance of t h e  c o n t r a c t ,  

The set-aside program does n o t  l eng then  t h e  time or 

MXQE"TATION DATE: 

A p r i l  1,  1991 

APPEAL OPPORTUNIIT: 

This d e c i s i o n  is s u b j e c t  to administrative review under Forest S e r v i c e  
regulations (36 CFR P a r t  217). Two cop ies  of t h e  Notice must be f i l e d  w i t h  the 
Chief, F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  U.S. Departaent of Agricul ture ,  14th & Independence, 
S.W., 201 14th Street, S.W., Uashington, DC, 20250, w i t h i n  45 days from the 
date of p u b l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  no t i ce .  
reguirments of 36 CFR 217.9. 

Notices of Appeals must meet the 

COWTACT: 

For additional information con tac t :  

_. *. c .. . .. .. . . .. . ,..- . -...,. John I), Corman 

Lewis & Clark Na t iona l  F o r e s t  
1101 15th St. No. 
Great F a l l s ,  MT 59403 

F o r e s t  Supervisor  . . .  . . .- - . ._ - . . . - 

(406 1 79 1-7700 

$* g g i o n a l  Fo res t e r  
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:DECISION 

It is my decision to amend the Lewis and Clark Land and Resource Plan (Forest Plan) by changing the 
management area designation on 13,310 acres in the Little Snowies project area. This change will require 
creating a new management area (Management AreaT), changing the current direction on one management 
area (Management Area M), and clarifying the direction for Forest-wide Standard N-1 (Research Natural 
Areas). The Little Snowies-Vegetation Management and Public Access Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS) provides the environmental analysis for this decision. 

BACKGROUND 

The National Forest land within the Lewis and Clark National Forest has been divided into 18 management 
areas, each with different management goals, resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, pages 3-1 and 
3-2). Under the Forest Plan, almost all of the Little Snowies are in Management Area C. Management Area 
C includes important elk and deer habitat on the Jefferson Division. The goal is to maintain or enhance 
existing elk habitat. 

In reviewing management area suitability in the Little Snowies project area, the Interdisciplinary Team found 
that on-the-ground conditions did not fit with the Management Area C goal as identified in the Forest Plan 
(Forest Plan, pages 3-1 5 to 3-21). While elk and their habitat are important in the Little Snowies, other wildlife 
such as whitetail deer and turkey rank higher because of their uniqueness on the Lewis and Clark National 
Forest. The Little Snowies provide an opportunity to manage primarily a ponderosa pine forest which is not 
found on other parts of the Forest. Because of these factors, the Interdisciplinary Team has recommended 
creating a new management area, Management Area T, for the Little Snowies. This new management area 
will focus on maintaining the Little Snowies in a more natural ecological state (see page A-12). 

- 

Management Area T is primarily a ponderosa pine forest in the Little Snowies. Important wildlife species 
include whitetail deer, and turkeys. Management is focused on moving the existing vegetative condition to 
a more natural ecological state, that in the past was maintained by light ground fires. The emphasis is also 
directed toward providing a mosaic of different vegetative successional stages for habitat diversity within a 
ponderosa pine forest to ensure the welfare of a variety of indigenous wildlife and plant species. 

The Interdisciplinary Team also recommended creating a 330 acre research natural area (RNA) in Minerva 
Creek to serve as a vegetative benchmark for the area. RNAs are used to maintain representation of forest 
vegetation and aquatic ecosystems for non-manipulative research and observation. The Minerva RNA in- 
cludes both Ponderosa pine/snowberry habitat type, Douglas-fir/snowberry habitat type, and riparian sites. 
The private fence on the Forest boundary forms the south and east sides of the RNA. The Forest Service will 
build the needed fence on the north and south sides. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives for this proposal were evaluated in the Little Snowies Vegetation Management and Public Access 
Final EIS. These alternatives were: 

Alternative A: Make no changes in the management areas. 
. -  

Alternative B: Delay any changes in management areas until the 10-15 year Forest Plan revision. 

Alternative C :  Provide some other type of management for the Little Snowies. 



RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The proposed changes in management area designations will improve the overall resource management in 
the Little Snowies. The new Management Area T direction will be more specific to the ecological conditions 
of the ponderosa pine forest found in the Little Snowies. The management emphasis is directed toward 
providing for habitat diversity to ensure the welfare of a variety of indigenous wildlife and plant species. 
Manipulation of vegetation with fire, timber harvest, and mechanical means will provide for a mosaic of 
vegetative successional stages within a ponderosa pine forest (see pages A-12 through A-17). 

The change reallocates 12,980 acres of Management Area C to the new, proposed Management Area T. 
There will be no change in Forest Plan scheduled outputs nor in suitable forest acres and allowable sale 
quantity (ASQ), although the rotation period for timber harvest will be longer. A lower level of public open 
roads will be provided. 

Leaving the management. area as it is would result in management direction that is not fully capable and 
meaningful for the area involved. Delaying the decision until the 10-1 5 year Forest Plan revision would only 
delay changes that are neededio keep the Forest Plan current. I believe that the new direction provides the 
best resource management for the Little Snowies and is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Forest 
Plan. 

The change will reallocate 330 acres of Management Area C to Management Area M. The 330 acre Research 
Natural Area (RNA) will be used for non-manipulative research. Prescribed fire will not be used until a 
management plan is completed. With the lack of fire or other vegetation manipulation, conifer encroachment 
will continue to invade the grasslands in Minerva Creek thus reducing the value of the area as a foraging area 
for wildlife. However, only 330 acres or 2% of the total Little Snowies area are affected. 

Timber harvest will not be permitted on the productive land as it would adversely affect the natural processes 
and research studies. The estimated 200 acres of suitable forest land will be removed from the timber base. 
These lands have an estimated growth of 5000 cubic feet yearly. 

The RNA will have no adverse effect on the soil and water resources unless overloading of fuels would set 
the stage for a high intensity fire. Such a fire could reduce organic layer thickness to a point where water 
erosion could be a severe hazard. 

Approximately 2.5 miles of fence will be needed to enclose the area to eliminate cattle grazing. Stocking 
capacity will be adjusted due to the 177 acres of suitable acres fenced out from grazing. The term grazing 
permit will be reduced by about 50 AUMs (70 yearling AMs) or 17 yearlings. 

Creating the Minerva Creek RNA requires changing the Forest Plan direction for Management Area M. 
Currently, Management Area M includes only the Paine Gulch RNA. The direction for this management area 
has been rewritten to include Minerva Creek and other RNAs as they are established through site-specific 
reports and environmental analysis (see Appendix B). 

Forest Plan Standard Nd(1) states that the Forest will 'establish sufficient research natural areas to meet 
Forest assignments in the Northern Regional Guide' (page 2-48). The Regional Guide will not be reissued. 
An amendment to Forest Service Manual direction 4060 was approved in 1990, four years after the approval 
of the Forest Plan. Under this amendment, habitat types and aquatic targets have been revised by the 
Northern Region Natural Areas Committee. The Forest Plan standards (p. 2-48) for selecting and establishing 
a Research Natural Area are inconsistent with FSM 4063.3. Forest Plan Standard N-1 (1) has been clarified 
to allow direction from both the Regional Guide and the Northern Region Natural Areas Committee, as well 
as other sources (see page A-6). This change would have no environmental consequences. 



( Fencing the RNA will also require changing the Forest Plan (see page A-6). Forest Plan Management 
Standard N-1 (c) states, ‘Candidate areas should be manageable without needing to fence out 1ivestock:This 
standard conflicts with current manual direction which allows for fencing under certain circumstances (FSM 
4063.3) and does not meet the need to protect RNAs. This change will have little environmental consequenc- 
es. 

During the preparation of the Establishment Record for the Paine Gulch RNA, an adjustment of the boundary 
to the watershed divide and a recalculation of the acreage showed an inconsistency with the area allocated 
to Management Area M in the Plan. This reduced the acres in Management Area M from 3,281 to 2,405. The 
876 acres belonged in Management Area A. 

- 

The proposed changes and cumulative changes in management area designations for the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest are shown in Table 1, 

Table 1 
Atiocations of Management Areas and Acres’ 

Acres I 1987 

Management Area 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area T 

16,261 
330,838 
1 1 1,664 
24,456 

1 1631 9 
352,746 
247,644 
31,778 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
3,281 

22,702 
384,407 

51,834 
33,225 

0 

41,838 

Total Forest Acres 1,843,397 
Total Acres Modified 
Suitable Acres 282,307 

Changed 
Acres 

+ 1243 
-8,988 
-8,847 

No change 
+8,765 

+474 
+8,425 

-292 
No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

+ 96 
No change 

-876 

~~ ~ 

25,428 
-7,834 

Current 
Acres 

17,504 
321,850 
102,817 
24,456 

125,284 
353,220 
256,069 
31,486 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
2,405 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 

0 

1,843,397 

274,473 

Little 
Snowies 

-13,310 

+330 

+ 12,980 

13,310 
-200 

1993 
Acres 

17,504 
321,850 
89,507 
24,456 

125,284 
353,220 
256,069 
31,486 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
2,735 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
12,980 

1,843,397 

274,273 

(Forest Plan, page 3-2) 



NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest 
Plan. The determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with 
the requirements of 16 U.S.C. 1640(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9,36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest 
Service Manual 1920 - Land and Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amend- 
ment do not significantly alter the multiple-use goals or objectives for long-term land and 
resource management nor significantly change the planned annual outputs for the Forest. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of 
appeal of this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' 
including the reasons for appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, 
Post Office Box 7669, Missoula. Montana, 59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of 
notice in the legal secfion of the Great Falls Tribune newspaper. It is anticipated that the 
publication date will be September 10, 1993. This date will coincide with the Record of Decision 
for 'the Little Snowies Vegetation Management and Public Access Final EIS. 

. 

JOHN 0. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 

DATE: September 9, 1993 
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PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to add monitoring itenis to the Forest Plan to monitor 
compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act and compliance with established direction. 

BACKGROUND 

Problems with the cultural resource monitoring item were identified in the 1991 Forest Monitoring Report 
(page 9). Recommendations in the 1991 Monitoring Report include the suggestion to clarify the monitoring 
item '...to ensure the effectiveness of the Forest's cultural resource protection measures.' The Forest Archae- 
ologist also recommended that 'a list of sites should be compiled and a rotation schedule should be 
developed to monitor these sites.' 

The current item requires annual monitoring of selected sites, using the Forest's cuttural resource records. 
'The monitoring item does not specify the Forest-Wide Standards being assessed. Also, the Forest Plan does 
not include a list of 'selected-sites' or describe any specific monitoring criteria 

LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PLAN 

A Forest-wide objective for the cultural resources (FP, p. 2-5) states that the Forest will inventory, evaluate, 
protect and interpret its cuttural resources. By the year 2000, the Forest is to have completed an overview 
of the prehistory and history of the Forest. 

Under Forest-wide Standard A-7 (FP, p. 2-26) cultural resources are to be managed to provide public 
education and to identify, protect, manage, and interpret both historic and prehistoric sites. 

Monitoring activities on the Forest documented in the FY 1987 through FY 1991 Monitoring Reports partialty 
addressed the issue of site identification. The number of cultural resource site surveys completed as part of 
site specific NEPA analyses was reported each year. 

Past monitoring has not addressed the issues of site protection, management, or interpretation. The Forest 
has no mechanism to schedule and track follow-up visits to sites to determine compliance with site specific 
mitigation. Consequently, the Monitoring Reports do not include any discussion of sites revisited following 
implementation of a site specific project. Monitoring activities, also, did not assess whether the cultural 
resources program complied with the National Historic Preservation Act or met the intent of the Forest Plan. 

No cultural resource implementation monitoring is being conducted on the Forest. The Forest monitoring item 
has not assessed whether identification, protection, management and interpretation of cultural resources has 
met the intent of Forest-wide management standard A-7 (FP, p. 2-26 and 2-27). Also, under the existing 
monitoring item the Forest is unable to determine whether all 'undertakings' have received a cultural resourc- 
es survey and whether compliance requirements (including mitigation measures) have been met. 

Adequate monitoring isblso essential to assess the effectiveness of the Heritage Program. With the existing 
monitoring item, the Forest cannot determine if changes in the cultural program are warranted to comply with 
new legislation, new direction, or an increased workload. The Forest does not know whether the desired 
results are being achieved. Past monitoring reports merely inclu~e the number of cultural resource surveys 
accomplished and no analysis of the data or indications of the programs effectiveness. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

The Forest proposes to add monitoring items to the Forest Plan to monitor compliance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act and compliance with established direction. 

a 



ALTERNATIVES 

OUTPUT, MANAGEMENT PRESCRIP- 
TION, EFFECTS TO BE MEASURED 

Atternatlve A: Continue with the current monitoring item in the Forest.Plm. 

I REPORTING VARIABILITY (+/-) WHICH WOULD 
PERIOD INITIATE FURTHER EVALUATION 

Atternatlve 8: Eliminate the current monitoring item in the Forest Plan and replace it with the items A 8  
through A-12 listed below. 

Items A-8 through A-12, while listed and addressed separately, can in some cases be attained simulta- 
neously and provide for the monitoring of NHPA compliance, Forest Plan compliance, program effective- 
ness, and program adequacy. 

Comparison between Forest Projects 
which needed cultural resources consider- 
ation and Forest Projects which received 
consideration of the cultural resources. 

The following monitoring items, A-8 through A-12, are proposed to be added to the Forest Plan: 

~~ 

Annually More than 10% of Forest projects out of 
compliance. 

a. Item A-8: To monitor compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act an annual compari- 
son between the number of Forest projects identified as 'undertakings' and the number of cultural 
resource surveys conducted is recommended. This comparison will enable the Forest to determine if 
all projects needing a cultural survey are receiving one. 

b. Item A-9: Another method to assess compliance is to visually inspect sites discovered in project 
areas to determine if identified mitigation measures (Le. avoidance, protection, etc.) were followed 
during the work associated with the project. Visual inspection of previously surveyed areas, after project 
completion, would also enable the Forest Culrural Resource Specialist to assess the adequacy of the 
original survey methodology. If previously unidentified sites were located after implementation of a 
project, a change in survey methodology might be warranted. This type of monitoring would assess the 
effectiveness of the program (have expected results been achieved?). 

I VARIABILITY (+/-)'WHICH WOULD 
INITIATE FURTHER EVALUATION 

OUTPUT, MANAGEMENT PRESCRIP- 
TION, EFFECTS TO BE MEASURED I 

Effectiveness of cultural resource mitiga- Annualfy - 20% 10% or more of inspected 
sites I ed. I tion proposed during the FY. 

c. Item A-1 0: hdditional analysis of the data in past monitoring reports is needed to determine how 
well Forest objectives and Forest-wide standards are being met. A comparison between the total 
number of sites recorded and the total number of sites interpreted, nominated, or protected will provide 
some of this information. ..- 
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d. Item A-11: Sites that have received some interpretive treatment should be inspected to determine 
whether increased visitor use and visibility have caused impacts. Monitoring could correlate the number 
of visitor days with any observed impacts to determine the effects of interpretation. 

REPORTING 
PERIOD 

OUTPUT, MANAGEMENT PRESCRIP- 
TION, EFFECTS TO BE MEASURED 

Inspect interpreted sites. for impacts 
caused by increased public awareness and 
visitation. 

L - 

VARlABlLlN (+/-) WHICH WOULD 
INITIATE FURTHER EVALUATION -1 

Annually - 20% of 
sites 

If an interpreted site was damaged as a 
result of interpretation. 

OUTPUT, MANAGEMENT PRESCRIP- 
TION, EFFECTS TO BE MEASURED 

Effectiveness of Heritage Program and im- 
plementation of Forest Plan (assessment of 
inventory methods used to identify cultural 
resources as identified in Management 
Standard A-7). 

REPORTING VARIABILITY (+/-) WHICH WOULD 
PERIOD INITIATE FURTHER EVALUATION 

Annually - 5% of 
sites 

If previously unidentified cultural re- 
sources are discovered in surveyed ar- 
eas. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

If unchanged, there will be no effect on the current program of work or other resources. Maintaining the 
current level of monitoring, however, may open the Forest to litigation similar to the lawsuit filed against the 
Southwest Region over compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act. Currently, the Forest has no 
method to determine compliance with the law, adequacy of the program, or success of the program. The 
cultural resources program cannot grow without some monitoring to provide future direction. 

During the last five years the Lewis and Clark National Forest has completed an average of 41 cultural 
resource projects and recorded an average of 26 sites per year. The proposed monitoring items call for a 5% 
monitoring of completed projects (2 projects) and 20% of recorded sites (5 sites). An estimate d 8 days per 
year is anticipated to complete all of the proposed monitoring items. This estimate includes report writing and 
travel time and will only impact other resources in that it will add to the number of annual work days scheduled 
in cultural resources. In FY 1992 there were 384 days scheduled for cultural resource time (this figure does 
not include monitoring). To implement the proposed monitoring schedule there would be an estimated 296 
increase in the annual cultural resource workload. 

Y 



Atternatlve B will affect other resources and assigned and projected outputs. Adding monitoring to the 
existing cultural resources program would increase the workload for the Forest Archeologist which may in 
turn affect other resources and assigned and projected outputs. The proposed monitoring should not have 
any social, political, or economic effects. 

The selected alternative is Atternatlve B. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis ahd Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. 16400, 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly aber the mubiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 
outputs for the Forest. 

REVIEW PERIOD 
- 

Following receipt of this amendment there will be a 30 day review and comment period. Please send any 
comments to Lewis and Clark Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great Falls, Montana 59403, by 
September 7, 1993. I will use any comments received during the review period to finalize the amendment. 
Copies of the final amendment will be sent to all respondents. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of this 
decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 21 7.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the reasons for 
appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula, Montana 
59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the Great Falls Tribune 
newspaper. It is anticipated that the publication date will be October 12, 1993. 

JOHN D. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 

DATE: 
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DECISION MEMO 

Nonsignificant Forest Plan Amendment 
for 

Implementation of an Integrated Pest Management Approach to Weed Management 
in 

The Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex 

FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 17 
HELENA NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. XX 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11 
LOLO NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 17 

April, 1993 

1- Summary 

The Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex (BMWC) includes the Bob Marshall, Great Bear, and Scapegoat 
Wildernesses. The complex lies within the Flathead, Helena, Lewis and Clark, and Lolo National Forests. 
Each of these four respective Forest Plans include identical language regarding noxious weeds and 
livestock feed in the wilderness. 

This Forest Plan amendment responds to rising public concern about the establishment and spread of 
noxious weeds in the wilderness by replacing the existing Standard common to all four Forests Plans with 
a Standard that reads: 

'Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated 
Pest Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness.' 

The present standard reads: 

'Managers will inform persons using stock in the wilderness of the noxious weed problem. When 
supplemental feed is required, encourage the use of weed-free hay and pellets. Wilderness 
manager-public contacts should emphasize the relationship between overused, disturbed sites and 
noxious weed establishment. Stock users will be encouraged to use weed-free hay, but certification 
will not be mandatory.' 

The present standard limits each Forest to the control of weeds after they have become established. The 
new Integrated Pest Management (IPM) standard will allow each Forest to more effectively prevent the 
establishment of weeds in the BMWC. Initial implementation of this management strategy will begin with 
each Forest issuing an Order requiring weed seed free feed (WSFF) in the BMWC. This Order is categori- 
cally excluded from further documentation under FSM 1909.1 5 Chapter 31.1 b item #l.  This requirement 
will be phased in to give the public time to adjust and to ensure that an adequate supply of WSFF is 
available. Both thepublic and scientific community will be asked for recommendations on other integrated 
pest management methods to prevent the establishment and spread of weeds. 

I/. Reasons for this Decision 

The Wilderness Act (P.L 88-577) defines wilderness in part as an area Where the earth and community 
of life are untrammeled by man.' Although wilderness may be viewed as those areas that are 'left alone', 
human impacts have challenged the ability of the Forest Service to comply with the Wilderness Act. The 
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Wilderness Act states that wilderness be 'protected and managed so as to preserve its natural condition.' 
Weeds constitute a significant threat to the natural condition of the wilderness and left unchecked 
constitute, from a practical perspective, an irreversible long term impact. 

The 1992 BMWC Wilderness Management Implementation Program identifies Main Management Activities 
that are derived from Forest Plan goals, objectives, and management direction along with Forest Service 
policy and direction. The main management activity for noxious weed management is a comprehensive 
program to prevent the introduction of weeds into the wilderness.ecosystern. It states that all Forests will 
amend their Forest Plans to include a weed free forage policy if it becomes necessary in the future. 

To emphasize and maintain ecological diversrty and to protect and manage wilderness in its natural 
condition, the involved Forests have goals of maintaining plants and animals indigenous to the area by 
protecting the dynamic equilibrium associated with natural, complete ecosystems. An IPM approach 
emphasizing prevention and utilizing direct weed controls is the best way to meet the intent of the 
Wilderness Act in regards to vegetative diversity. 

. A greater emphasis on prevention of weeds will reduce the need for costly direct control activities after 
weeds establish. An IPM approach emphasizing prevention is widely acknowledged as the most effective 
long term weed management strategy. Prevention is also the most ecologically sound strategy to weed 
management in an unroaded area as vast as the BMWC. 

The Forest Service is also interested in increasing cooperation with State and local efforts to control 
noxious weeds. In Montana, the Montana County Noxious Weed Management Act (7-22-2101 MCA) states 
that it is unlawful for any individual to allow noxious weeds to propagate or go to seed on their land unless 
they are complying with an approved weed management plan. The law also directs county weed boards 
to 'make all reasonable efforts to develop and implement a noxious weed program covering all land within 
the district owned or administered by a federal agency' (7-22-2109(2)(~) MCA). This amendment will allow 
each Forest to cooperate with State law to the fullest extent possible. 

The present standard in these Forest Plans limit the ability of the Forests to prevent the establishment of 
noxious weeds in the BMWC. Under this amendment, the Forests would be better able to reduce the 
establishment and spread of weeds by implementation of preventative measures such as requiring weed 
free feed. Other Forests in the region already require weed free feed in their wilderness and backcountry 
areas. One Forest in the BMWC already requires weed free feed in all wilderness and backcountry areas 
except for that Forest's portion of the BMWC. All government owned livestock are already required to use 
weed free forage in the BMWC. This amendment will respond to public concern that the Forest Service 
put as much emphasis on prevention of weeds as on control of weeds after they establish. 

Adoption of this amendment will not significantly alter Forest Plan goals, objectives, standards, or guide- 
lines for the BMWC. This amendment will instead enable wilderness managers to better meet the intent 
of the Wilderness Act and existing Forest Plan goals, objectives, and guidelines for wilderness manage- 
ment. 

This is a programmatic amendment to the Forest Plans. This amendment will allow each Forest to more 
effectively utilize state of the art IPM methods of weed prevention and control. While this decision amends 
the Forest Plans, it does not change the decisions made in the plans that may cause environmental 
impacts. There is no change in the assignment of lands to the Forest Plan Management areas. There are 
no extraordinary circumstances that would affect the quality of the human environment. 

111. Scoping and Public Involvement 

Extensive scoping and public involvement has been ongoing since 1986. Each Forest has solicited public 
comment and completed at least one Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on noxious weed manage- 
ment for the land within its boundaries. Some Forests either have or are in the process of completing a 
second EIS on weed management. To date, the four Forests have solicited public comment on weed 
control from over 1,300 individuals and groups. 

In January, 1986, the Helena National Forest sent out 39 letters to individuals and organizations requesting 
comment on noxious weed management. The Forest received a total of nine responses. In March, 1986, 

- 
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the Lewis and Clark Forest mailed out 94 letters asking for comment on their weed management program. 
The Forest received 18 responses. In November, 1987, the Lolo Forest sent out over 1000 letters asking 
for comment on weed management on the Forest. Sixty-two responses were received. On January 5,1990, 
the Lolo Forest sent out another 950 letters asking for comment. Thirty-six responses were received. Since 
that time the Lolo Forest has mailed out another 250 letters asking for comment on specific weed control 
projects. On February 1 , 1991, the Flathead Forest sent out requests to 186 individuals and groups asking 
for public comment on weeds in the wilderness. The Forest received 30 responses. On February 28,1992, 
the Flathead Forest sent out another 60 letters to interested groups and individuals asking for additional 
public comments on weeds in the wilderness. The Forest received 3 responses. On January 29, 1993, the 
Flathead asked for public comment on their second Weed Management EIS. They received 13 responses. 

Public comments revealed widespread concern about the noxious weed problem and supported an 
emphasis on prevention in order to minimize the need for direct control measures. Particular concern was 
expressed over the establishment and spread of weeds in the wilderness. Additional concern was ex- 
pressed about preventing the transport of weed seed in livestock feeds. Biological controls were also 
generally viewed as an acceptable long term weed management approach. 

IV. Contact Person 

The contact person for additional information on this amendment is Robert Meuchel, Program Officer for 
Planning, Loto National Forest, Building 24, Fort Missoula, Missoula, MT 59801. 

V. Appeal Rights 

This decision may be implemented 7 days after publication in the Missoulian, the Great Falls Tribune, the 
Helena lndependent Record, and the Daily Interlake. Forest Plan amendments are subject to appeal under 
36 CFR 21 7.3(b)(l). The 45-day appeal period will begin immediately after publication of this notice in these 
newspapers. Appellants must file two copies of a Notice of Appeal with the Regional Forester, 200 East 
Broadway, P.O. Box 7669, Missoula, MT 59807, Notices of Appeal must meet the requirements of 36 CFR 
21 7.9. 

A 

lathead National Forest Supervisor 
L E  -. 

Helena National Forest Supervisor 

Lewis and Clark National Forest Supervisor 

s/./73 
Date 



LOLO NATIONAL FOREST 
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 

April, 1993 

This amendment=deletes Management Area 12 Standard 7 for the BOB MARSHALL / GREAT BEAR / 
SCAPEGOAT WILDERNESS COMPLEX on page 111-45 and replaces if with the following: 

7. Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated 
Pest Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness. 

*** End of Amendment *** 



HELENA NATIONAL FOREST 
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AMENDMENT NO. ?? 

April, 1993 

This amendmenideletes the second paragraph on page W62 for Management Area P-1 under the Grazing 
standards section, and replaces it with the following: 

Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated Pest 
Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness. 

*** End of Amendment *** 



FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 

April, 1993 

This amendment deletes Management Area 21 Grazing STANDARD 7 on page 111-1 10 and replaces i f  wifh 
the following: 

7. Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated 
Pest Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness. 

*** End of Amendment *** 



LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 

April, 1993 

This amendmeni deletes MANAGEMENT AREA P Grazing paragraph 1 1, on page 111-45 and replaces it wifh 
the following: ~ 

Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated Pest 
Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness. 

*** End of Amendment *** 
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PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to add goals, objectives, standards, and monitoring items to 
the Forest Plan to add emphasis to the Sensitive Species program. 

BACKGROUND ' 

The Sensitive Species program was initiated by the Forest Service after the approval of the Lewis and Clark 
Forest Plan (June, 1986). The Northern Region and the Lewis and Clark National Forest are presently 
functioning under a Sensitive Species list that was reviewed and revised by the Regional Forester in June, 
1991. This list is dynamic. As new information becomes available, species can be added or deleted upon 
approval of the Regional Forester. 

LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PIAN 

Currently, the Forest Pian mas a management standard providing general guidance for wildlife and fish 
habitat management on National Forest lands (FP, 230,C-1(1)). While sensitive species are not specifically 
mentioned, this general guidance can be interpreted to encompass the sensitive species program. 

The long range goal (see Forest Plan p. 2-2) of the Forest Plan in terms of wildlife management is to 'promote 
high quallty, wildlife, and fish habitat to insure a desired mixture of welldistributed species and numbers for 
public benefit ..: 

Objectlves that support this goal (see Forest Plan p. 2-5) are: 'Management will emphasize ... the maintenance 
of current populations of ... coldwater fish throughout the Forest. Programs will also be conducted to provide 
for ... viable populations of other existing wildlife and fish species.' 

There are no goals and objectives that specifically address sensitive plants. However, Management Standard 
N-2 (see Forest Plan p. 248) was developed to address the needs of rare plants that were identified during 
the development of the Forest Plan, and that they may require special consideration in land management to 
maintain diversity within the species gene pool. As stated above Management Standard C-1 (1) provides 
direction for wildlife and fish habitat which includes sensitive wildlife and fish species. 

Based on the Forest Plan goals, objectives, and management standards, viable populations of all species 
would be maintained across the Forest, and Fotest populations would contribute to a viable Regional 
population. 

Because the Sensitive Species program was inititat sd after the completion of the Forest Plan and the signing 
of the Record of Decision, the Forest Plan contains no expectation specifically addressing Sensitiie Species. 
The exception is some plant species that were addressed as rare plants in Management Standard N-2 
became Sensitive Species. Although the term sensitive species was not used, the desired future condition 
does state that wildlife populations should not change on both the Rocky Mountain and Jefferson Divisions 
in the first decade a d  into the fifth decade (see Forest Plan pp. 2-18 to 2-21). 

Even though the Forest Plan states that viable populations will be maintained, no monitoring has been 
developed to aid in this effort for Sensitive Species. 

Currently, the Forest Service Manual provides the direction for management of sensitive species. Under the 
FSM 2672.1 'There must be no impacts to sensitive species without an analysis of the significance of adverse 
effects on the populations, its habitat, and on the viability of the species as a whole. It is essential to establish 
population viability objectives when making decisions that would significantly reduce sensitive species 
numbers.' It is difficult to determine population viability because the necessary inventory to determine the 
extent of the populations is lacking. 



Lacking an adequate population inventory, the most effective method of ensuring Forest Management 
Practices do not move a species toward Federal listing is to defer or modify the project so no adverse impacts 
occur. This strategy would result in reducing outputs projected in the Fcrest Plan. 

Although no specific standards providing direction for Sensitive Species appear in the Forest Plan, a 
connection between the Forest Plan and Forest Service Manual direction is provided (Standards C-1 (1) and 
N-2). Adding Forest plan standards would not change the Forest's current process for implementing deci- 
sions. However, Forest Plan standards would heighten the importance of the Sensitive Species program. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

The Forest proposes to add goals, objectives, standards, and monitoring items to the Forest Plan to add 
emphasis to the Sensitive Species program. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatlve A: The No-Action Alternative would defer a change in the Forest Plan until the 1 @year revision. 
- 

Alternatlve B: Add the following goals, objectives, standards, and monitoring items to the Forest Plan: 

Goal: Add 'Give special emphasis to Sensitive Species (plant, animal, and fish) management', at the 
end of Goal Statement 3 (FP p. 2-2). 

Forest-Wlde Objectlve: Add 'Emphasis in the Sensitive Species program (plant, animal, and fish) will 
center on gathering inventory data and providing coordination with other programs to insure mainte- 
nance of Sensitive Species populations.' (FP p. 2-5) 

Standards: Add the words 'Sensitive Species' to the existing Management Standards C-2(2), C-2(4) 
and C-2(11) (FP pp. 232 to 234). 

Delete existing Standard N-2 (FP 248). 

Add a new standard C-2(13) that states, 7here are sensitive plants, as listed by the Regional Forester, 
of limited distribution that occur on the Forest and may require special consideration in land manage- 
ment to maintain diversity within the species gene pool. Assessments of suitable habitats for sensitive 
plants will be conducted before surface disturbing activities are permitted., 

Monitoring Items: Add monitoring item C-14 Sensitive Wildlife and Fish, and monitoring item C-I5 . 
Sensitive Plant Program. 

C-14 Sensitive Wlldllfe It Fish 

Failure to record any information within a two year period. 
ies on the Forest. Monitor annual 
wildlife 8 fish habitat and species 



C-15 Sensltlve Plant Program 

Determine dlstribution of sensitive plants on 
the Forest. Conduct demographic monitor- 
ing 8 taxonomic studies-=to assess popula- 
tion viability. 

Annually Failure to record any information in a two year period. 

+ 

I VARlABlLlTY (+/-) WiilCH WOULD INITlATE FURTHER 
NALUATION 

OUTPUT, MANAQEMENT PRESCRIPTION, 1 EFFECTS TO BE MEASURED 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The additional goal, objective, standards, and monitoring items have no environmental consequences. The 
Forest is currently operating under the manual direction and tradeoffs may have to be made to consider the 
effects on sensitive species. The amendment adds information to the Forest Plan and keeps it current with 
management direction. The selected alternative is ARernatlve B. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. lMO(f), 36 CFR 219,10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 
outputs for the Forest. 

REVIEW PERIOD 

Following receipt of this amendment there will be a 30 day review and comment period. Please send any 
comments to Lewis and Clark Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great Falls, Montana 59403, by 
September 7, 1993. 1 will use any comments received during the review period to finalize the amendment. 
Copies of the final amendment will be sent to all respondents. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of this 
decision must he fully consistent with 36 CFR 21 7.9, 'Content of Notice of Appear including the reasons for 
appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula, Montana 
59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the Great Falls Tribune 
newspaper. It is anticipated that the publication date will be October 12, 1993. 

JOHN D. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 
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PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to amend the Forest Plan to include a more specific Forest- 
wide objective and glossary item, for cave management. In addition, include Forest-wide Management 
Standards for caves under Special Areas N. These additions would ensure the forest is in compliance with 
the 1988 Federal Cave Resources Protection Act. 

BACKGROUND 

The origin of the cave amendment is two-fold: (1) passage of the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 
1988 (F CRPA) and (2) existing Forest Plan direction for caves is limited to only one Forest-wide management 
standard. The FCRPA was passed two years after the implementation of the Forest Plan. The purposes of 
the Act and legislative direction are not addressed in the Plan. The second origin of the amendment extends 
beyond the FCRPA. Existing Forest Plan direction does not provide enough management direction for caves. 

1. New Law: Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 . 

The Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 provides specific authority to protect cave resourc- 
es on federal lands. The policy of this Act establishes that '...Federal lands be managed in a manner 
which protects and maintains, to the extent practical, significant caves.'(Section 2(c)) 

The two purposes of the Act are: 

(1) to secure, protect, and preserve significant caves on Federal lands for the perpetual use, 
enjoyment, and benefit of all people; and, 

(2) to foster increased cooperation and exchange of information between governmental authorities 
and those who utilize caves located on Federal lands for scientific, education, or recreational 
purposes. (Section 2(b)(l) (2)) 

This Act recognizes that significant caves on Federal lands are an invaluable and irreplaceable part of 
the Nation's natural heritage; and in some instances, these significant caves are threatened due to 
improper use, increased recreational demand, urban spread, and a lack of specific statutory protection. 
(Section 2 (a)(1)(2)) 

In addition to the findings, purposes, and policy of the FCRPA, the Act includes the following direction: 

* identification of the significant caves on federal lands (Section 4(b)(1)) 

* regulation or restriction of use of significant caves, as appropriate (Section 4(b)(3)) 

entering into volunteer management agreements with persons of the scientific and recreational 
caving community; (Section 4(b)(3)) 

* imposing the confidentiality of information concerning nature and location of significant caves 
(may not be made available to the public under section 552, title 5, USC) unless the disclosure of 
such information would further the purposes of the FCRPA and would not create a substantial risk 
of harm, theft, or destruction of such cave. (Section 5(a)) 



issuing permits for the collection and removal of cave resources (Section 6(a)) 

* Prohibited acts and criminal penalties (Section 7) and civil penalties (Section 8) 

2. Caves and their Associated Values 

To understand why the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act was passed, a brief review of caves and 
their associated values is warranted. 

Caves are valuable for a variety of reasons, from recreation to scientific study. As resources, caves, their 
features, and contents are extremely fragile. A common feature of all caves is that they are essentially 
nonrenewable resources. Cave resources can not be repaired, replaced, or rejuvenated. Once de- 
stroyed they are lost forever. 

While some of the contents in caves (Le. cultural, paleontological, threatened and endangered species) 
are protected under federal laws, other values were not afforded protection. While the understanding 
of cave ecosystem management is still in its infancy, contemporary research acknowledges surface and 
sub-surface impacts which can act to degrade or destroy caves and their contents. The FCRPA is the 
first federal law recognizing caves and their associated values as a whole 'invaluable' and 'irreplaceable' 
resource. 

LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PLAN 

1. Existing Forest Pian Direction 

The passage of the FCRPA occurred after the completion of the Forest Plan. This law requires consider- 
ation of significant cave resources and requires that they be managed in a manner which protects and 
maintains, to the extent practical. Current Forest Plan direction does not ensure that caves will be 
considered under the mandate of this law. While the FCRPA does not require an amendment or revision 
of the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan, an amendment would best meet its intent and provide consistent 
Forest-Wide interpretation and application. 

Current Forest Plan direction for caves states: 

Forest-Wide Management Standard A-6 (Special Interest Areas) states 'Inventory and manage, but 
do not publicly identify, special interest areas which need protection. These areas include caves, 
areas with rare or unusual vegetation, and other special sites.' (FP, p. 2-26) 

2. Existing Cave Resource Situation 

There are approximately 90 reported or rumored cave locations (one location can have more than one 
cave) identified in a publicly distributed book, Caves of Montana, by Newell Campbell. This number 
exceeds all oth& Northern Region Forests combined. These caves are located on all four Districts 
specifically within the Rocky Mountains, Little Belts, Big Snowies, Crazies, and Castles. Some of the 
caves listed in this book have had their surface locations ground-truthed. Approximately 15 cave 
locations are known by at least one Forest Service empleyee and an additional 5 to 10 cave locations 
are known by local cavers. 

Based on ground-truthing, data from cavers, and reported locations in Caves of Montana, the approxi- 
mately number of non-wilderness caves per Management Area are as follows: MA A-(1); MA 8-(17); MA 
C-(3); MA E-(9); MA F-(37); MA G-(9); MA H-(6); MA l-(l); MA N-(1); MA 0-(1); MA Q-(2) (NOTE: a few 
cave locations were reported in two management areas since it was impossible to determine their exact 
location). 
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In addition, caves are also being located that are not disclosed in Caves of Montana. Geologically, there 
are many unexplored areas on the Forest that are conducive to having caves. 

3. Existing FCRPA Direcrion 

To date, final FCRPA regulations issued jointly by the USDA and USDl and changes to FSM 2356 
reflecting the FCRPA have not been completed. Washington Office and Northern Region direction have 
reminded Forests to integrate the FCRPA into project-level analyses. Some Forests have amended their 
plans to better reflect FCRPA direction while others incorporated direction as part of their final plan. 

As it relates to Forest Planning, the FCRPA includes two sections: 

a. Ensure that significant caves are considered in the preparation or implementation of any land 
management plan if the preparation or revision of the plan began after the enactment of this Act 
(Section 4(c)(l)); and 

b. Nothing in this Act shall require the amendment or revision of any land management plan, the 
preparation of which began prior to the enactment of this Act (Section 9(b)). 

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 

The Forest proposes to include a more specific Forest-wide objective and glossary item, for cave manage- 
ment. In addition, include Forest-wide Management Standards for caves. These additions would ensure the 
forest is in compliance with the 1988 Federal Cave Resources Protection Act. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatlve A: No change to the Forest Plan, continue with the one Forest-wide standard A-6. 

Without more specific direction, the Forest cannot ensure the requirements under FCRPA have been met. 

Alternatlve 6: Amend the Forest Plan to iriclude a more specific Forest-wide objective and a glossary item. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Delete reference to "caves' under Forest-Wlde Management Standard A-6. 

Add the followlng Forest-Wide Objective for Caves: 

To the extent practicable, protect and preserve non-renewable cave resources so their scientific, 
aesthetic, and recreational values do not decline. The majority of caves on the Forest will be managed 
as sensitive or undeveloped caves with limited visitation. A few caves will encourage public access as 
shown on Forest travel maps, trail signs, or District literature but will still offer a 'wild' or undeveloped 
caving experience. Many caves will be protected for research or educational opportunities associated 
with resource attributes.' 

.. . Add a glossary definition for caves: 

'Cave as defined by FCRPA is 'any naturally occurring void, cavity, recess, or system of interconnected 
passages which occurs beneath the surface of the earth or within a cliff or ledge and which is large 
enough to permit an individual to enter, whether or not the entrance is naturally formed or man-made. 
Such term shall include any natural pit, sinkhole, or other feature which is an extension of the entrance.'" 

Alternative C: Amend the Forest Plan to include a more specific Forest-wide objective and glossary item, 
as in Alternative B. In addition, Include Forest-wlde Management Standards for caves under Speclal Areas 



N. Since caves are scattered across the forest in high numbers (as are Research Natural Areas and Rare 
Plants), the following specific standards for cave management could easily be inserted as N3, under Special 
Areas (FP, p 249): 

N-3(1): Caves will be managed as required by the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 
and its implementing regulations. In general, this includes: (1) managing caves in a manner that protects 
and maintains, to the extent practicable, significant caves; (2) fostering increased cooperation and 
exchange of information with those utilizing caves for scientific, education, or recreational purposes; and 
(3) not releasing a cave's location to the public unless it would further the purposes of the Act and would 
not create a substantial risk of harm, theft, or destruction of such cave. 

N-3(2): Inventory, map, and evaluate caves. Inventory includes the underground resources but also 
considers a cave's interaction with its surface surrounds. Encourage partnerships with cavers, research- 
ers, and interested publics to inventory and map caves. Inventory data collection requires an interdisci- 
plinary effort of resource specialists. 

Inventory will not include any collection of any cave feature by any individual or group without a permit 
authorized by the Forest Supervisor. 

Cave inventory will include scientific and recreational values. Inventory should include visits at more than 
cne time of the year to consider the seasonal changes (Le. ice speleothems, water concentrations, cave 
fatma like bats). Biological inventory must recognize that small and inconspicuous invertebrate animals 
contribute a large part of a cave's biological importance. This includes plant and animal communities 
in and adjacent to the cave entrance. Individual cave management plans may be developed based on 
the inventory findings. 

N-3(3): Caves, sinkholes, and other connected geological features will be protected based on their 
resource values and classification. Using inventory information which identifies resource values, devel- 
op a cave classification system that manages caves and their contents into different management 
strategies. Management strategies should include delineating some caves for public access and others 
for protection and preservation of sensitive or pristine resources and/or scientific study which limits or 
excludes general public access. 

N-3(4): Caves where public access is encouraged or directed should be managed under an individual 
cave management plan. Plan contents should include but not be limited to: search and rescue consider- 
ations, visitor use including cave register maintenance and monitoring trends, monitoring human use 
and the relationship to cave attributes, management actions such as seasonal restrictions to protect 
bats or other fauna, area closures etc. 

N-3(5): Prior to ground-disturbing activities, caves within the project area should be identified, invento- 
ried, mapped and evaluated. Since caves are non-renewable resources, the following measures will 
minimize or protect - caves and/or their contents: 

a. Trees will not be harvested in a 150 to 200 foot radius around cave entrances and important 
infeeder drainages. There will be no ground disturbing activities on slopes steeper than 30 degrees 
adjacent to cave entrances. Tree harvest or removal outside this radius will ensure that trees are 
directionally felled away from the entrance. 

b. Clearcutting should be prohibited within 250 feet of the entrance to caves with sensitive or 
significant populations of bats. A 150 to 200 foot wide forested corridor between the entrance d 
these caves and the nearest foraging area should be maintained. 



C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

1. 

Road construction or reconstruction shall ensure designs that do not visually open new views of 
a cave entrance, establish pull-outs or parking areas near a cave, or encourage increased use of 
an existing trail that may lead to a cave if the cave is not being managed for public access. 

Any surface activity will not divert surface drainage into a cave or its connected features (e.g. 
sinkhole, fissure, drainage). 

Cave entrances will not be used as disposal sites for slash, spoils, or other refuse. 

Management activities will not be permitted within any area draining into a cave if they may affect 
the cave ecosystem with sedimentation, soil sterilization, the addition of chemicals, including 
pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers, or change the cave's natural hydrology. 

Recognize that blasting and other surface management activities can result in detrimental disturb- 
ance of cave-roosting bats. Seasonal closures prohibiting construction or visitation to the cave 
may be required-to maintain these populations. 

Drilling is not allowed over known caves. If previousty undiscovered caves are encountered during 
drilling operations, then reasonable precautions will be taken to protect the cave. This includes 
sealing the casing above and below the cave to prevent air flow and water leakage. 

Controlled seismic surveys requiring explosives or other similar techniques are not to be conduct- 
ed over or close enough to known caves to create unnatural disturbances. 

N-3(6): Known caves and associated geological features with high resource values may be consid- 
ered for withdrawal from mineral entry. 

In addition to the new N 3  standards, a Cave Management Process package would be developed. This 
package would be handled as a stand-alone document providing more specific process guidance on cave 
management. Several of these process packages have been developed on the Forest in the past. Some have 
been inserted into the Forest Plan appendix, others have been prepared as separate documents and never 
formalty linked to the Forest Plan. The Cave Managment Process package, along with previously developed 
process documents (Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidance, Rocky Mountain Front Wildlife Guidelines, Elk 
Logging Guidelines, Snag Management Guidelines), would be assembled into a Forest guidance package 
titled 'The Lewis and Clark Approach.' The following items should be considered in the cave management 
process package: 

0 Cave locations will not be published or distributed to the public as specified under the Federal Cave 
Resources Protection Act and the Freedom of Information Act. Exchanged information with partners will 
not be made public if it could lead to the degradation of sensitive caves. Any request for a cave location 
must be coordinated through the Forest Cave Coordinator and approved by the Forest Supervisor. 
Other resource information, such as cultural resources and threatened and endangered species data, 
may be exempt onder the Freedom of Information Act. 

0 Make accessible information on cave safely and conservation practices to interested individuals and 
groups. This includes existing brochures from the National Speleological Society, American Cave 
Conservation Association, and other groups. 

0 A permit must be issued by the Forest Supervisor for anyone to collect and remove any resource 
from a cave. m e  request for a permit must include the time, scope, location, and specific purpose of 
the proposed collection, removal or associated activity, and how the collection will occur. 



0 Emphasize enforcement of laws protecting caves from collectors and vandals. 

Atternatlve D: This solution is identical to Alternative C with one exceptiw. Standard N3(5) would contain 
only a general statement. The remaining items (a-i) would be included in the Cave Management Process 
Package titled, 'The Lewis and Clark Approach,' as discussed in Alternative C. Standard N3(5) would be 
wriien: 

N-3(5): Prior to ground-disturbing activities, caves within the project area should be evaluated to 
determine the effects that the proposed action would have on the cave structure and its ecosystem. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The 'no action' alternative (Atternative A) would not ensure compliance with the FCRPA Alternative B, while 
providing more direction than currently in the Forest Plan, is also considered inadequate. Standard N3(5) 
suggested under Alternative C is too specific and more process-related than necessary for inclusion in the 
Forest Plan. While the general statement written for standard N3(5) in Alternative D will probably not affect 
the Forest as a whole, it will require design specifications at the site-specific level - especially road 
reconstruction/construction. Drainages that feed into caves are very important to maintaining Cave ecosys- 
tems. Analyses will require hydrological surveys to determine how the drainage patterns fit with a specific 
cave. 

Atternatlve D is the selected alternative because it provides sufficient direction to meet the intent of the 
FCRPA and the flexibility to allow changes to be made to the process package without requiring a Forest Plan 
amendment. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. l64O(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 
outputs for the Forest. 

REVIEW PERIOD 

Following receipt of this amendment there will be a 30 day review and comment period. Please send any 
comments to Lewis and Clark Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great Falls, Montana 59403, by 
September 7, 1993. I will use any comments received during the review period to finalize the amendment. 
Copies of the final amendment will be sent to all respondents. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of this 
decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 21 7.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the reasons for 
appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula, Montana 
59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the Great Falls Tribune 
newspaper. It is anticipated that the publication date will be October 12, 1993. 

- 

JOHN D. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 

DATE: /OH/> 93 

a 



DECISION NOTICE 

AND 

FOREST PIAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 14 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 

OCTOBER 1993 

jjwoods
Text Box
J-34



PROPOSED ACTION 

The FY 1991 monitoring report recommended that a mapping error of management situations for grizzly bear 
on the Rocky Mountain Division be corrected. The present and proposed conditions are expressed in the 
attached maps. 

When one compares the Management Situations in the Badger-Two Medicine (BADTW) BMU with the 
adjacent Management Situations in Glacier National Park and the Flathead National Forest, there appears 
to be an error in the Management Situations in the BADTW BMU. All the ground adjacent to the highway 
corridor is mapped as MS-1 with the exception of on the Lewis and Clark National Forest, which is mapped 
a~ MS-2. 

This situation does not conform to the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines guidance for mapping of 
Management Situations. MS-2 states 'Current information indicates that the area lacks distinct population 
centers; highly suitable habitat does not generally occur ... Habitat resources in Management Situation 2 
either are unnecessary for survival and recovery of the species ...' 
During the analysis for the Chevron/Fina EIS, the area along Highway 2 that borders Glacier National Park 
in the Badger-Two Medicine Bear Management Unit (designated MS-2) was discussed as an important 
travel corridor for grizzly bear as well as other ungulates. This area functions as a travel corridor for ingress 
and egress between the Park lands and National Forest System Lands. 

Correcting this mapping error will increase management situation one by 4,000 acres on the Rocky 
Mountain Ranger District to 767,959, and reduce the amount of acres in management situation two to 
zero acres. This will result in the Forest having only two management situations: MS-1 and MS3. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. 164O(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 
outputs for the Forest. 

REVIEW PERIOD 

Following receipt of this amendment there will be a 30 day review and comment period. Please send any 
comments to Lewis and Clark Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great Falls, Montana 59403, by 
September 7, 1993. I will use any comments received during the review period to finalize the amendment. 
Copies of the final amendment will be sent to all respondents. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 21 7. Any written notice of appeal of this 
decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the reasons for 
appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula, Montana 
59807, within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the Great Falls Tribune 
newspaper. It is anticipated that the publication date will be October 12, 1993. 

.--a/-<& 
JOHN D. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 

DATE /O'/2 q 3  
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PROPOSED ACTION 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest proposes to change the management area designation on 4,970 acres 
in the Spring Creek project area 

BACKGROUND 

During the Spring Creek EIS process, the Forest reallocated a portion of the project area from Management 
B to Management Area C, via Forest Plan Amendment No. 7. This reallocation involved the entire East Fork 
of Spring Creek, Fawn Creek, and a portion of the headwaters of Spring Creek. In total about 5,500 acres 
within this area are allocated to Management Area C. These lands were considered key if bull elk were to 
survive in Hunting District 540 throughout the hunting season. Maintaining this area for security would 
contribute toward meeting the goals and objectives of the State Elk Management Plan for Hunting District 540. 
If these lands are developed for timber purposes, the bul1:cow ratio and number of mature bulls would likely 
not be met. The State would probably be faced with having to institute a more restrictive hunting Season and 
reduce the total hunter days. Although the Spring Creek EIS process resulted in a reallocation of some lands 
from Management Area 6 to Management Area C, the opportunity to manage the timber resource on these 
lands is not precluded. 

LEWIS AND CLARK FOREST PIAN 

The analysis completed during the Spring Creek FEIS showed this area is habitat for a resident herd of about 
250 elk. It also provides summer range for part of the migratory herd that uses the Judith River Wildlife 
Management Area for their wintering area The East Fork of Spring Creek and Fawn Creek provide a mix of 
wet microsites, open parks, old growth stands, and closed canopy timber. This combination allows elk to 
remain in the area all summer and fall, and still escape hunters. It also allows for some elk harvest. The lack 
of roaded access and the motorized trail closures, implemented under the 1988 Travel Plan, provide the key 
elements favorable for both elk and hunter. Under these Travel Plan restrictions, the area has maintained a 
semi-primitive setting. The area is currently used by both motorized and non-motoriied recreationists. 

Although the present situation provides adequate elk security, the reallocation to Management Area C does 
not ensure these conditions will remain. This portion of the Spring Creek area could be developed. With a 
development scenario, both the State and the Forest may not be able to achieve the wildlife goals, objectives, 
and projected outputs of their respective Plans. During the analysis for the Spring Creek FEIS, the ID Team 
did consider a proposal to change the land allocation to a nondevelopment prescription. This decision was 
deferred; but a mitigation measure required the Forest to reexamine an allocation for nondevelopment during 
the 5-Year Review. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

% 

- 

The Forest proposes to change the management area prescription in the East Fork of Spring Creek (and the 
upper reaches of Spring Creek) to one that provides greater protection for elk securiity. 



ALTERNATIVES 

-~ ~ 

Area 3 

Atternatlve A: Change the prescription of the entire area from Management Area C (Wildlifeflimber) to 
Management Area F (Semi-primitive Recreation). 

Existing 
Suitable 
Acres 

260 

500 - 

Atternatlve B: Change the presciption of the entire area from Management Area C to Management Area G 
(Minimal Management). 

New 
Sultable 
Acres 

260 

500 

Alternative C: Change the prescription on 260 acres in the area between road number 189 and Daisy Peak 
from Management Area B to Management Area C. Leave the 690 acres north of Muddy Mountain in Manage- 
ment Area C. Change the remaining 4,710 acres from Management Area C to Management Area G (see Maps 
I ,  I1 and 111). 

3,700 

4,460 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternatlve A: The effect of this alternative would be removing areas from availabilrty for timber harvesting. 
A review of photographs, stand exams, soil productivity, and a sample ground review has resulted in 
identifying those areas that are suitable for timber production according to NFMA regulations. An estimated 
4.200 acres of the 5,400 acres were identified as suitable lands for timber production. Changing the Manage- 
ment Area prescription from C to F would remove this 4,200 acres from the suitable timber base, but would 
contribute to meeting the goals and objectives of the State Elk Plan. An F allocation would emphasize 
managing this area for semi-primitive recreation opportunities, as it is currently being used by recreationists. 
Therefore, recreationists would not be noticeably affected. 

- 

0 

760 

Atternative B: A Management Area G allocation would resutt in the same effects as changing the area to 
Management Area F. However, the goal of Management Area G is to maintain and protect Forest resources 
with minimal investments. This Management Area designation does not preclude management for semi- 
primitive recreation. 

Alternatlve C: If the 260 acres between road number 189 and Daisy Peak (Area 1 on Map II) are changed 
from Management Area B to Management Area C the suitable acres (all 260) would remain in the suitable 
base. If the 690 acres north of Muddy Mountain (area developed bp the Greasewood Park Timber Sale, Area 
2 on Map II) is maintained in Management Area C, the 500 suitable acres would remain in the suitable base. 
If the remaining 4,710 acres (Area 3 on Map II) are changed from Management Area C to Management Area 
G, about 3,700 suitable acres would revert to a non-developmental Management Area. Timber harvest would 
be foregone on these 3,700 acres. This would represent a 1% decrease in the Forest’s suitable base. 

Map I I  Areas 

Area 1 

Area 2 

Total 

Exlstlng 
Total 
Acres 

260 

690 

4,710 

5,660 
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The acres removed from the suitable base along with other acres removed from previous management area 
changes will result in a cumulative 4.8% decrease in suitable acres on the Forest. 

Allocatlons of Management AredAcre Changes (Forest Plan, page 3-2) 

Management Area 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area S 
Management Area T 

Total Forest Acres 
Total Acres Modified 
Suitable Acres 

1987 
Acres 

16,261 
330,838 
11 1,664 
24,456 

116,519 
352,746 
247,644 
31,778 
37,867 

9,125 
16,112 
3,281 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,225 

0 
0 

i i , i o o  

1,843,397 

282,307 

Alternatlve C is the selected alternative. 

Net Past 
Changes 

+ 13,582 
-25,666 
-1 9,856 

No change 
+7,901 
+2,767 
+8,425 
-2,283 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

+ 96 
+2,600 

+ 12,980 

-546 

65,062 
-9,874 

Current 
Acres 

29,843 
305,172 
91,808 
24,456 

124,420 
355,513 
256,069 
29,495 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
2,735 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 

12,980 

1,843,397 

272,433 

Net New 
Changes 

No Change 
-260 

4,450 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

+4,710 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
.No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

4,970 
3,700 

1993 
Acres 

29,842 
304,912 
87,358 
24,456 

124,420 
355,513 
260,779 
29,495 
37,867 
11,100 
9.1 25 

16,112 
2,735 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 

12,980 

1,843,397 

268,733 

This recommended action was selected on the basis of what has happened through past management. The 
area that will remain in Management Area C has already had a road constructed into the area and several 
harvest units have been harvested via a timber sale in the mid 1980s. The area that would be changed from 
Management Area B to Management Area C allows for a tie of common Management Areas along the north 
slope of Muddy Mountain and does not remove the area from the suitable timber base. 

The area that would be placed into Management Area G would maintain its undeveloped character and be 
managed as a large block of undeveloped ground that will serve as a large block of security habitat for 
resident elk herds and can be used for semi-primitive recreationopportunities. This new designation consoli- 
dates two adjacent areas of Management Area G with the area in the East Fork of Spring Creek-Fawn Creek 
area These other two areas were designated as such through the Spring Creek EIS (see Map I). 

- 



Assigning this area as Management Area F instead of Management Area G was not selected for the following 
reasons: 

During Forest Planning, Management Area F was used to designate large undeveloped areas that 
were being considered for Wilderness Study and were currently receiving considerable amounts of 
recreation use throughout the year. By designating the area to Management Area F the original intent 
of Management Area F in Forest Planning would not be followed. 

* The East Fork Spring Creek-Fawn Creek area currently receives higher recreation use only during ttw 
fail hunting season, whereas the other Management Area F areas on the Forest receive high uses of 
recrea?ion during the summer months as well as the fall .period. 

N '3 N -SI G N I F I CANT AM EN D M E NT 

This amendmen? does not Iesult in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. l64O(f ) ,  36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 
cjuiputs for the Forest. 

REVIEW PERIOD 

Following receipt of this amendment there will be a 30 day review and comment period. Please send any 
comments to Lewis and Clark Forest Supervisor, Post Office Box 869, Great Falls, Montana 59403. I will use 
any comments received during the review period to finalize the amendment. Copies of the final amendment 
will be sent to all respondents. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Any written notice of appeal of this 
decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 21 7.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the reasons for 
appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula, Montana 
53507. within 45 days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the Great Falls Tribune 
;lewspaper. It is anticipated that the publication date will be October 12, 1993. 

-e- --..-.-- 
4 -. A L L  c-..3-FIcr. 

JOHN D. GORMAN 
Forest Supervisor 

DATE: /o - /a 
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MAP I11 

NEW MANAGEMENT AREA SPRING CREEK 
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DECISION 

. It is my decision to select Alternative FP-2 to amend the Lewis and Clark Land and Resource Pian (Forest 
Plan) by changing the management area designation on 27,909 acres in the Smokey-Corridor project area 
and 1,957 acres in the Rocky Mountain High Ski Area. This change will require creating a new management 
area (Management Area S). The Smokey-Corridor Timber Sales Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final 
EIS) provides the environmental analysis for this decision. 

BACKGROUND 

The National Forest land within the Lewis and Clark National Forest has been divided into 19 management 
areas, each with different management goals, resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, pages 3-1 and 
3-2). In reviewing management area suitability in the Smokey-Corridor project area, the ID Team found that 
in several instances, on-the-ground conditions did not fit with the management area goals as identified in the 
Forest Plan (Forest Plan, pages 3-3 to 3-43). See Map 11-1 and Table 1 for the management area changes. 
The current mangagement areas are shown on Map 1-1. - 

Management Area A has high scenic values along US. Highway 89 and from Showdown Ski Area. 
During the development of the Forest Plan, Management Area A was created based on the Visual 
Inventory mapping conducted for the Plan. Types of management activities and intensity of those 
activities were limited in those areas to address visual concerns (Forest Plan, page 8-98). During the 
Smokey-Corridor analysis the area visible from US. Highway 89 and from Showdown Ski Area was 
mapped using a computerized program called perspective plot. This mapping was then field checked 
by the Landscape Architect. This work provided a much more accurate map than was used in the 
Forest Plan. The new map was reviewed by the ID Team and the foreground and middle ground 
viewing areas will be included in Management Area A. Areas currently in Management Area A that 
could not be seen from these viewpoints will be moved into adjacent management areas. These 
changes will result in a 12,339 acre increase in Management Area A. 

Management Area B is the general timberhange lands. The change from Management Area B to C in 
the Coxcombe Butte area is because these primarily unsuitable timber lands will provide better 
management of wildlife habitat along the low elevation private/National Forest interface. An adjustment 
in the boundary near the North Fork of the Musselshell Roadless Arsa will move the narrow east-west 
timber stands which are adjacent to private lands from Management Area B to Management Area F. 
The change from Management Area B to F in the Higgins Park area is because the majority of the area 
is unsuitable for timber management. The change to Management Area F will permit better manage- 
ment of vehicles and decrease user-created roads on open park hill sides which contain erodible soils 
and vegetation that recovers slowly from physical disturbance. Some lands currently in Management 
Area B will be moved to Management Area H in keeping with developed recreation management. 
These changes will result in a 16,678-acre decrease in Management Area B. 

Management Area E is big game winter range. The change from Management Area E to F corrects an 
apparent mapping error which showed Management Area E in Spur Park and the upper North Fork 
of the Musselshell area at the top of the mountain. Management Area F is the correct designation. 
These changes will result in a 864-acre decrease in Management Area E. 

Management Area H includes developed recreation sites such as campgrounds, ski areas, recreation 
residences and the land adjacent to all of these sites. The ID Team found that there is a difference in 
the management of the ski area and other recreation sites included in Management Area H. The ski 
area and adjacent winter sports area will be split out of Management Area H and a new management 
area emphasizing developed winter recreation will be created. This new management area, Manage- 
ment Area s, will also include the ski area on the Rocky Mountain District. These changes will result 
in a 7,991 -acre decrease in Management Area H. 
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As part of their Master Planning, Ski Lift, Inc. has also proposed that the area around the Showdown 
Ski Area be expanded to provide for a broader base of winter recreation. Part of this expansion is within 
the Smokey-Corridor project area. The ID Team has reviewed this proposed change and through the 
Kings Hill Ranger District has negotiated some modification of the Ski lift, Inc. proposal. In keeping 
with the developed winter use in this area, this area will be added to the new Management Area S (see 
Appendix A). 

Management Area H provides a prescription for management of developed recreation opportunities 
while maintaining other resource values. Management policy for Special Interest Areas is very similar, 
but emphasizes the protection and management of the unique values of the specific site (FSM 
2372.03). A decision to designate the Jumping Creek Botanical SIA is consistent with the goals of 
Management Area H. 

The ID Team recognized that some lands currently in Management Area H could be managed for 
scheduled timber harvest as long as visual values were protected. They recommended that these 
lands be changed to Management Area A. - 

2 







7 Reallocate to 
Sc,e n i c "A" 

+ 17,804 

-1 6,437 

-352 

-1,015 

Reallocate to Reallocate to Reallocate to Reallocate to Reallocate Reallocate 
Timber "B" Wildlife "C" Semi-primitive Recreation to Ski to 

" F " I' H 'I Area "S" Riparian 
nRii 

I 

-3,020 -1,924 -364 -1 52 -5 

+3,032 -736 -1,429 -1,108 

-7 +2,660 
~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ 

-864 

+2,293 

+ 1,472 -49 1 

-5 +5 

+ 643 

14,977 

43,887 

8,453 

Mgt 
Area 

5,946 

1,542 

Current Forest 
Plan Allocation 

1,263 

+T- 
Total I 76,932' 

TABLE 1 

Current Management Areas and Recommended Changes 

I RECOMMENDED CHANGES 1 
Proposed Forest 
Plan Allocation 

27,316 

27,209 

10,754 

1 1,508 

1,263 -+ 
1 76,9322 

1 

2 
Based on January 1992 TSMRS computer runs (Ft. Collins). 
Based on March 13, 1992 TSMRS ORACLE computer runs. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives to changing management areas as recommended by the ID Team are as follows: 

FP-1 Make No Change in the management area designation. Continue with the current Forest 
Plan management area designation (see Table 1). 

Change.management area designation as recommended by the ID Team (see Table 1). FP-2 

FP-3 Change the management area designation to other management emphasis. 

FP-4 Delay any management area changes until the 10-1 5-year Forest Plan revision. 

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The proposed changes willgreatly facilitate the management for those areas involved. The new man- 
agement direction will be consistent with similar type lands on the Forest. Overall, there will no additional 
environmental effects beyond those described in the Forest Plan €IS. Only the number of acres will 
change. Effects on other resources and programs will be minor. Those lands which are suitable for 
timber production will be managed for a sustained yield of timber products (Management Areas A, B 
and C) and those lands where other values are high will be managed accordingly (Management Areas 
F and H). Creating a new management area for winter recreation areas, Management Area S, will 
eliminate some of the conflicts in the management direction with summer recreation that now exists. 

Management Area A, the highly visible lands (foreground and middleground) along U.S. Highway 
89, a National Scenic Byway, and from Showdown Ski Area will gain 12,339 acres. This change 
is a result of more accurate mapping of the viewing area and meets the intent of the Forest Plan 
to manage such lands for their scenic values. There will be little effect on suitable forest acres 
and no effect on the allowable sale quantity (ASQ). Areas currently in Management Area A (4,944 
acres) that can not be seen from these viewpoints will be moved into adjacent Management Areas 
B and C. Acres currently in Management Area A (521 acres) will be moved into more appropriate 
management areas (H, R, and S). 

Management Area B, the general timber/range lands will lose 16,678 acres. Most of the acres, 
16,437, will be moved into Management Area A. An adjustment in the boundary near the Nonh 
Fork of the Musselshell Roadless Area will move 310 acres from Management Area 6 to Manage- 
ment Area F to eliminate the narrow east-west timber stands from scheduled timber harvest. The 
change of 1,119 acres from Management Area B to F in the Higgins Park area permits better 
management of vehicles and impromptu roads on open park hillsides which contain erodible 
soils and vegetation that recovers slowly from physical disturbance. The change of 736 acres 
from Management Area B to C in the Coxcombe Butte area provides better management of 
wildlife habitat along the low elevation private/National Forest interface. The change of 1,108 
acres from Mgnagement Area B to Management Area H is in keeping with developed recreation 
management. The majority of these areas are unsuitable for timber management. Some 3,020 
acres that are currently into Management Area A, that cannot be seen will be moved in Manage- 
ment Area B. 

Management Area C, the timbedwildlife lands will gain 2,301 acres. As discussed above, these 
acres will come from Management Areas A and 8. The change provides a higher degree of 
management for important summer elk habitat. 
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Management Area E, big game winter range will lose 864 acres. The change of 864 acres from 
Management Area E to F corrects a mapping error which showed Management Area E in Spur 
Park and the upper North Fork of the Musselshell area at the top of the mountain. 

Management Area F ,  semi-primitive recreation, will gain 2,293 acres; 1,429 acres from Manage- 
ment Area B and 864 acres from Management Area E. 

Management Area H, includes developed recreation sites such as campgrounds, recreation 
residents and the land adjacent to all of these sites. There will be a shift of lands between 
Management Areas A, B, and H with the shift of 491 acres to Management Area S in the project 
area, as well as 1,957 acres shifted to Management Area S in the Rocky Mountain High Ski Area 
(Rocky Mountain Ranger District). 

Management Area S includes the proposed 643 acre Showdown Ski Area and adjacent winter 
sports area. About 491 acres were split out of Management Area H and 152 acres came from 
Management Area A. The majority of these areas are unsuitable for timber management. The 
change places more emphasis on winter recreation. This new management area will also include 
the ski area on the_ Rocky Mountain District. 

Together, the proposed changes in management areas will reduce the suitable forest land (those acres 
managed on a scheduled basis for timber production) by 1,840 acres. This equates to about 3% of the 
total suitable forest land currently in the Smokey-Corridor project area (54,025 acres). While this 
reduction will result in less scheduled timber harvest in the Smokey-Corridor project area (about 12 
acres/year or 100 MBF/year), it will have little effect on the Forest’s overall timber program. 

Alternative FP-I, No Change - Leaving the management areas as they are will not provide for the 
needed management and protection for the area involved. For example, Management Area A are the 
highly visible lands. By not changing the management area designation, some 17,804 acres will not be 
managed to maintain these values. Likewise, some 4,944 unseen acres will be managed at a higher VQO 
than is necessary. While the changes in management area designations are not necessary to implement 
the proposed action or alternatives, the changes provides better overall resource management. Land 
will be managed as envisioned under the Forest Plan. 

Alternative FP-3, Changing the Management Area to some other designation - The Lewis and Clark 
Forest Plan identified 19 management areas with some specific direction for each management area. 
Some management areas, have been set through law (wilderness), some by the Chief of the Forest 
Service (Experimental Forest, Research National Area), while others were established by the Forest. 
While there could be other management area designations for the proposed changes, the recommend- 
ed changes best meet the intent of the Forest P Ian and facilitate improved resource management as 
described. 
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Alternative FP-4 Oelayinq Any Management Area Changes until the 10-1 5-year Forest Plan Revi- 
sion -This will only delay management area changes which are needed to keep the Forest Plan current. 

Cumulative Effects: Ground truthing and site-specific analysis conducted during implementation of the 
Forest Plan has resulted in land allocation adjustments totaling 38,738 acres. Another 29,866 acres are 
proposed for change under the Srnokey-Corridor €6. Together, these figures represent about a 4% 
change in land allocation and are considered a minor modification. Table 2 shows the net management 
area changes made in the Forest Plan and the changes made by the Smokey-Corridor analysis. 

Overall, the proposed changes in management areas along with the current changes will reduce the 
suitable forest land by 9,874 acres (new suitable acres, 272,433). This reduction equates to about 3% 
of the total suitable forest land identified in the Forest Plan for timber production (282,307 acres). Such 
a small change will not affect the annual allowable sale quantity (12.1 MMBF), nor would it have much 
effect on the long-term sustained yield capacity of the Forest (23.8 MMBF). 

TABLE 2 
Allocations of Management AreaJAcre Changes 

- 
Management Area 

_ _  ~ ~~ ~ 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area S 
Management Area T 

Total Forest Acres 

1 (Forest Plan, p. 3-2) 

b 

1987 
Acres - 
16,261 

330,838 
11 1,664 
24,456 

116,519 
352,746 
247,644 
31,778 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
3,281 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,225 

0 
0 

1,843,397 

Net 
Changed 

Acres 

+ 1,243 
-8,988 

-22,157 
No change 

+8,765 
+474 

+ 8,425 
-292 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

+ 96 
0 

+ 12,980 

-546 

Current 
Acres 

1 7,504 
321,850 
89,507 
24,456 

125,284 
353,220 
256,069 
31,486 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
2,735 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 

0 
12,980 

1,843,397 

Net 
Proposed 
Changes 

+ 12,339 
-1 6,678 
+2,301 

No Change 

+2,293 
No Change 

-1,991 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

+2,600 
No Change 

-864 

1993 
Acres 

~~ 

29,843 
305,172 

24,456 
124,420 
355,513 
256,069 
29,495 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
2,735 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 

12,980 

1,843,397 

91,808 
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NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. 1640(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantly alter the multiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 
outputs for the Forest. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is not necessary to implement any of the management practices as described in the Record 
of Decision for the the Smokey-Corridor Timber Sales. Therefore, the decision to amend the Forest Plan is 
subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Any written notice of appeal of this decision must 
be fully consisrent with 36 CFR 21 7.9, "Content of Notice of Appeal" including the reasons for appeal and must 
be filed with: Regional Forester, Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula. Montana, 59807, within 45 
days from the date of publication of notice in the legal section of the Great Falls Tribune newspaper. It is 
anticipated that the publication date will be February 7, 1994. This date will coincide with the Record of 
Decision for the Smokey Corridor Timber Sales Final EIS. 

CONTACT PERSON 

For additional information concerning this decision please contact Craig Cowie, ID Team Leader, Kings Hill 
Ranger District, 204 W. Folsom, Box A, White Sulphur Springs, Montana, 59645, (406) 547-3361. 

>/LC JOHN D. GORMAN 

Forest Supervisor 

DATE: January 28, 1994 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS MANAGEMENT AREA S 

MANAGEMENT AREA S 

Description 

Management Area S (2,600 acres; 0.1 percent). 

Management Area S includes two downhill ski areas, Showdown and 
Rocky Mountain High, Kings Hill Snowmobile Area, and the adjacent 
winter recreation attractions and facilities. 

Goal Provide winter recreation opportunities supported by public and 
private developments while maintaining other resource values. 

In addition to the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter II, the following applies: 
~~~ ~ 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreation - 
Dispersed (AP2a) ’ 

Improvements (AP3c) 

Developed (AD2) 

Development (AD3) 

Setting 

Visual Quality Objectives 
a 

Wildlife 
Operation, Protection, and 
Maintenance (CW2c) 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings and existing recreation im- 
provements and administer recreation special-use permits to pro- 
mote winter recreation activities and opportunities. 

Improvements may consist of winter sport facilities, day use areas 
(occupancy spots), shelters, visitor information services, signing, 
trailheads, parking facilities, and sanitation facilities. 

Manage developed winter recreation sites. Prepare recreation 
plans for the two areas and administer recreation special uses. 
Manage trees to complement winter recreation opportunities. 

Create new winter developed recreation sites and expand and 
improve existing sites. 

The recreation setting is rural. The rural setting is a substantially 
modified environment. Resource modification and use is primarily 
to enhance recreation and to maintain vegetative cover and soil. 
Interaction between users is moderate to high. 

The VQO for the ski areas will be modification, as viewed from within 
the ski areas and from the access highway or roads to the ski areas. 
This requires that management activities, while being allowed to 
dominate the original landscape where necessary, must borrow 
from naturally established form, line, color, and texture so com- 
pletely that its visual characteristics are compatible with the natural 
surroundings. 

Minimize impacts on wildlife habitat. 

Management Area Direction 
3 ,  
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RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Range 
Administration (DR2c) 

Structural Improvements (DR3e) 

Structural Improvements (DR3g) 

Nonstructural Improvements 
(DR3a) 

Timber 
Unprogrammed (ET2) 

Soil and Water 
Protection (FW2a) 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Administer existing range permits and administrative pastures, 
monitor range use, and cooperate with permittees in maintaining 
existing range improvements (improvements will normally be re- 
placed on a 20-year schedule). Prepare range allotment plans or 
other plans involving range management, on a 20-year schedule. 
Continue to use and develop range agreements with other agen- 
cies or landowners. Priority for funding will be low. 

In areas without established livestock use, allow grazing for vegeta- 
tion manipulation, fuel management, and other resource- 
generated purposed, as needed, to maintain or enhance other 
primary resource values. 

Build/rebuild improvements (fences, water developments) to im- 
prove livestock distribution and/or to maintain existing AUMs, in 
response to other resource values (wildlife, recreation, timber). 

Buildhebuild fences to exclude livestock from developed recreation 
sites. Design fences to blend with the natural setting. 

Cooperate closely with other Federal and State agencies, individu- 
als, contractors, and permittees to control noxious weed and pest 
infestations. 

Harvest unprogrammed amounts of forest products WQcluding 
Christmas trees, firewood, ornamentals, and miscellaneous wood 
products through administrative use, free use, permits, salvage, 
and sanitation cutting, while maintaining or enhancing winter recre- 
ation opportunities. 

Small scale regeneration harvest (group selection) will be used to 
maintain long term health and stand vigor to meet public recreation 
needs. 

The soil and water resources are highly visible and may be dam- 
aged by recreation developments and uses. Take special care in 
managing recreation (and other resources) to prevent damage and 
to correct overuse. A special effort should be made to direct the 
recreation use away from landtypes with serious limitations that 
might result in damage to the soil or water resources. 

Adhere to State water quality standards and maintain current soil 
productivity. Priority for funding will be high for structural and land 
treatments which maintain or rehabilitate watersheds and soil. 
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RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Minerals 
Restrictions (GA3c) 

Administration (GM2a) 

- 

Land Use 
Special-Use (JL2a) 

Roads 
Management (LR2a) 

Management Area Direction 

7.1 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Recommend no-surface occupancy stipulations for leases which 
could conflict with developed recreation and other surface uses. 
Permit occupancy only where surface uses can be maintained and 
the surface quality is fully reclaimable. Development may be al- 
lowed but must be mitigated, to the fullest extent possible, by 
stipulations. Reclamation will be done according to Management 
Guideline F-3, Soil and Water Protection, and in a manner consis- 
tent with management area goals. 

Evaluate requests for mineral exploration and development. Ad- 
minister geophysical prospecting and oil and gas exploration 
through permits and leases, respectively. Administer locatable and 
common variety minerals through Notices of Intent, operating 
plans, and mineral material permits. 

All new special-use permits must not conflict with the goals of the 
management area. This management area should be avoided dur- 
ing utility-transportation corridor allocation or facility siting. Devel- 
oped winter recreation values must be given the highest consider- 
ation during any special-use permitting process. 

Achieve high public access by permitting motorized use on all 
arterial and collector roads, plus some local roads. High public 
access is defined as +3.0 miles of open road per square mile of 
area. Closures or restrictions may be used to: (1) resolve user 
conflict; (2) promote user safety; or (3) protect resources. Closed 
roads may be occasionally opened for firewood gathering. Roads 
which cannot be maintained may be restricted or closed. (Also see 
Appendix 0.) 
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RESOURCE ELEMENT 

rrails 
Management (LT2b) 

Construct ion/Reconstruction 
(LS1 IC) 

Protection 
Suppression (PD8a) 

Prescribed Fire (PS12a) 

Fuels (PS11) 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Open areas and trails to ORVs, except where use is restricted by 
season, type of vehicle, or type of activity. Closures or restrictions 
may be used to : (1) resolve user conflict; (2) promote user safety; 
or (3) protect resources. (Also see Appendix 0.) NOTE: The ski 
areas are closed to public motorized vehile use yearlong. 

Design trails to be compatible with the adjacent recreation setting. 
If a road provides the same access as a trail, during transportation 
planning the trail should be evaluated to see whether or not it 
should be abandoned. Provide trailhead facilities as needed to 
facilitate safe access to the trail and obtain necessary rights-of- 
ways to the National Forest. 

Aggressive "control" will normally be the appropriate fire suppres- 
sion response in this management area. (See Appendix P for spe- 
cific Fire Management Direction.) 

Prescribed fire with planned ignitions will be used in this manage- 
ment area for the enhancement and maintenance of resources. 
(See Appendix P for specific Fire Management Direction.) 

Fuel reduction methods for activity created fuels include burning, 
removing residue, or rearranging such as dozer trampling. Dispos- 
al activities will meet visual quality objectives. (see Appendix P for 
specific Fire Management Direction.) 

17 Management Area Direction 



SCHEDULE OF PRACTICES (Average Annual)’ 

I I Proposed-Decade 1 I Probable-Decade 2 [ 
No investments for timber, range, or 
wildlife is scheduled in the first 2 de- 
cades. 

’All other practices are assumed to be implemented in the first decade and apply to all acres. 

The following monitoring requirements apply to this management area. (See Chapter V.) 

A-I, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-6,8-7,  A-8, C-1, C-2, C-3, C-4, C-5, C-6, C-7, 
C-8, C-9, C-10, C-12, C-13, D-1, D-2, D-3, D-4, E-9, E-10, E-11, F-1, 
F-2, F-5, F-6, F-9, G-1, G-2, G-3, G-4, G-5, L-1 , L-2, P-2, P-3, P-4, P-5, 
P-6, P-7, 1-1, 1-2, 1-2, 1-4. 

The procedures outlined in Chapter V will be followed to evaluate the 
data gathered during monitoring. 

Management Area Direction 

’.$ 
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Decision Notice, 
Finding of No Slgniflcant Impact, 

and Designation Order 

for 

FOREST PIAN AMENDMENT 17 

BARTLESON PEAK, O'BRIEN CREEK, ONION PARK, 
PAlNE GULCH, WAGNER BASIN, and WALLING REEF, 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS 

Lewis and Clark National Forest 
Cascade, Meagher, Teton, and Wheatland Counties, Montana - 

1. DESIGNATION ORDER 

By virtue of the authority delegated to me by the Chief of the Forest Service in Forest Service Manual Section 
4063, I hereby establish the Bartleson Peak, O'Brien Creek, Onion Park. Paine Gulch, Wagner Basin, and 
Walling Reef Research Natural Areas (RNAs). They shall be comprised of a total of 7,730 acres of land in 
Cascade, Meagher, Teton, and Wheatland Counties on the Kings Hill. Mussellshell. and Rocky Mountain 
Ranger Districts of the Lewis and Clark National Forest, as described in the section of the Establishment 
Records entitled 'Location'. 

- 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest Supervisor recommended the establishment of these RNAs in the 
Establishment Records for the six RNAs dated 1994. The Intermountain Station Director concurred with that 
recommendation. That recommendation was the result of an analysis of the factors listed in 36 CFR 21 9.25 
and Forest Service Manual 4063.41. Results of the anavsis are documented in the Forest Plan, Forest Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, and the Environmental Assessment for this decision. 

I t .  DECISION 

It is my decision to establish six Research Natural Areas (QNAs) on the Lewis and Clark National Forest. Paine 
Gulch RNA was allocated to Manageme& Area M (RNAs) as an RNA in the 1986 Lewis and Clark National 
Forest Plan. m e  total area of all six RNAs is 7730 acres. This decision will amend the Lewis and Clark Land 
and Resource Plan (Forest Plan Amendment 17). Plan Amendment 17 provides updated acreages for each 
Management Area The areas will be managed according to the direction provided for RNAs in the Forest Plan 
for the Lewis and Clark National Forest (Management Area M pages 3-60 and 3-61, and Management Area 
P, pages 3-73 through 3-84). The management goal is to maintain the areas in their natural condition, to be 
used for nowmanipulative research and observation. Detailed, site-specific descriptions of each area have 
been prepared and dkumented in an Establishment Record for each RNA 

111. BACKGROUND 

An evaluationiby the Northern Region RNA Committee, pursuant to direction in the Forest Service Manual 
(FSM 4063.04b). identitied forest, grassland, and aquatic ecosystem types as suitable and desirable for 
inclusion in the national RNA network. The 1983 Northern Regional Guide and subsequent direction from the 
Northern Region RNA Committee have made assignments to the Forests to locate and designate areas 
representing the major vegetative and aquatic features present on each Forest. This evaluation and the 
assignment of target types to the Forest was documented in the 1983 Northern Regional Guide and Regional 
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Guide EIS. An additional systematic review of candidate sites for a riparian RNA was conducted on the Forest 
in 1992, resutting in the selection of O'Brien Creek RNA This decision contributes to the objectives for RNAs 
described in the Forest Plan (p. 2-15). 

IV. RATlONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The purpose of establishing these RNAs is to contribute to a nationwide system designated to 'illustrate 
adequately or typQ for research or education purposes, the important forest and range types in each forest 
region, as well as other plant communities that have special or unique characteristics of scientific interest and 
importance' (36 CF R 251 23). I selected Attemative C because it provides long-term protection and recogni- 
tion of these features with minimal conflicts with prior land uses and opportunities. Each RNA represents 
particular vegetative or aquatic ecosystem features, in relatively undisturbed condition. 

1. Bartleson Peak (Mapl, 1601 acres) contains the spruce/cleft-leaf groundsel and shrubby 
cinquefoil/ldaho fescue habitat types, both of which are targets assigned to the Forest for 
representation in the RNA system. The RNA also includes a large population of a Northem 

- .  Region sensitive plant species. 

2. O'Brlen Creek (Map-2, 715 acres) consists of the headwaters portion of a watershed with 
minimalty disturbed riparian vegetation and stream channel conditions. O'Brien Creek has been 
closed to grazing to protect the municipal watershed for the town of Neihart, and contains 
extensive willow communities (dominated by Drummond's willow), wet meadows, and surround- 
ing forests containing several habitat types within the subalpine fir series. Pink agoseris (Agos- 
eris /ackschewitri& a Northern Region sensitive species, is present in the riparian zone. The 
stream includes reaches with moderate and steep gradients and occasional beaver ponds. 

3. Onion Park (Map-3, 1209 acres) contains tufted hairgradsedge habitat type wet meadows, 
mesic grasslands, and a moderate gradient stream with gravel substrate and a few beaver 
ponds. These habitat types and aquatic features were targeted in the Forest Plan for inclusion 
in the RNA system. Onion Park also includes smaller areas of other riparian habitat types 
adjacent to the stream and larger meadows, including communities dominated by Drummond's 
willow. Pink agoseris occurs in parts of the wet meadows and glades. Onion Park provides an 
ungrazed reference area to compare floristic composition with other parks nearby which have 
historically been grazed by sheep. The area also contains large acreages of subalpine fir/grouse 
whortleberry and subalpine fir/bluejoint reedgrass habitat types. 

4. Palne Gulch ( M a p ,  2405 acres) encompasses an entire drainage basin in the Little Bett 
Mountains. m e  RNA features vegetation typical of the general area, and is entirely underlain by 
Madison limestone. Major forest habitat types present are the limber pine/bluebunch wheat- 
grass, Douglas-fir/twinflower, Douglas-fir/snowbeny, Douglas-fir/kinnikinnick, and Douglas-fir/ 
common juniper habitat types. 

5. Wagner Basin (Mapfi, 965 acres) contains a unique wetland complex containing populations 
of two Northern Region sensitiive plant species. The wetland is maintained by a large travertine- 
depositing spring which originates within the R N A  In addition, Wagner Basin contains riparian 
and aquatic types listed as targets for the RNA system on the Forest: aspen and wetland 
communities, beaver ponds, and cold springs. Also present are five upland habitat types (rough 

t'fescue/ldaho fescue, Idaho fescue/bluebunch wheatgrass, limber pine/ldaho fescue, Douglas- 
fir/snowberry, and scree) which were assigned to the Forest for representation in the RNA 
system. The basin is important winter range for bighorn sheep, and the wetland provides habitat 
for griuty bear, a threatened species. 



6. Walling Reef (Map-6.835 acres) encompasses an entire hydrologic basin with several SUM 
pine forest and grassland types, as well as cold springs and a low productivity lake. The habitat 
types targeted in the Forest Plan and featured within the RNA include the shrubby cinquefoil/ 
rough fescue, limber pinebdaho fescue, tufted hairgrasskedge, and scree habAat types. Wall- 
ing Reef is within the Great Bear addition to the Bob Marshall Wilderness. 

V. ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives considered were Alternative A, the ‘No Action’ alternative which would continue management of 
each area according to the current management area allocations in the Forest Plan; Alternative B, which 
would designate fwe RNAs totalling 4281 acres, and Alternative C, which would designate five RNAs totalling 
5325 acres. The difference between attematives B and C is in the size of the Bartleson Peak RNA. Alternative 
A was not selected because it would not meet the objectives for the RNA system established in the Regional 
Guide and Forest Plan, and because there are no substitute areas identified to meet these objectives that 
would have fewer conflicts with existing land uses. Alternative B was not selected because the smaller 
acreage in Bartleson PeakRNA would not provide adequate representation of the spruce/cleft-leaf groundsel 
habiiat type nor offer any protection for the sensitiie plant habaat as is protected in Altemative C. The analysis 
for Paine Gulch RNA was included in the 1986 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Lewis and Clark 
Forest Plan. 

. 

VI. RELATIONSHIP TO THE FOREST PLAN 

The Forest Plan (pages 2-1 5.2-48.3-60, and 3-61) sets forth objectives and standards for selection of RNAs, 
and a management prescription for RNAs once they are designated. Paine Gulch was included in the Forest 
Plan as a proposed RNA Bartleson Peak, Onion Park, and Walling Reef were listed in the Forest Plan as 
candidate areas to meet RNA habitat type targets assigned to the Forest. Wagner Basin and O’Brien Creek 
have been nominated as RNAs subsequent to the Forest Plan. Wagner Basin and O’Brien Creek contribute 
to the Forest’s objectives for the RNA system because they feature rare plant populations and ungrazed 
nparian ecosystems, and they also fill habitat type targets assigned to the Forest. Forest Plan Amendment 
Number 9.1993, revised the management area direction and clarified tho standards for selection of RNAs 
so that the Forest Plan is consistent with Manual direction. 

Each RNA except Walling Reef is re-allocated to Management Area M. Walling Reef remains in Area P, which 
is Congressionally designated Wilderness. Onion Park RNA remains as part of the Tenderfoot Experimental 
Forest. but will have greater management restrictions imposed. Likewise, O’Brien Creek maintdns the 
watershed valiles prescribed :or Marlayemerlt Area J bui will have additionai restrictions imposed. The 
cumulative changes in management area allocations are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Cumulative Changes In Management Area Allocatlons 

Forest 
Plan 

Acres 

Changed 
Acres 

To Date 
Current 
Acres 

Net 
Proposed 
Changes 

1 993 
Acres 

Management Area A 
management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 

16,261 
330,838 
111,664 
24.456 

1 16.51 9 

+13,582- 
-25,966 
-24,554 

No change 
+8,051 

29.843 
304,872 
87.1 10 
24,456 

124,570 

1 NoChange 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

29,843 
304,872 
87,110 
24,456 

124,570 

Y 



Management Area 

Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Alternative B 
Alternative C 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Alternative E3 
Alternative C 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area S 
Management Area T 

Total Forest Acres 
Total Acres Modified 
Atternative B 
Atternative C 
Suitable Timber 
Acres 

Forest 
Plan 

Acres 

352.74 6 

247,644 
247.W 
31,778 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 
16,112 

3,281 
3.281 
41,838 
22,702 
384,407 
. 51,834 
33,225 

0 
0 

1,843,397 

282,307 

Changed 
Acres 

To Date 

+2.591 

+13,135 
+13,13!5 
-2,342 
+I6 

No change 
No change 
No change 

-546 
-546 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

+96 
+2,600 

+ 12,980 

70,032 

-1 3,574 

Current 
Acres 

355,337 

260,779 
260,799 
29,436 
37,883 
11,100 
9.1 25 
16,112 

2735 
2,735 
41,838 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 
12,980 

1,843,040 

268,733 

Net 
Proposed 
Changes 

No Change 

- 557 
. - 1,601 

- 290 
- 95 

- 715 
- 1,209 

No Change 

+ 3,446 
+ 4,490 

- 580 
No Change 

No Change* 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

+ 3,446 
+ 4,490 

0 

1993 
Acres 

355,337 

260,222 

29,146 
37,788 
10,385 
7,916 
16,112 

259,i 78 

6,181 
7,225 
41,258 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 
12,980 

1,843,040 

268,733 

* Walling Reef RNA would occupy 835 acres of Management Area P. 

VI!. FINDING OF NO SIGh'lFICANT IMPACTS 

The Environmental Assessment disclosed environmental effects regarding the proposed decision. It is 
determined that the alternative selected in this Decision Notice will not have a significant effect on the human 
environment considering context and intensity of impacts as follows (40 CFR 1508.27): 

0 Context: Although these areas are additions to the national system of RNA's both short-term and long-term 
physical and biological effects are limited to the local area There will not be significant effects to the local 
human environment: 

0 Intensity: The intensity of the proposed decision regarding effects to the human environment have been 
considered. me intensity of the proposed decision is addr&ed immediately after each of the following ten 
citations outined in the 40 CFR 1508.27 regulations: 

1.  'Impacts rhat may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist even if the Federal 
agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.' 



There are no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on the resources associated with 
the decision being made: The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects disclosed in the Environ- 
mental Assessment are of low intensity, and none invotve extraordinary circumstances or 
unknown conditions. All i ssues  were addressed and meet Forest Plant goals and standards. 

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.' 

There were no public health or safety issues identified in the scoping process associated with 
the proposed decision. 

3. 'Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, 
park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ec0logically critical areas: 

The decision protects the unique values of the areas. 

4. 'The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial.' 

The effects are not controversial. The RNAs were selected in areas with minimal conflict with 
existing land uses. 

5. 'The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks.' 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects disclosed in the Environmental hessment  are of 
low intensity, and none involve extraordinary circumstances or unknown conditions. 

6. 'The degree to which rhe action 'may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle aboui a future consideration.' 

This decision is not of a precedent setting nature, it will have no effect on, nor set precedent 
for future actions. Future management of each RNA is prescribed in the Establishment Record, 
the Forest Plan, and the Forest Service 4063 Manual. 

7. 'Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 
significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonaqle to antic@at~ a cumulativeiy significant 
impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or 
by breaking it down into small component parts.' 

There are no significant cumulative effects. 

23. 'The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss 
or deshction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.' 

There will be no adverse effect on any sites eligible for the National Register of Historical Places. 
Effects to cuttural resources are of a positive nature where RNA establishment affords protection 
i to known sites. 

9. 'The degree ro which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or 
its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.' 



There are no known Threatened or Endangered plant or animal species that will be adversely 
affected by this decision. 

10 'Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, Sfare, or local law or requirements imposed 
for the protection of the environment.' 

Thisdecision is consistent with other Federal, State or local laws for the protection of the 
environment. 

VIII. NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. The 
determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. l640(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (9, 36 CFR 219,12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920 - Land and 
Resource Management Planning. Actions under this amendment do not significantty alter the multiple-use 
goals or objectives for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual 

- outputs for the Forest. - 

IX. RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

Legal notice of this decision will appear in the Billings Gazette, Great Falls Tribune, and the Missoulian. The 
Forest Supervisor of the Lewis and Clark National Forest shall notiry the public of this decision and mail a copy 
of the Decision Notice and Designation Order to all persons who have expressed interest. 

The decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Two (2) copies of the Notice of Appeal must be 
in writing and submitted to: 

Chief, USDA Forest Service 
14th & Independence Ave., S.W. 
P.O. Box 96090 
Washington, D.C. 20090-6090 

The Notice of Appeal prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 217.9(b) must be submitted within 45 days from the date 
of legal notice of this decision. 

Implementation o! this dtxision may cot occur for 7 calendar days following ou5limtion of the legs1 notice 
of this decision. 

egional Forester - 
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MANAGEMENT AREAS AND PRESCRIPTIONS 

MANAGEMENT AREAS AND 
PRESCRIPTIONS 

The National Forest land within the Lewis & Clark National Forest has 
been divided into 18 management areas, each with different 
management goals, resource potential, and limitations. Parts of each 
management area may be scattered throughout the Forest. Table 3.1 
lists the management areas and acres in each area. 

Management areas are shown on 'Forest Plan Maps', which accompany 
this document, and on 'Geographic Maps' in Chapter IV. These maps 
can be used for reference. The riparian management area were not 
mapped at this scale. Except for congressionally established or special 
administrative boundaries, the management area boundaries are not 
firm lines and do not atways follow easily found topographic features, 
such as major ridges. The boundaries represent a transition from one set 
of opportunities and constraints to another with management direction 
established for each. The boundaries are flexible to assure that the 
values identified are protected and to incorporate additional information 
gained from further on-the-ground reconnaissances and project level 
planning. 

The Forest-Wide management direction in Chapter I I  of this Plan applies 
to all. management areas. Management areas provide: 

(1) Description of the management area. 

(2) Discussion of the management areas' management goal. (See 
planning record, 'Management Prescriptions,' for FORPLAN 
prescript ions.) 

(3) Discussion of management standard by resource. Letter 
designations of the management practices listed for each resource are 
for scheduling and tracking purposes. The full practice description is in 
the planning record, 'Management Practices.'Table 3.2 at the end of this 
chapter summarizes management practices by management area. 

(4) A schedule of timber, range, and wildlife management practices for 
the first two decades. All other resource practices are assumed !o be 
iinp!emsntea iri :he Isi Secade. Table 3.3 at the 2nd 0; this chapter 
summarizes the schedule of management practices for periods 1 and 2. 
The schedule of management practices are not intended to act as limits 
but will be monitored to test for long-term application. 

(5) The monitoring requirements are each area. (See Chapter V.). 

The Forest contains two wilderness study areas: Middle Fork Judith and 
Big Snowies. As part of the Forest planning process, the Regional 
Forester has recommended nonwilderness for both areas. Wilderness 
studies on these lands are required by the Montana Wilderness Study 
c\ct of 1977 (Public Law 95-150). 
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MANAGEMENT AREAS AND PRESCRIPTIONS (continued) 

Final recommendations on the Middle Fork Judith and Big Snowies 
Wilderness Study Areas are being made through a separate FEIS. These 
recommendations will receive further review and possible modification in 
the offices of the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agncutture, 
and the President. Congress has reserved the right to make final 
decisions on wilderness designation. 

These study areas are designated as Management Areas B, F, I, L, and 
R. But until Congress determines otherwise, the two wilderness study 
areas will be managed, subject to existing private rights and uses, to 
maintain their existing wilderness character and potential for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. After Congress's decision, 
further analysis may be necessary to incorporate its decision into the 
Forest Plan. 

TABLE 3.1 MANAGEMENT AREAS AND ACRES 

Management Area Direction 

3 ,  

Management Area 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area IM 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
FAs?&pmen; Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area S 
Management Area T 

Acres 

29,843 
304,872 
87,110 
24,456 

124,570 
355,337 
259,178 
29,146 

10,385 
7.91 6 

16,112 
7,225 

41,258 
22,702 

384,407 
55,534 
33,321 
2,600 

12,980 
1,843,040 

37,788 

_ -  

3-2 

Percentaqe 

1.6 
16.5 
4.7 
1.3 
6.8 

19.3 
14.1 
1.6 
2.1 
0.6 
0.4 
0.9 
0.4 
2.2 
1.2 

20.9 

1.8 
0.1 
0.7 

100.0 

2.8 

- 



MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS MANAGEMENT AREA G 

MANAGEMENT AREA G 

Description 

Management Area G (259,178 acres; 14.1 percent). 

Management Area G contains large areas of undeveloped land. 

Goal 

Motorized access is very limited. The land is forested but contains 
much rock, some grassy inclusions, and is generally steep and 
broken. Much of the area is non-commercial foresl or is not 
economical for timber harvest. The exception to this description is 
the Two-Medicine drainage, a broad U-shaped valley on the Rocky 
Mountain Division. 

Maintain and protect Forest resources with minimal investments. 

In addition to the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter II, the following applies: 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreation - 
Dispersed (AP2a) 

Improvements (AP3c) 

Setting 

Visual Quality Objective 

Wildlife 
Operation, Protection, and 
Maintenance (CW2b) 

Nonstructural Improvements 
(CW3c) 

4 

Management Area Direction 
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MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings and 'existing recreation 
improvements, prepare travel plans, and administer recreation 
special use 

Improvements may consist of trailheads, parking facilities, and 
sanitation facilities at the periphery of large undeveloped ares, or 
be limited to trailhead facilities along opened roads. 

The setting is mostly semi-primitive natural environment of 
moderate-to-large size. Concentration of users is low, but there is 
often evidence of other area users. Minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present, but are subtle. Motorized use may be 
permitted. 

The VQO will usually be retention or partial retention. Landscape 
changes will not be evident to the average person. Modification 
may not be appropriate in the management area. 

If the VQO is not met and the visual impacts can be classed as EVC 
3 cr g;eate:, !tie s2e sl!ould ba rehakilitateci wilbir: 1 year lo restore 
the landscape to at least N C  Class 2. (See Appendix N.) 

Maintain important identified wildlife habitat, including T&E habitat, 
big-game winter ranges, calving or lambing areas, migration 
routes, elk summer range, raptor nesting sites, and significant 
non-game habitat values. 

Improve habitat by prescribed burning and planting desirable 
forage on disturbed sites. ..- Priority for funding will be low. 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

MANAGEMENT AREA H 

Description 

Goal 

MANAGEMENT AREA H 

Management Area H (29,146 acres; 1.6 percent). 

Management Area H includes developed recreation sites such as 
campgrounds, ski areas, recreation residences, and the land 
adjacent to all of these sites. Some livestock grazing occurs within 
and adjacent to the area 

Provide winter recreation opportunities supported by public and 
private developments while maintaining other resource values. 

In addition to the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter I I ,  the following applies: 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreation 
Dispersed (AP2a) 

Improvements (AP3cj 

Developed (AD2) 

Development (AD3) 

Setting 

Visual Quality Objectives 
- 

~ ~~ 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings and existing recreation 
improvements and administer recreation special-use permits. 

Improvements may consist of day use (occupancy spots), visitor 
information services, signing, trailheads. parking facilities, and 
sanitation facilities or be limited to needed trailhead facilities along 
roads that are open to the public 

Manage developed recreation sites. Prepare recreation plans for 
specific areas and administer recreation special uses. Manage 
trees to insure adequate and desirable forest cover in and around 
developed sites. 

Create new developed recreation sites or expand and improve 
existing sites (campgrounds and picnic areas). 

The recreation setting is roaded either natural or rural. 

In roaded natural, resource activities will be evident, but will blend 
with the natural environment. Interaction between users may be low 
to moderate. 

The rural setting is a substantially modified environment. Resource 
modification and use is primarily to enhance recreation and to 
maintain vegetative cover and soil. Interaction between users is 
moderate to high. 

The VQO will usually be retention or partial retention. Although the 
landscape is changed by resource activities, the natural 
appearance of the landscape remains dominant. The modification 
VQO is acceptable when activity is not visible 

Management Area Direction 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

MANAGEMENT AREA I 

Description 

Goal 

MANAGEMENT AREA I 

Management Area I (37,788 acres; 2.1 percent). 

Management Area I is a very important wildlife habitat, especially for 
big-game species. These areas are near the Forest boundary and 
adjacent to State Game Management Areas. 

Maintain or enhance important big-game habitat including winter 
ranges, migration routes, elk caking areas, and sheep lambing area. 
Also, emphasize the management of T&E species habitat, such as 
grizzly bear spring range and suitable nesting sites for peregrine 
falcon. 

In addition to the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter 11, the following applies: 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreatlon ~ 

Dispersed (AP2a) 

Improvements (AP3c) 

Setting 

Visual Quality Objectives 

Wildlife 
Operation, Protection, and 
Maintenance (CW2a) 

Management Area Direction 
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MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings and existing recreation 
improvements, prepare travel plans, and administer recreation 
special-use permits. 

Improvements may consist of day use (occupancy spots), visitor 
information services, trailheads, parking facilities, and sanitation 
facilities or be limited to needed trailhead facilities along roads that 
are open to the public. 

The setting is mostly semi-primitive. Concentration of users is low, 
but there is often evidence of other area users. Minimum on-site 
controls and restrictions may be present, but are subtle. Motorized 
use may be permitted. 

The VQO will usually be retention or partial retention. Although the 
landscape is changed by resource activities, the natural 
appearance of the landscape remains dominant. The modification 
on VQO is acceptable when activity is not visible from an arterial 
road. If  the VQO is not met and the visu21 impacts can be classed 
as EL'C 3 or greater, the site should ba rer,abiiitatt?d within 1 year 
to restore the landscape to at least N C  Class 2. (See Appendix N.) 

Maintain or enhance important identified wildlife habitat, including 
T&E habitat, big-game winter ranges, calving or lambing areas, 
migration routes, elk summer ranges, raptor nesting sites, and 
significant non-game habitat. 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS MANAGEMENT AREA K 

MANAGEMENT AREA K Management Area K (7,916 acres; 0.4 percent). 

Description The 9,125 acre Tenderfoot Experimental Forest in the tittle Belt 
Mountains was established in 1961 for the development of 
management techniques for harvesting lodgepole pine while 
maintaining soil stability. The research also could provide methods 
for improving water yields without aggravating snowmelt, summer 
storm peaks, and sediment production. Since establishment of the 
Experimental Forest, development has been minimal. In 1978, a new 
research propos$l to study 'muttiple resource management of 
eastside subalpine forest lands in Montana' was made. In 1980, an 
additional proposal was made to conduct research to 'improve our 
ability to access, predict, and control non-point pollution from Forest 
operations.' Research projects have not yet been funded and 
research plans are under additional study to meet the most urgent 
needs within anticipated funding capabilities. Research on 
harvesting systems, utilization and associated silvicutture and pest 
management are the most likely projects. Research plans and 
activities are maintained and managed by the Intermountain Forest 
and Range Experiment Station. 

Goal Manage the Tenderfoot Experimental Forest to meet research 
objectives. 

In addition to the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter II, the following applies: 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreation 
Dispersed (AP2a) 

Setting 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings with consideration for 
research values. Prepare travel plans. 

Recreation setting is roaded natural. Interaction between users 
may be low to moderate, with evidence of other users. Resource 
activities will be evident, but will blend with the natural environment. 

VOCI will usually ba pa;tiai ieterition Gr rrrodifica!ion. Hetenticri may 
be appropriate if the area is within the seen area of a sensitivity level 
1 road, trail, or use area (See Forest-Wide Standard A-8, Visual 
Resource Management.) 

If  the VQO is not achieved and the visual impacts are EVC 5 or 
greater, the site should be rehabilitated within 2 years to at least an 
EVC Class 4. 

.. - 

/3 3-53 Management Area Direction 



MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

MANAGEMENT AREA M 

Description 

Goal 

MANAGEMENT AREA M 

Management Area M (7,225 acres; 0.4 percent). 

Management Area M are the established (designated) Research 
Natural Areas (RNAs) on the Forest. They contain representations of 
forest vegetation and aquatic ecosystems assigned by the Northern 
Region to the Lewis and Clark National Forest. These undisturbed 
ecosystems typify important forest, shrubland, grassland, alpine, 
aquatic, and geologic types on the Lewis and Clark National Forest. 
As other RNAs are designated they will be added to this 
management area through appropriate environmental analysis and 
Forest Plan amendment. Established RNAs are: 

Paine Gulch--2,405 acres 
Minerva Creek330 acres 
Wagner Basin-965 acres 
Walling Reef-835 acres 
O’Brien Creek--71 5 acres 
Onion Park-l,209 acres 
Bartleson Peak-l,601 acres 

Establish RNAs fulfilling the assigned habitat type targets during the 
first decade of the Plan. Leave the areas in their natural condition. 
Use the areas for non-manipulative research and observation. 

In addition to the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter 11, the following applies: 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreation 
Dispersed (AP2a) 

Setting 

Visual Quality Objective 

Wildlife - 
Range 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings with consideration for 
research natural area values. Prepare travel plans. 

These are predominantly semi-primitive, natural environments of 
moderate-to-large size. Concentration of users is low, but there is 
often evidence of other area users. The area is managed in such 
a way that minimum on-site controls and restrictions may he 
present, but are suStle. Motorized use may be permitted. 

The VQO is preservation. This objective allows for ecological 
changes only. Management activities, except for very low 
visual-impact recreation facilities, are prohibited. 

Do not allow habitat improvement, in order to protect natural 
values. 

Do not allow livestock grazing, in order to protect natural values 
unless it necessary to achieve research natural area objectives. 

Management Area Direction 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS MANAGEMENT AREA N 

MANAGEMENT AREA N Management Area N (41,258 acres; 2.2 percent). 

Description Management Area N is the Deep Creek-Reservoir North RARE I1 
Further Planning Area which is north of Gibson REservoir, adjacent 
to the Bob Marshall Wilderness. The RARE li study concluded even 
though this area rated very high in wilderness attributes, a rational 
decision as to whether or not wilderness classification is in the 
national interest could not be made until the oil and gas resources 
of the area are determined. The entire study area is leased for oil and 
gas. These leases contain 7,174 acres of surface occupancy. The 
leases contain the 'Further Planning Stipulation' which allows for 
exploration, but not production or field development until a decision 
on wilderness classification is made. Suit has been filed in US. 
District Court to review these leases. 

. ... 

Goal Manage the area to maintain its wilderness characteristics pending 
a decision on whether to recommend the area for wilderness 
classification. - 

In addition ta the Forest-wide Standards in Chapter 11, the followinq applies: 

RESOURCE ELEMENT 

Recreation 
Dispersed (AP2a) 

Setting 

Visual Quality Objectives 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Manage dispersed recreation settings with consideration for 
wilderness values. Prepare travel plans. 

The setting is mostty semi-primitive, natural environments of 
moderate-to-large size. Concentration of users is low, but there is 
often evidence of other area users. Minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present, but are subtle. Motorized use is 
permitted. 

The VQO will usually be retention or partial retention. Landscape 
changes may be noticed by the average person, but will not attract 
attention. The natura! appearance of ?he landscape still remairis 
dominant. Modificaliori is acceptable if oii and gas lease iigtrts; are 
exercised. 

If theVQO is not met and the visual impacts can be classed as N C  
4 or greater, the site should be rehabilitated within 2 years to 
restore the landscape to at least an EVC Class 3. (See Appendix 
N.1 

.. - 
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Map 1. General location of Bartleson Peak Research Natural Area. 
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Map 3. General location of Onion Park Research Natural Area. 



Paine Gulch Research Natural Area 

Map 4. General location of Paine Gulch Research Natural Area. 
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Map 5. General location of Wagner Basin Research Natural Area. 
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DECISION 

It is my decision to select Alternative FP-2 to amend 
the Lewis and Clark Land and Resource Plan (For- 
est Plan) by changing the management area desig- 
nation on 15,910 acres in the Running Wolf project 
area. The Running Wolf Timber Sales Final Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (Final EIS) provides the 
environmental analysis for this decision. 

Management Area H is the developed recreation 
area The 200-acre recommended change to 
Management Area B (general timber/range land) 
is located in Dry Wolf drainage. There are no 
developed recreation facilities within this area. 
Most of the acres are suitable for timber manage- 
ment. 

BACKGROUND 

The National Forest land within the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest has been divided into 20 manage- 
ment areas, each with different management goals, 
resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, 
pages 3-1 and 3-2). In reviewing management area 
suitabilrty in the Running Wolf project area, the ID 
Team found that in several instances, on-the- 
ground conditions did not fit with the management 
area goals as identified in the Forest Plan (Forest 
Plan, pages 3-3 to 343). See Map 11-1 and Table 1 
for the management area changes. The current 
management areas are shown on Map 1-1. 

Management Area B is the general timbedrange 
land. The 15,l 00-acre recommended change 
from Management Area B to Management Area G 
(minimum management) includes the upper ele- 
vations of Sheep Mountain north to Gibson Peak 
and west to Dry Wolf Creek including the area in 
the vicinity of Bandbox Mountain. The 610-acre 
recommended change from Management Area B 
to Management Area L is within the Elk Creek 
drainage/Skunk Gulch area adjacent to other ex- 
isting past and present mining activities. 

The majorrty of the recommended changes are 
on Landtypes 180,183,168,14H, 14E, 14J and 
20D and are non-suitable or non-forested types 
(see EIS Chapter 111.1.2). The ID Team felt that the 
higher road costs associated with these land- 
types, the percentage of cable ground to tractor 
ground, and the actual available suitable forest 
ground within the affected acres did not warrant 
its current management area designation. The 
new management direction will be consistent 
with similar type lands on the Forest. Effects to 
potential outputs by management area will be 
minor. 

1 



Running Wolf Project Area 
t o - \  

4 Project Area Boundary 
b 0 4  bl Management Areas 

&Riparian Areas 

MAP 1- 



Running Wolf 
Management Area Changes 
/- \  

4 Project Area Boundary 
b o @  

I B I Managementheas . 

1 

112" = 1 mile 



TABLE 1 
Current Management Areas and Recommended Changes 

I I  RECOMMENDED CHANGES I 
Current Forest 

Ailocat ion 

l B l  41,190 

Total 45,800 

Reallocate to 
Timber 

Management 
'B' 

+200 

-200 
- 

0 

Reallocated to Reallocate to New Forest Plan 
Minimum Mining "C Allocation 

Management 
'G' 

-15,100 I -610 I 25,680 

15,100 +15,100 I I 
400 I I 

3,700 I I 
+610 I . 650 I 

270 

0 I 0 45,800 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives to changing management areas as rec- 
ommended by the ID Team are as follows: 

FP-1 

FP-2 

FP-3 

FP-4 

Make No Change in the management 
area designation. Continue with the 
current Forest Plan management area 
designation (see Table 1). 

Change management area designa- 
tion as recommended by the ID Team 
(see Table 1). 

Change the management area desig- 
nation tsother management empha- 
sis. 

Delay any management area changes 
until the 10-15-year Forest Plan revi- 
sion. 
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RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The proposed changes in Atternative FP-2 will 
greatly facilitate the management for those areas 
involved. The new management direction will be 
consistent with similar type lands on the Forest. 
Overall, there will no additional environmental ef- 
fects beyond those described in the Forest Plan 
EIS. Only the number of acres will change. Effects 
on other resources and programs will be minor. 
Those lands which are suitable for timber produc- 
tion will be managed for a sustained yield of timber 
products (Management Area B) and those lands 
where other values are high will be managed ac- 
cordingly (Management Areas G, H, and L). 

Management Area 8, th6 general timberhange 
lands will lose 15,510 acres. Most of the acres, 
15,100, will be placed in Management Area G (mini- 
mum management). The remainder, 61 0 acres, will 
be moved into Management Area L (mining). These 
changes will have little affect on management activi- 
ties, as most of the area (93%) is non-forest, non- 
commercial forest (whitebark and limber pine), or 
poorty stocked stands on rocky and droughty sites. 
Only 1,387 acres are classified as suitable forest 
lands (those acres managed on a scheduled basis 
for timber production). Most of these acres are on 
cable ground. Because of the steep, rocky nature of 
the area, development cost would be very high. 
These lands are too scattered to be managed eco- 
nomically for timber production. 

Management Area L, mining will gain 61 0 acres. As 
discussed above, these acres will come from Man- 
agement Area B. This will expand the mining area in 
Yogo Creek/Elk Creek into the head of Skunk Gulch 
and will include the historic Old Yogo Town. The 
change will provide more consistent management 
for this area. No suitable forest lands will be affect- 
ed. 

Manaqement Area H will be reduced by 200 acres 
in the head of Running Wolf. This area contains no 
developed recreation facilities and is not managed 
for developed recreation. The acres will be moved 
into adjacent Management Area B. About 160 acres 
are classified as suitable forest lands. 

Together, the proposed changes in management 
areas will reduce the suitable forest land by 1,227 
acres. This equates to about 4% of the total suitable 

forest land currently in the Running Wolf project 
area (26,027 acres). While this reduction will result 
in less suitable forest acres, it will have little effect on 
scheduled timber harvest because of the scattered 
nature of the timber. 

Alternatlve FP-1, No Change - Leaving the man- 
agement areas as they are would not provide for the 
needed management and protection for the area 
involved. Keeping those lands in Management Area 
B would give a false picture of the lands to be man- 
aged for timber management. Only 7% of those 
lands are suitable for long-term forest management. 
Likewise, not making the small adjustment in Man- 
agement Areas H and L would lead to less efficient 
management. While the changes in management 
area designations are not necessary to implement 
the proposed action or alternatives, the changes will 
provide better overall resource management. Land 
will be managed as envisioned under the Forest 
Plan. 

A ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ w e  FP-3, Chanqing the Management Area 
to some other designation - The Lewis and Clark 
Forest Plan identified 20 management areas with 
some specific direction for each management area. 
Some management areas have been set through 
law (wilderness), some by the Chief of the Forest 
Service (Experimental Forest, Research National Ar- 
ea), while others were established by the Forest. 
While there could be other management area desig- 
nations for the proposed changes, the 
recommended changes best meet the intent of the 
Forest Plan and facilitate improved resource man- 
agement as described. 

Atternative FP-4 Delaying Any Management Area 
Changes until the 10-15-year Forest Plan - This 
would only delay management area changes which 
are needed to keep the Forest Plan current. 

Cumulative Effects: Ground truthing and site- 
specific analysis conducted during implementation 
of the Forest Plan has resulted in land allocation 
adjustments totaling 74,522 acres. Another 15,910 
acres are proposed for change under this EIS. To- 
gether, these figures represent about a 5% change 
in land allocation and are considered a minor modi- 
fication. Table 2 shows the net management area 
changes made in the Forest Plan and the changes 
proposed by the Running Wotf analysis. 
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TABLE 2 
Allocations of Management AredAcre Changes 

Management Area 

Management Area A 
Management Area B 
Management Area C 
Management Area D 
Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area S 
Management Area T 

Total Forest Acres 
- 

(Forest Plan, p. 3-2) 

1987 
Acres 

16,261 
330,838 
111,664 
24,456 
116,519 
352,746 
247,644 
31,778 
37,867 
11,100 

- 9,125 
16,112 
3,281 
41,838 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,225 

0 
0 

1,843,397 

Net 
Changed 

Acres 

+13,582 
-25,966 
-24,554 

No change 
+8,051 
+2,591 
+11,534 
-2,632 
-79 
-71 5 

-1,209 
No change 

+3,944 
-580 

No change 
No change 
No change 

+96 
+2,600 

+ 12,980 

Current 
Acres 

29,843 
304,872 
87,110 
24,456 
124,570 
355,337 
259,178 
29,146 
37,788 
10,385 
7,916 
16,112 
7,225 
41,258 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 
12,980 

1,843,040 

N d  
Proposed 
Changes 

No Change 

No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
+15,100 

-200 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

+610 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

-1 5.51 0 

New 
Acres 

29,843 
289,362 
87,l 10 
24,456 
124,570 
355,337 
274,278 
28,946 
37,788 
10,385 
7,916 
16,722 
7,225 
41,258 
22,702 
384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 
12,980 

1,843,040 

Overall, the proposed changes in management areas along with the past changes would 
reduce the suitable forest land by 14,801 acres (new suitable acres, 267,506). This reduction 
equates to about 5% of the total suitable forest land identified in the Forest Pian for timber 
production (282,307 acres). Such a small change will not affect the annual allowable sale 
quantity (12.1 MMBF), nor will it have much effect on the long-term sustained yield capacny of 
the Forest (23.8 MMBF). 
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NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant 
change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. 
The determination that this is a non-significant 
amendment is made in accordance with the require- 
ments of 16 U.S.C. 1 mO(9, 36 CFR 21 9.1 O(e) and 
(9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 
1920 - Land and Resource Management Planning. 
Actions under this amendment do not significantly 
alter the multiple-use goals or objectives for long- 
term land and resource management nor signifi- 
cantly change the planned annual outputs for the 
Forest. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is not necessary to implement any of 
the management practices as described in the 
Record of Decision for the the Running Wolf Timber 
Sales. Therefore, the decision to amend the Forest 
Plan is subject to administrative review pursuant to 
36 CFR 217. Any written notice of appeal of this 
decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 21 7.9, 
'Content of Notice of Appeal' including the reasons 
for appeal and must be filed with: Regional Forester, 
Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula. 
Montana, 59807, within 45 days from the date of 
publication of notice in the legal section of the Great 
Falls Tribune newspaper. It is anticipated that the 
publication date will be May 19, 1995. This date will 
coincide with the Record of Decision for the Run- 
ning Wolf Timber Sales Final EIS. 

. 

CONTACT PERSON 

For additional information concerning this decision 
please contact Rick Abt, ID Team Leader, Judith 
Ranger District, 109 Central Avenue, Box 484, Stan- 
ford Montana, 59479, (406) 566-2292. 

,-. 

@ing Forest Supervisor 

DATE: May 19, 1995 
b' 
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DECISION 

It is my decision to select Alternative FP-2 to amend 
the Lewis and Clark Land and Resource Plan (For- 
est Plan) by changing the management area desig- 
nation on 40,492 acres in the Castle Mountain 
project area. I am also establishing a new open road 
density of 2.5 miles per square mile for Management 
Area D in the Castle Mountains. This will bring the 
open road density in line with the existing situation. 
The Castle Mountains Range Analysis Final Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) provides 
the environmental analysis for these decisions. 

BACKGROUND 

The National Forest land within the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest has been divided into 20 manage- 
ment areas, each with different management goals, 
resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, 
pages 3-1 and 3-2). In reviewing management area 
suitability in the Castle Mountains project area, the 
ID Team found that in several instances, on-the- 
ground conditions did not lend themselves to ac- 
complishing the management area goals as idefiti- 
fied in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, pages 3-3 to 
343). See Map 11-2 and Tables 1 and 2 for the 
management area changes. The current manage- 
ment areas are shown on Map 11-1. 

ManagernentArea C, the general elk/timber lands 
would lose 26,707 acres. Most of the acres, 
17,997, would be placed in Management Area D 
(forage production for livestock). Some 9,103 
acres would be changed to Management Area E 
(elk winter range), predominantly along the Na- 
tional Forest boundary, adjacent to private lands. 
Another 5,272 acres would be placed in Manage- 
ment Area G (minimum management). These 
changes would have little effect on management 
activities, as most of the area is either non-forest; 
scattered timber stands within large grasslands; 
or poorly stocked stands on rocky and droughty 
sites. Much of the timbered stands could not be 
harvested even under the present Management 
Area C allocation, because removal of the timber 
would decrease the elk effective hiding cover be- 
low the Forest Plan standard (Forest Plan, 3-16). 
A total of 1,757 acres of suitable timber would be 
changed from a timber management emphasis 
to another management emphasis. 

Additions to Management Area C total 5,665 
acres and are accounted as a re-allocation for 

Management Areas E, G, and H (developed 
recreation). All of these adjustments would more 
accurately reflect the conditions on the ground. 

Management Area D, the livestock forage empha- 
sis lands would gain 17,997 acres. A s  discussed 
above, these acres would come from Manage- 
ment Area C. Currently, Management Area D is 
only found in the Highwood Mountains. This 
change would acknowledge the vegetative value 
for livestock forage in the Castle 
Mountains. These acres are located in the north 
central portion of the mountain range on lands 
predominantly supporting grass and shrub 
vegetation. This change would provide clearer 
and more consistent management direction for 
these lands. 

Lands converted to Management Area D would 
exceed the road density standard in the Forest 
Plan. Under the Forest Plan, Management Area 
D has an open road density standard of 0.5 to 1.5 
miles/square mile. This standard was originally 
created for the Highwood Mountains, currently 
the only National Forest lands with a Manage- 
ment Area D designation. Lands within the Cas- 
tle Mountains re-allocated to Management Area 
D would exceed this standard with an open road 
density of 2.2 miles/square mile (see page 4). A 
new open road density of 2.5 for Management 
Area D in the Castle Mountains will maintain the 
existing situation which I believe is appropriate 
for this area. 

Management Area ,E, elk winter range would gain 
10,224 acres, most from Management Area C 
(9,103 acres) as previously discussed. An addi- 
tional 1,121 acres are gained from Management 
Area G along the northwest Forest boundary. All 
of the additions reflect improved mapping of the 
winter range along the National Forest 
boundary. In most cases, these areas are contig- 
uous to winter range on the adjacent private 
lands. This change represents a commitment to 
a long-term management strategy for elk winter 
range. As previously discussed, 5,000 acres of 
Management Area E are readjusted to Manage- 
ment Area C in the Fourmile Creek area. This 
change corrects a mapping error made during 
the Forest Planning process. These 5,000 acres 
are not elk winter range and are suitable for tim- 
ber management. These changes provide a bet- 
ter management strategy for the mountain range. 
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Management Area G , minimum management ar- 
eas would gain 3,609 acres, most from Manage- 
ment Area C (5,272 acres). Other additions are 
re-allocations from Management Areas H (298 
acres) and J (53 acres). Both of these additions 
reflect a better definition of the respective bound- 
aries (developed recreation and municipal 
watershed). Adjustments resulting in a loss of 
acres include 72 acres changed to Management 
Area C; 1,121 acres to Management Area E; 291 
acres to Management Area H; and 530 acres to 
Management J. As previously discussed, the 
change to Management Area C acknowledges 
the suitable timbered ground within the mountain 
range; allocations to Management Area E cor- 
rects mapping of the elk winter range; adjust- 
ments to Management Area H reflect manage- 
ment of the developed recreation resources. All 
of these changes provide more consistent man- 
agement direction for the mountain range. 

Management Area H, developed recreation 
would lose 438 acres, most of this change repre- 
sents a re-allocation to Management Area C and 
G, as discussed above. Gains to Management 
Area H result from re-allocations from Manage- 
ment Areas G and E, also discussed 
previously. Again, adjustments to Management 
Area H would more accurately define the devel- 
oped recreation zone (ie. campgrounds and loop 
trails). 

Management Area J, the Willow Creek municipal 
watershed would gain 530 acres, all from Man- 
agement Area G, along the hydrologic boundary 
(Wapiti and Elk Peaks). This adjustment repre- 
sents a mapping refinement to include and pro- 
tect the entire watershed. Further, 53 acres 
would be changed to Management Area G to 
exclude Smith Fork, a tributary of Smith Creek 
which does not flow into the Willow Creek water- 
shed. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives to changing management areas as rec- 
ommended by the ID Team are as follows: 

FP-1 

FP-2 

FP-3 

FP-4 

Make no change in the management ar- 
ea designation. Continue with the cur- 
rent Forest Plan management area des- 
ignation (see Table 1). 

Change management area designation 
as recommended by the ID Team (see 
Table 1). Also establish an open road 
densrty of 2.5 miles/square mile for Man- 
agement Area D. 

Delay any management area changes 
until the 10-1 5-year Forest Plan revision. 

Change the management area designa- 
tion to other management emphases. 
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1 Management Area 

~ Management Area A 
~ Management Area B 

Management Area C 
' Management Area D 

Management Area E 
Management Area F 
Management Area G 
Management Area H 
Management Area I 
Management Area J 
Management Area K 
Management Area L 
Management Area M 
Management Area N 
Management Area 0 
Management Area P 
Management Area Q 
Management Area R 
Management Area S 
Management Area T 

Mgmt 
Area 

C 

D 

E 

I Total Forest Acres 

To MA J New Forest 

Plan Acres Plan Acres 

To MA H Current Forest ToMAC ToMAD ToMAE ToMAG 

I 

45,126 +5,665 -1 7,997 -9,103 -5,272 18,419 

0 + 17,997 17,997 

6,300 -5,000 + 10,224 -1 62 1 1,362 

Allocatioi 

Acres 
1987 

16,261 
330,838 
11 1,664 
24,456 

116,519 
352,746 
247,644 
31,778 
37,867 
11,100 
9,125 

16,112 
3,281 

41,838 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,225 

0 
0 

1,843,397 

Table 1 
of Management 1 

Net Changed 
Acres 

+ 13,582 
-41,476 
-24,554 

No Change 
+8,051 
+2,591 

+26,634 
-2,832 

-79 
-71 5 

-1,209 
+610 

+3,944 
-580 

No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

+ 96 
+2,600 

+ 12,980 

?as/Acres C 

Current 
Acres 

29,843 
289,362 
87,110 
24,456 

124,570 
355,337 
274,278 
28,946 
37,788 
10,385 
7,916 

16,722 
7,225 

41,258 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 

12,980 

1,843,040 

anges 

Net Proposed 
Changes 

No Change 
No Change 

+ 17,997 
+ 5,062 

No Change 
+3,609 

-438 
No Change 

+477 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

-26,707 

New Acres 

29,843 
289,362 
60,403 
42,453 

129,632 
355,337 
277,887 
28,508 
37,788 
10,862 
7,916 

16,722 
7,225 

41,258 
22,702 

384,407 
51,834 
33,321 
2,600 

12,980 

1,843,040 
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RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The proposed changes in Alternative FP-2 will 
greatly facilitate the management for those areas 
involved. The new management direction will be 
consistent with similar type lands on the Forest. 
Overall, there will no additional environmental ef- 
fects beyond those described in the Forest Plan 
EIS. Only the number of acres will change. Effects 
on other resources and programs will be minor. 
Those lands which are suitable for timber produc- 
tion will be managed for a sustained yield of timber 
products (Management Areas B and C) and those 
lands where other values are high will be managed 
accordingly (Management Areas D, E, G, H, and J). 
The public has been included in this decision. See 
the Record of Decision for the Castle Mountain 
Range Analysis, Background Information and Public 
Involvement. While there was little public comment 
on the proposed management area changes, I have 
considered this information in reaching my deci- 
sion. 

Alternative FP-1, No Change - By not adjusting the 
management area designations, the needed man- 
agement and protection for these areas would not 
be assured. Not converting the Management Area C 
lands to Management Area D, falsely classifies 
these areas as suitable for timber management. In 
reality, these acres are predominantly grassland or 
mixed grass/conifer/shrub. These lands are too 
scattered to be economically managed for timber 
production. Also, without the adjustment it would be 
difficult to harvest timber and meet the effective elk 
hiding cover standard in the Forest Plan (Forest 
Plan, page 3-1 6). Without implementing proposed 
changes to Management Area G, over 5,000 acres 
of steep, rocky terrain would be inappropriately ex- 
pected to produce timber. Likewise, adjustments to 
Management Areas E, H and J, would lead to less 
efficient management and inadequate protection of 
the municipal watershed and big game winter 
range. While the changes in management area des- 
ignations are not necessary to implement the pro- 
posed alternatives, the changes would provide bet- 
ter overall resource management. Unchanged, the 
present allocations meet the Forest Plan standard 
for open road density (see Table 3). 

Alternative FP-2, Change Management Areas 
(Preferred Alternative) - Based on a review by the 
ID Team, the Forest proposes to change the man- 
agement area designation on 40,492 acres in the 
project area. These proposed changes would im- 
prove long-term management strategies and better 
reflect the intent of the Forest Plan. The changed 
management would be consistent with similar type 
lands elsewhere on the Forest and provide ade- 
quate protection for the municipal watershed and 
elk winter range. Those lands suitable for timber 
management would be appropriately managed; 
and those lands having other higher resource op- 
portunities would receive the correct management 
direction. 

The change of Management Area C to Management 
Area 0 would result in the re-allocation of 1,757 
acres of suitable timber to a non-timber manage- 
ment emphasis (timber compartments 630, 715, 
71 6). While additional acres of timbered lands with- 
in Management Area C would be re-allocated to 
Management Area D, these acres are not suitable 
for timber management because compliance with 
the Forest Plan requirements for providing elk secu- 
rity would not be achievable. Much of this additional 
timber is scattered throughout open park areas 
where elk cover is minimal, even without timber 
harvest. Overall, there would be no additional envi- 
ronmental effects. Only the number of acres would 
change. 

_ .  
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Open Road Densities: Table 3 shows a comparison 
of the open road densities under the current Man- 
agement Area designations in the Castle Mountains 
and the Proposed Management Areas. The Forest 
Plan specifies an open road density standard of 1.5 
miles/square mile, and implementation of Alterna- 
tive FP-2 would result in an open road density of 2.2 
miles/square mile. Those acres converted from 

Management Area C to Management Area D would 
not meet the open road density standard in the 
Forest Plan (see Table 3). To correct this problems 
an open road density of 2.5 miles/square mile will be 
established for management Area D in the Castle 
Mountains. This standard will be in line with the 
existing open road density. Effects on other re- 
sources and programs would be minor. 

Table 3 
Allocations of Management Areas/O pen Road Densities 

Management 
Areas 

Existing Management Areas 

Total 
Square 

Mi. 

70.5 
0 

9.8 
15.6 
3.3 
6.7 
3.4 

Open 
Road Mi 

96.8 
NA 
9.0 
0.9 
3.3 

0 
10.4 

Open 
Mi./Sq Mi. 

1.4 
NA 
1 .o 

< O S  
1 .o 

0 
3.0 

l exceeds Forest Plan standard of 1.5 mile/square mile 

Alternative FP-3, Delay any Management Area 
Changes until the 70-75 year Forest Plan Revision 
Delaying changes would only postpone the need to 
make management area changes to keep the For- 
est Plan current. 

Alternative FP4, Change the Management Area 
designation to other management emphasis -The 
Lewis and Clark Forest Plan identified 20 manage- 
ment areas with specific direction for each manage- 
ment area. Some management areas have been 
established by law (Wilderness), some by the Chief 
of the Forest Service (Experimental Forest, Re- 
search Natural Areas), while others were estab- 
lished by the Forest. While there could be other 
management area designations for the proposed 
changes, the recommended changes best meet the 
intent of the Forest Plan and facilitate improved re- 
source management, as described. 

Proposed Management Areas 

Total 
Square 

Mi. 

28.8 
28.1 
17.8 
21.2 
2.6 
7.5 
3.4 

Open 
Road Mi. 

21.8 
62.5 
19.7 
3.6 
2.3 

0 
10.4 

Open 
Mi./Sq Mi. 

0.75 
2.2’ 
1.1 

~ 0 . 5  
1 .o 

0 
3.0 

Another 40,492 acres are proposed for change un- 
der this amendment. Together, these figures repre- 
sent about a 7% change in land allocation and are 
considered a minor modification. Tables 1 and 2 
display the net management area changes made in 
the Forest Plan and the changes proposed by the 
Castle Mountain Range analysis. 

Overall, the proposed changes in management ar- 
eas along with the past changes would reduce the 
suitable forest land by 16,558 acres (new suitable 
acres, 265,749). This reduction equates to about 
6% of the total suitable forest land identified in the 
Forest Plan for timber production (287,307 
acres). Such a small change would not affect the 
annual allowable sale quantity (12.1 MMBF), nor 
would it have much effect on the long-term sus- 
tained yield capacrty of the Forest (23.8 MMBF). _ -  

Cumulative €ffecrs: Ground truthing and site specif- 
ic analysis conducted during implementation of the 
Forest Plan has resulted in land allocation adjust- 
ments totalling 90,432 acres. 
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NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

This amendment does not result in a significant 
change in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan. 
The determination that this is a non-significant 
amendment is made in accordance with the require- 
ments of 16 U.S.C. 1604(f), 36 CFR 21 9.1 O(e) and 
(9, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 
1920 - Land and Resource Management Planning. 
Actions under this amendment do not significantly 
alter the multiple-use goals or objectives for long- 
term land and resource management nor signifi- 
cantly change the planned annual outputs for the 
Forest. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is not necessary to implement any of 
the management practices as described in the 
Record of Decision for the the Castle Mountains 
Range Analysis. Therefore, the decision to amend 
the Forest Plan is subject to administrative review 
pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Any written notice of ap- 
peal of this decision must be fully consistent with 36 
CFR 21 7.9, 'Content of Notice of Appeal" including 
the reasons for appeal and must be filed with: Re- 
gional Forester, Forest Service - Northern Region, 
Post Office Box 7669, Missoula. Montana, 59807. 
The appeal must be filed within 45 days from the 
date of publication of notice in the legal section of 
the Great Falls Tribune newspaper. It is anticipated 
that the publication date will be February 28, 1997 
making the appeal deadline April 14, 1997. This 
date coincides with the Record of Decision for the 
Castle Mountains Range Analysis Final EIS. 

CONTACT PERSON 

For additional information concerning this decision 
please contact Dave Wanderaas, ID Team Leader, 
Musselshell Ranger District, 809 2nd Street NW, 
Box 1906, Harlowton, Montana, 59036, (406) 
632-4391. 

Supervisor I/ 

February 28,1997 
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DECISION NOTICE AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
AND DESIGNATION ORDER 

DESIGNATION OF EIGHTEEN RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS AND 
TWO BOTANICAL SPECIAL INTEREST AREAS 

USDA Forest Service - Northern Region 

FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
FLATHEAD AND LAKE COUNTIES, MONTANA 

GALIATIN NATIONAL FOREST 
GALIATIN AND PARK COUNTIES, MONTANA 

- HELENA NATiO!\lAL FOREST 
- LEWIS AND CLARK COUNTY, MONTANA 

LEVdIS.& CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 
FERGUS AND GOLDEN VALLEY COUNTIES, MONTANA 

LOLO NATIONAL FOREST 
MISSOULA AND SANDERS COUNTIES, MONTANA 

KOOTENAI NATIONAL FOREST 
LINCOLN COUNTY, MONTANA 

1. DESIGNATION ORDER 

By virtue of the authority delegated to me by the Chief of the Forest Service (FSM 4063 and 2372), it is my decision 
to establish the 18 Research Natural Areas (RNAs) and 2 Botanical Special Interest Areas (SIAs) listed in Table 1. 

These 20 areas comprise a total of 27,061 acres of land in the State of Montana, within those National Forests, Ranger 
Districts and Counties listed above, as described in the section of the Establishment Records (ERs) entitled Location. 
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Table 1: Summary listing of RNAs and SlAs by National Forest, Ranger District, acres and general natural 
features. 

Areas 

FLATHEAD NF: 
Swan River 

FLATHEAD & KOOTENAI 
NF: 

Le Beau 

GALLATIN NF 
Black Butte 

E. Fk. Mill Creek 

Black Sand Springs SIA 

Obsidian Sands 

Palace @une 

Passage Creek 

Sliding Mountain 

Wheeler Ridge 

HELENA NF: 
Indian Meadows 

Cabin Gulch 

Red Mtn. 

KOOTENAI NF: 
Lower Ross Creek 

Norman-Parmenter 

Hidden Lake SIA 

LEWIS & CLARK NF 
Big Snowy 

LOLO NF: 
Shoofly 

Ferry Landing’ 

Barktable Ridge 

rOTAL 

Districts 

Swan Lake 

Tally Lake and 
Fortine 

Hebgen Lake 

Livingston 

Hebgen Lake 

HebgeR Lake 

Bozeman 

Livingston 

Livingston 

Bozeman 

Lincoln 

Helena 

Lincoln 

Troy 

Libby 

Fortine 

Judith and 
Musselshell 

Missoula 

Plains - Thompson 
Falls 

Plains - Thompson 
Falls 

Acres’* 

682 

5709 

51 0 

882 

407 

390 

1280 

1112 

1459 

640 

949 

2408 

1901 

1777 

1300 

605 

3145 

934 

630 

34 1 

27,061 

General Natural Features 

Island with wetlands. peatlands. riparian. western red cedar and 
grand fir forest 

Forest of red cedar, hemlock and grand fir, and larch and 
herbaceous plant communities on glacier-covered rockland, lake, 

ponds and wetlands 

Dry subalpine forest w/whitebark pine, subalpine fir, Engelmann 
spruce, Douglas fir 

Engelmann spruce and Douglas-fir with whitebark understory: 
mountain stream 

Spring creek riparian vegetation 

Lodgepole pine with bitterbrush understory 

Subalpine wetlands, watertails. geologic ieatures. subalpine forest 
and meadows 

Engelmann spruce, douglas-fir. subalpine fir. upland and riparian 
forests 

Whitebark pine and subalpine fir forest types 

Old growth, whitebark pine, timber pine, and lodgepole pine forest 

Wetlands, peatlands, Douglas-fir and subalpine forest with aspen 

Douglas-fir with bunchgrass understory 

Subalpine fidwhktebark pine forest, alpine and timberline, scree 
and mountain streams 

Western red cedar and hemlock forest 

Douglas-fir, western red cedar and black cottonwood forest 

Wetlands, unusual plants, Engelmann spruce. Douglas-fir and 
western red cedar forest 

Alpine plant communities, forested scree. timberline forests and 
rockland 

Lodgepole pine, subalpine fir, Engelmann spruce forest and 
peatlands 

Ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir forest wlbunchgrass understory 

Old growth mountain hemlock 

‘The name for the proposed Squaw Creek RNA has been changed to Ferry Landing RNA to associate it with a historical feature occurring at this 
location on the Clark Fork River. 
“NOTE: All RNAlSlA acreages are approximate and based on current technology andmapping techniques. 
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11. INTRODUCTION TO DECISION 

A. Decisions to be Made 

This Decision Notice documents my decision and rationale related to the Environmental Assessment for the Designa- 
tion of Research Natural Areas (RNAs) and Botanical Special Interest Areas (SIAs), within the State of Montana. 
Specifically I am making the following decisions: 1) whether or not to designate each of the proposed areas; 2) and 
if so, what changes or amendments, if any, are required to be made to the Forest Plans, and 3) if amendments are 
determined necessary, whether or not they are significant. Each area has been considered individually. 

8. Overview 

RNAs and SlAs are managed to maintain the natural conditions and natural processes that characterize these areas. 
The guiding management direction for RNAs is found in Forest Service Manual 4063 and for SlAs in Forest Service 
Manual 2372. RNAs are part of a national network of ecological areas designated in perpetuity for research and 
education and/or to maintain biological diversity on National Forest System lands. RNAs are for non-manipulative 
research, observation, and study. SlAs are dedicated to protect outstanding natural features for public enjoyment and 
study. - 

During the original Forest Planning Process (mid 1980s) Forests identified proposed and candidate RNAs in their 
Forest Plans. In addition, since original Forest Planning efforts, new information on ecosystem and plant community 
classification and description has been produced, leading to funher refinement and analysis of natural area targets. 
Subsequent analysis has resulted in the identification of additional sites which meet natural areas criteria and fulfill 
voids in the national natural areas system. There now exists a need to formally establish these areas per Forest Plan 
direction and direction contained in Forest Service Manuals 4063 and 2372. 

The proposed RNAs and SlAs were identified for designation through Regional and Forest level planning based on 
their representative and/or unique natural and ecological features. They were identified in the planning process to 
become part of a designated system of areas with a management goal of maintaining their natural condition and 
features for use in non-manipulative research, as well as for baseline comparison and observation (FSM 4063). 

The community types found in the proposed RNAs and SlAs were determined to be currently unrepresented or 
under-represented in the national RNA system. The proposed areas would contribute to the regional and national 
network of natural community types, and once established, are expected to encourage monitoring and research use. 

111. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

In deciding which management action to take, I considered three 'action" alternatives and the 'no action" alternative. 
These four alternatives provided a range of alternatives to consider which sharply defined the issues identified during 
scoping (EA pages 3-5). In addition, three alternatives were considered but not evaluated in detail (EA page 5). The 
following discussion summarizes the alternatives considered in detail. 

Alternative A 

Under Alternative A. 19 RNAs and 2 SlAs would be designated. Alternative A is a combination of areas as originally 
proposed in the Forest Planszand modifications or additions to the original Forest Plan proposals based on new 
information and planning that has occurred over the past decade. This alternative includes amending Forest Plans 
to establish the RNAs and SIAs. Alternative A is the initial proposed-action that was presented during scoping. 

Alternative B 

Alternative 8 was derived from modifications of Alternative A to incorporate public comments, ID Team findings. and 
additional detail from the finalization of Establishment Records (ERs). Specifically this alternative was developed to 
address the purpose and need, and the size and configuration of the proposed areas (see EA page 4 for details). 
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Alternative C 

TOTAL 

Under Alternative C, only those areas originally proposed in the 1987 Forest Plans, would be designated. Specifically 
this alternative was developed to address the purpose and need and the restriction of commodity uses. Under 
Alternative C, any new RNA or SIA proposals or modifications to those originally proposed in the 1987 Forest Plans 
would have to wait until the next Forest planning cycle. This alternative includes amending Forest Plans to change 
the status of proposed RNAs to 'established' (see EA page 4 for details). . 

18 2 27,061 

Alternative D 

Alternative D would consist of not taking administrative action to complete the designation of the proposed RNAs and 
SlAs at this time. The management areas (MAS) allocated to RNAs in Forest Plans, and/or the Forest Plan direction 
proposed for RNAs, would not be implemented in this planning cycle. Implementation and formal establishment of 
RNAs as envisioned in Forest Planning would not occur. The areas identified in the Forest Plans would, however, 
continue to be managed status quo to preserve the RNA option. Action on any new information or opportunities, and 
changes to address any proposed RNA management conflicts, would be deferred until the next planning cycle. 
Unique habitats, rare plants, potential baseline study areas, and other such natural features, would, however, 
continue to be protected as required by Forest Service policies, regulations, law and existing Forest Plan direction. 
No amendments to Forest Plans would occur under the no action alternative. - 

IV. DECISIOPI 

I have decided to implement Alternative B. Alternative B, includes formally establishing 18 RNAs and 2 Botanical SlAs 
for approximately 27,061 acres on 6 National Forests. Tables 1 and 2 provide a summary of the areas. 

Table 2. Summary of number of proposed RNAs/SIAs and total acres by National Forest. 

I #RNAs I National Forest 
General I 

Flathead 
Gallatin 
Helena 
Lewis and Clark 
Lolo 
Kootenai 

Acres 

5,990 
6,680 
5,258 
3,145 
1,905 
4.083 

The following is a summary of my decision for establishing RNAs and SlAs under Alternative B. 

1. Whether or not to designate each of the proposed areas? 

Eighteen RNAs and 2 S l A s  will be designated as summarized in Table 1 above. The Mt. Ellis proposed RNA on 
the Gallatin National Forest will not be formally established until further study is completed. This area will, 
however, continue to be managed to maintain the option of designation as an RNA during the next Forest 
planning cycle. 

2. What changes or amendments, if any, are required to be made to the Forest Plans? 

Implementation of Alternative B includes amendments to 6 National Forest Plans. These amendments have been 
included in detail in Appendix B of this Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant impact. 



3. If amendments are necessary, are they significant amendments? 

I have determined based on analysis completed in the Environmental Assessment, Project File and Establish- 
ment Records that the Forest Land and Resource Management amendments do not result in significant changes 
to the Flathead, Gallatin, Helena, Kootenai, Lewis and Clark, or Lolo National Forest Plans. The determination 
that these are nonsignificant amendments, is made in accordance with the requirements of 16 U.S.C. 1640(f), 
36 CFR 21 9.1 O(e) and (f). 36 CFR 21 9.12(k), 40 CFR 1508.27, Forest Service Manual 1920-Land and Resource 
Management Planning and Forest Service Handbook 1909.15-Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook. 

Formally establishing the 18 RNAs and 2 SlAs will not significantly alter the multiple-use goals or objectives for 
long-term land and resource management, nor significantly change the planned annual outputs for the National 
Forests involved. The Flathead, Gallatin, Helena, Kootenai, Lewis and Clark and Lolo National Forests comprise 
a total of 10,915,472 acres. This decision will result in designation of an estimated 27,061 acres of RNAs and 
SIAs. Of this total, 16,807 acres are already being managed as RNAs under the current Forest Plans. Only 10,254 
new acres of RNAs and SlAs will be designated, representing less than one percent of the 6 National Forests 
involved in the analysis. 

The management prescription of the 16,807 acres covered by the original Forest Plans remain the same, only 
10,254 acres of newly established RNAs and SlAs will be subject to new management direction as detailed in 
the amendments included in ApDendix B of this decision. These amendments will be in effect for the life of the 
Fo:est Plans. 

V. RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

The purpose for establishing the RNAs/SIAs is to contribute to a nationwide system of natural areas designed 
to: 

illustrate ... or typify for research or educational purposes, the important forest and range types in each 
forest region, as well as other plant communities that have special or unique characteristics of scienrific 
interest and importance. (36CFR 25 1.23). 

I have determined, based on the analysis completed, that designation of these RNAs and SlAs meets the overall 
purpose and need and intent of this direction. 

The planning and analysis that resulted in the formal establishment of these RNAs/SIAs included specific criteria 
that: 1) minimized duplication of types within the system; 2) selected only truly representative or unique areas, 
which exhibited minimal past disturbance; and 3) selected areas with minimal. or no, conflicting land and 
resource uses. 

Each RNA contains representative or unique natural features in relatively undisturbed condition. The SlAs 
encompass areas rich in uncommon natural features and/or rare plant species. The administrative designation 
Of these areas affords long-term protection and recognition of their natural values for research and baseline 
ecological study and observation purposes, and for the conservation of biological diversity. 

Decision Criteria: 

Overall, my decision was based upon three principle criteria: 

Consistency with Forest Pkn standards, goals and objectives: the Forest Plans and planning process used 
to develop them represents agreements on the management and uses of the National Forests among a wide 
variety of publics, agencies, Indian tribes, organizations and indivjduals. The Forest Plans are a negotiated 
understanding with the public. 

The rejationship to environmental issues and public comments: Organizations, local governments, and the 
general public submitted comments and provided insight on the issues associated with the designation of these 
areas. Public and agency comments helped me identify a reasonable range of alternatives. These comments 
provided me the necessary framework to base my decision. 
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Compatibility with other agency and Indian tribe goals was another important factor that drove my decision 
making process. Scoping occurred with 11 Tribal governments and no comments were received. Government 
agencies were contacted and comments received were incorporated into the decision making process. 

Consistency with the Forest Plan standards, goals and objectives: 

The 1986 and 1987 Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs,) 1983 Regional Guide, and FSM 
4063 set forth objectives and standards for nomination of RNAs, the RNA system. and RNA management; and 
FSM 2372 provides direction for SIAs. Sixteen of the RNAs were specifically proposed and allocated manage- 
ment areas (MAS) in the National Forest LRMPs (Environmental Assessment, Table 1). Five of the original Forest 
Plan RNA allocations were modified as a result of this analysis. In the course of the 1 O-year planning implementa- 
tion, additional areas were nominated and analyzed under FSM 1920, 4063 and 2372 policy procedures. 

As a result, I have decided to amend the LRMPs for Flathead, Gallatin, Helena, Kootenai, Lewis and Clark. and 
Lolo National Forests to reflect these changes. These amendments have been determined, based on analysis 
completed in the EA and Establishment Records, to be "nonsignificant amendments" (see Section IV of this 
Decision for details). The amendments do not significantly alter long-term management objectives or planned 
annual outputs for the Forests. 

This decision, including the-amendments, is consistent with the LRMP for the six National Forests involved with 
!h2se areas. 

Relationship with Environmental Issues and Public Comments: 

Public involvement and comment was an integral part in all steps of the RNNSIA system planning and decisional 
process, including the Environmental Analysis and Assessment process prefacing this decision. Approximately 
840 copies of the scoping package were sent to interested parties. From that mailing 60 responses were 
received, indicating interest in the proposed project. The predecisional EA was sent to the 60 respondents of 
the scoping letter and others who had expressed interest, for a total mailing of 67. Legal notices were published 
in Missoula. Great Falls and Billings newspapers. Forty-two comment letters were received on the EA. A 
summary of public comments and our responses is included as Appendix A. 

Alternative B incorporates new information on specific areas provided through public comment and the analysis 
process. Information on the presence of old growth cedar stands adjacent to the Lower Ross Creek proposed 
RNA resulted in an modification of the RNA boundary to include the old growth. During scoping it became 
apparent that a heavily used recreation trail was included within the Palace Butte RNA. The boundary was 
modified to exclude this trail, resulting in a small reduction in the size of this RNA. Information supplied during 
scoping indicated that motorized use and recreation conflicts existed within the proposed Mt. Ellis RNA on the 
Gallatin National Forest. It was determined that more time was needed to assess the management situation for 
this RNA. Therefore Alternative B, delays a decision on establishment of Mt. Ellis as an RNA until further analysis 
can be completed. 

DECISION SUMMARY 

The primary reason I chose to implement Alternative B, is because Alternative B best responds to overall public 
comments and environmental analysis findings. In Alternative B one of the RNAs originally proposed has been 
deferred from establishmeet at this time, and others have undergone minor changes in size and configuration. 
There are 27.061 acres being designated for RNA/SIA status under Alternative B. Alternative B, in my judgement, 
best meets long-standing Northern Region planning, policies and objectives for the Natural Area System (see 
Section IV. Rationale). I did not choose Alternative A, which was the--original proposed action, since it does not 
address new information on specific RNA management and design that came to light during scoping. 

Two other alternatives were considered and evaluated. Alternative C, which would have designated only the 15 
areas as originally proposed in the 1987 Forest Plans. This alternative, in my judgement, did not take into 
account new information on ecosystem and plant community classification and specific site information ac- 
quired over the past decade: and Alternative D, the no action alternative, which would have deferred any action 
until the next undetermined planning cycle. 



Alternative B was found to have minimal to no resource or land use conflicts, and no significant environmental 
effects. These findings were documented in the environmental assessment in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.27 
regulations. There was strong public support for the proposed action in the predecisional review of the 
Environmental Assessment. 

1 

VI FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The Environmental Assessment disclosed environmental effects and alternatives for the proposed decision to 
designate 18 RNAs and 2 SIAs. It was determined that the proposed alternative identified in this Decision Notice 
will not have a significant effect on the human environment considering context and intensity of any impacts (40 
CFR 1508.27) as follows: 

*Context: Although these areas are additions to a national system of RNAs, both short-term and long-term 
physical and biological effects are limited to the local area. There will not be significant effects to the local human 
environment. 

*Intensity: The intensity of the proposed decision has been considered and evaluated in respect to the 
following ten items outlined as per 40 CFR 1508.27: 

1.  'Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist even if the Federal 
agency believes that ~ ) i l  balance the eifec! will be beneficial.' 

There are no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on the resources associated with the 
decision being made. The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects disclosed in the Environmental ASsess- 
rnent are of low intensity, and none involve extraordinary circumstances or unknown conditions. All issues 
were addressed and meet Northern Region and Forest Plan goals and standards. 

2. 'The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.' 

There were no public health or safety issues identified in the scoping process or assessment associated 
with the proposed decision. 

3. 'Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park 
lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas." 

The proposed action is intended to identify and protect unique values and ecologically critical areas for 
scientific study and public enjoyment. No significant cultural or heritage resources are affected or 
involved. 

4. 'The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial." 

The effects are not controversial. The RNAs were selected in areas that had minimal potential conflict with 
existing land uses and other potential resource management opportunities. 

5. "The degree to which the effects on the qualify of the human environment are highly uncertain or involve 
unique or unknown risks." - 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects disclosed in the Environmental Assessment are of low 
intensity, and none involve extraordinary circumstances or unknown conditions. .. - 

6. 'The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or 
represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.* 

Future management for RNAs, and SlAs is prescribed in the Establishment Records, the Forest Plans, 
and the Forest Service 4063 and 2372 Manual. This decision does not establish a precedent nor does 
it represent a decision in principle about future considerations. 
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7. 'Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant 
impacts. Significance exists if if is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the 
environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into 
small component parts.' 

' 

There are no significant cumulative effects. The Natural Area program was previously analyzed in 
environmental statements at Regional and Forest levels. The cumulative effects were determined not to 
be significant. Likewise, there are no significant cumulative impacts on the environment associated with 
this proposed action. 

8. "The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects 
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historical Places or may cause loss or destruction 
of significant scientific, cultural, o r  historical resources: 

There will be no adverse effect on any sites eligible for the National Register of Historical Places. Effects 
to cultural resources are of a positive nature where RNA establishment affords protection to known sites 
or any  potential sites. 

9. 'The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat 
that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.' 

There are no known Threatened or Endangered plant or animal species that will be adversely affected 
by this decision. The proposed action might be viewed locally as beneficial for the protection of habitat 
for any rare, threatened, or endangered species. 

IO.  "Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or loch/ law or requirements imposed for 
the protection of the environment." 

This decision is consistent with other Federal, State or local laws for the protection of the environment. 

VII. APPEAL PROVISIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION 

The decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Two (2) copies of the Notice of Appeal must be in 
writing and submitted to: 

Chief. USDA Forest Service 
14th & Independence Ave.. S.W 
P.O. Box 96090 
Washington. D.C. 20090-6090 

The Notice of Appeal prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 217.9(b) must be submitted within 45 days from the date 
of legal notice of this decision. 

If no appeal is filed. implementation of this decision will occur on, but not before, 5 business days from the close 
of the appeal filing period. If an appeal is filed, implementation of this decision will not occur until 15 days 
following the date of appeal disposition. 

For further information on This decision please contact Angela Evenden, (406) 542-4173 or Kris Lee (406) 
329-3647. 

- -  

-&HAL SALWASSER 
Regional Forester 

Date 
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LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Forest Plan Amendment #20 
Research Natural Areas and Botanical Special Interest Areas 

July 1997 

introduction 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest Land and Resource Management Pian (Forest Plan) was approved on June 
4, 1986. Changes affecting the Lewis and Clark National Forest since that time have required nineteen (19) 
amendments to the forest Plan to keep it current. This amendment (20) pertains to designating additional 
Research Natural Areas within the Forest. Currently there are seven (7) RNAs on the Forest: Paine Gulch, 
Minerva Creek, Wagner Basin, Walling Reef, O'Brien Creek, Onion Park, and Bartleson Peak. On July 29, 1997, 
the Regional forester designated an additional Research Natural Area (RNA) on the Lewis and Clark National 
Forest, resulting in a total of eight (8) RNAs to date designated on the Lewis and Clark National Forest. 

CHANGE #! - ~ -  

I Chapter I l l ,  Table 3.GManagement Areas and Acres (page 3-2 of the Forest Plan), change Management Area 
M from '7,225 acres; 0.4 percent" to '10,370 acres; 0.6 percent'. Change Management Area F from "355,337 
acres; 19.3 percent' to 352,192 acres; 19.1 percent'. 

CHANGE #2 

Chapter 111, Management Area M Research Natural Areas section (page 3-60 of Forest Plan), in first paragraph, 
change "Management Area M (7,225 acres; 0.4 percent)' to read 'Management'Area M (10.370 acres; 0.6 
percent)". 

CHANGE $ 3  

Chapter Ill, Management Area M Research Natural Areas section (page 3-60 of Forest Plan), in second 
paragraph, add 'Big Sno~vy--3,145 acres. 

MANAGEMENT 

An ongoing (at time of the Decision to establish the RNA) Environmental Assessment ("Big Snowies Access and 
Transponation Analysis") will address Travel Plan management within the RNA. 

A temporary radio repeater has been installed seasonally in the northeast corner of the East Unit, to provide 
an essential communication link between the Ranger District office and Forest personnel in the Little Snowy 
Mountains. The Forest will reserve the right to continue this use when needed in order to assure personnel health 
and safety. 

... 



FOREST PIAN AMENDMENT NO. 21 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 

SEPTEMBER 1997 
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DECISION 

In conjunction with decisions resulting from the Final Oil and Gas Leasing EIS, it is my decision to amend the 
Lewis and Clark Land and Resource Plan (Forest Plan) by changing the management direction for oil and 
gas leasing on the Lewis and Clark National Forest. The Final Oil and Gas Leasing EIS has been completed 
and the resulting decisions are being incorporated into the Forest .Plan. 

BACKGROUND 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) was approved by 
the Regional Forester on June 4, 1986. The Forest Plan guides all natural resource management activities 
and establishes management standards for the Lewis and Clark National Forest. 

Under the Forest Plan, all National Forest System lands on the Lewis and Clark were administratively available 
for lease, with stipulations except: 

0 existing wilderness (Management Area P), 

0 recommended wilderness areas (Management Area Q), 

0 the Middle Fork Judith Wilderness Study Area in the Little Belt Mountains and the Big 
Snowies Wilderness Study Area. 

In addition, stream segments eligible for wild status under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would not be offered 
for lease (see Forest Plan Amendment No. 2). 

The Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 4184) formally withdrew all 
permitted ski areas from disposition under the mineral leasing laws. According to regulations at 36 CRF 
228.102(b), these areas are now legally unavailable for leasing. This includes the areas encompassed by 
special use permit for the Showdown and Teton Pass ski areas. This Act was not in place at the time the Forest 
Plan was approved. 

The Selected Alternative (which combines Alternative 1 (a) for the Rocky Mountain Division with Alternative 
7 for the Jefferson Division) in the Final EIS for Oil and Gas Leasing identified management direction for 
subsequent oil and gas leasing. The Selected Alternative maintains availability determinations established in 
the Forest Plan (and includes the areas described in the previous paragraph), but determines that some areas 
would not be offered for lease at this time. 

No lands on the Rocky Mountain Division will be offered for lease under the Selected Alternative. This 
alternative responds to public concern regarding oil and gas development on the Rocky Mountain Division. 
Included in the areas that would not be offered for lease is the RM-1 Geographic Unit (Badger-Two Medicine 
area) on the Rocky Mountain Division. Although some of the area is not currently leased, most of the area 
is already under lease and existing leases are under suspension. When the suspension is lifted, those leases 
will have from 3 to 7 years remaining on their 1 O-year lease term. In addition, final determination of boundaries 
for an identified traditional cultural district are still pending. 

Alternative 7 for the Jefferson Division provides consistent management direction for road construction to 
access surface and subsurface resources in Management Areas F and G. This alternative allows leasing 
within a one-mile corridor of existing road in Management Area G and applies a NSO stipulation to the 
remainder of the Management Area. A NSO stipulation would apply to all of Management Area F. 

Because of limited occupancy opportunities and high recreation use, the access corridor to Crystal Lake in 
the Big Snowy Mountains will not be leased. This corridor is surrounded by Wilderness Study Area lands. In 
addition, inventoried roadless lands adjacent to Wilderness Study Act areas will not be offered for lease under 
the Selected Alternative. A small area outside, but mostly surrounded by inventoried roadless lands on the 
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south side of the Big Snowy Mountains is also included with the No Lease lands. This alternative applies a 
NSO stipulation to watersheds supporting either 'managed as pure" or 'indicator" populations of westslope 
cutthroat trout. 

9,475 
2,030 

9,702 
356,111 

891,884 

Table 1 outlines the determinations for those areas that are either unavailable, not leased or offered for lease 
with stipulations under the Selected Alternative. 

19 

48 

Areas A 

Rocky Mountain Division 
Jefferson Division 
TOTAL FOREST AREA 

Legally Unavailable Areas 
Wilderness 
Forest Plan Recommended 

Wilderness - 
Big Snowy WSA 
Middle Fork Judith WSA 
Permitted Ski Areas 
Total 

No-Lease Areas 
The remainder of the Rocky 

Mountain Division 
Eligible Wild Rivers 
Additional Big Snowy WSA 

Roadless lands & 
Crystal Lake area 

WSA Roadless lands 
Additional Middle Fork Judith 

Total 

Area To Be Offered for Lease 

Table 1 
Selected Alternative 
iilable/Unavailable for Lease 

ACRES I % 

777,537 
1,084,916 
1,862,453 100 

385,901 

55,773 
87,928 
81,032 
3,824 

61 4,458 33 

Nota: Acreage figures are generated through Geographic Information Systems computer calculations and may vary slightly from those 
that have appeared in previous documents. 

* - All eligible wild river segments are within the Rocky Mountain Division. 

Protective lease stipulations will be applied to administratively available lands as follows: 

0 No Surface Occupancy (NSO) -Under Alternative 7 for the Jefferson Division, the No Surface Occupancy 
stipulation applies to the following areas: 

- Semi-primitive lands (Forest Plan Management Area F) 
- Unimproved lands outside a 1 -mile road corridors along existing roads within Forest Plan 

Management Area G 
-Bald eagle nest sites 
-Administrative sites mile buffer) 
- Developed recreation sites/special use cabins/resorts (Vi mile buffer) 
-Research Natural Areas (Forest Pian Management Area M) 
-Special interest areas 
-Tenderfoot Experimental Forest (Forest Plan Management Area K) 
-Slopes greater than 60% 
-Core populations of northern rattlesnake-plantain (sensitive plant) 
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-Municipal watersheds (see also CSU for upper O'Brien Creek) 
- Drainages supporting "managed as pure" and "indicator" populations of westslope cutthroat trout 
- Individual traditional cultural properties 

0 Timing Limitation (TL) -Alternative 7 for the Jefferson Division provides for the use of a timing limitation 
stipulation to protect wildlife seasonal ranges as follows: 

- Elk/deer winter range 
-Peregrine and prairie falcon, golden eagle, and goshawk nest sites 

0 Controlled Surface Use (CSU) -Alternative 7 for the Jefferson Division provides for the application of the 
Controlled Surface Use stipulation for protection of the following resources: 

-Soils with moderate to severe mass failure potential 
-Wetland soils 
-Upper portion of the O'Brien Creek municipal watershed 
-Elk and mule deer winter range 
-All of Little Belt Mountains for possible old growth habitat and coordination with concurrent activities 
-High and medium high visual sensitivity scenery resources 
-Historic districts 
- Riparian areas/wetland/floodplains corridors 
-All watersheds for surface water quality 
-High probability sensitive plant habitat 
-Scenic and recreation river candidates (% mile buffer) 
-National Recreation trails and trails in Management Areas other than A-C, 0, L and T (% mile buffer) 

FOREST PIAN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION (Changes shown in bold) 

Forest Plan direction for oil and gas resources are found in a variety of locations in the Forest Plan. Direction 
is provided under Forest-wide management standards and under specific direction for management areas. 
Although the descriptions for Geographic Units in the Forest Plan do not provide management direction, in 
some cases, specific language regarding oil and gas leasing was included. 

Forest-wide Management Standards 

Forest-wide management standards clarify policy and direction for Forest operations, maintenance and 
protection. Forest Plan Management Standard G-2 applies to oil and gas leasing, exploration drilling, field 
development and production (Forest Plan pages 2-56 through 2-58). The following changes to Forest-wide 
Management Standard G-2 are made as a result of decisions made from the Final Oil and Gas Leasing EIS. 
The standard as it appears in the 1986 Forest Plan is identified, with changes outlined below. 

(1) Road construction will not normally be permitted on slopes greater than 60%. Drill pads will not normally 
be permitted on slopes greater than 40%. Exceptions to these slope restrictions on occupancy may be made 
when project analysis demonstrates that occupancy on steeper slopes is environmentally acceptable. 

The reference to drill pad construction on slopes greater than 40% has been eliminated. This was 
done for several reasons. One, in order to achieve a consistency in the use of the No Surface Occupancy 
stipulation. It was intended to apply to a// facilities and uses including roads, drillpads, and ancillary 
facilities, when applied to a particular geographic area. And two, restrictions applied to areas with 
unstable soils is generally thought to provide protection to areas with slopes of this grade on which 
drillpad construction may not be acceptable. This aspect of the Forest Plan was not included in the 
Selected Alternative. 

This reference has also been eliminated from Forest-wide management standard Facilities L 4  number 
24 on page 2-68 of the Forest Plan. 
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(2) Restrict occupancy within the flood plain or riparian area of streams and their tributaries that are classified 
as 'highest value,' high value,' and 'substantial value" for the Upper Missouri cutthroat trout or having a 
Fisheries Resource Value of two or better. 

This management standard is replaced by: 

(2) A No Surface Occupancy stipulation will be applied to drainages supporting populations of 
westslope cutthroat trout that are considered either "managed-as-pure' (Le. 98-1 00% genetic 
purity) or 'indicator" (Le. 90-97% genetic purity). 

(3) Apply the 'limited surface use stipulation" to the following landtypes: 

14B, 14C, 22, 25C (Severe cut-bank failure potential) 
14K, 23A, 25A, 256, 41, 42, 177 (Moderate cut-bank failure potential) 

Additional investigation done for the Oil and Gas Leasing analysis identified additional landtypes for 
which stipulations were considered necessary, and changed severii categories for two identified 
landtypes. 

The wording 'limited surface use stipulation' is changed to read Controlled Surface Use stipulation. This 
is in conformance with the Uniform Format for Oil and Gas Lease Stipulations, prepared by the Rocky 
Mountain Regional Coordinating Committee, March 1989. 

This management standard has been amended to read: 

(3) Apply the Controlled Surface Use stipulation to the following landtypes: 

148, 14C, 22, 25C, 59B, 177 (Severe cut-bank failure potential) 
14D, 20A, 23A, 25A, 41, 42,43,43A, 44 (Moderate cut-bank failure) 

This language will also amend Forest-wide management standard Facilities L 4  number 22 on page 2-68 
in the Forest Plan. 

(5) Protect existing uses and rights, such as powerlines, irrigation canals, and cemeteries by the no-surface 
occupancy stipulation. 

Existing uses and rights, as identified in the Forest Plan for no surface occupancy, were defined in this 
analysis as developed recreation sites, trailheads, special use permitted sites, and administrative sites. 
Stipulating long linear features such as powerlines and irrigation canals with a No Surface Occupancy 
stipulation would lead to management inconsistencies should a proposed road to a wellsite need to 
cross a powerline or canal. This management standard is reworded as: 

(5) Protect existing uses and rights, such as administrative sites, developed recreation sites, 
special use cabins and resorts by the No Surface Occupancy stipulation. 

(6) Conduct on-the-ground inventories for rare plant species before surface disturbing activities are permitted 
in landtypes cited as beTng in rare plant habitat. Minor road relocation could be required for protection of these 
species. 

This standard has been expanded upon to ensure that large populations of sensitive plants are 
protected. It is amended to read: 

(6) Conduct on-the-ground inventories for rare plant species before surface disturbing activities 
are permitted in landtypes cited as being in rare plant habitat. Minor road relocation could be 
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required for protection of these species. Core populations of northern rattlesnake-plantain will be 
stipulated by No Surface Occupancy. 

(7) Protect cultural resources by implementing the standard stipulation. 

This standard has also been expanded through the analysis for Oil and Gas Leasing. It is amended to 
read: 

(7) Protect cultural sites by implementing the standard stipulation. Areas identified as Traditional 
Cultural Districts will not be offered for lease. Identified individual Traditional Cultural properties 
will be stipulated with No Surface Occupancy. Areas identified as Historic Districts will be protect- 
ed through use of the Controlled Surface Use stipulation. 

(9) Protect threatened and endangered species through Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (consulta- 
tion procedures), the standard stipulation, the "Activity Coordination Stipulation', and the use of the Interagen- 
cy Guidelines. Activity Coordination Analysis identify habitat components where surface occupancy must be 
restricted to prevent adverse effects to threatened or endangered species and their habitat. 

Nomenclature for lease stipulations has been modified since the Forest Plan was released. A Controlled 
Surface Use stipulation is now applied to occupiable grizzly bear habitat to control the amount of activity 
that may take place in critical habitat. This replaces the old "Activity Coordination Stipulation.' The CSU 
stipulation requires that activities be delayed greater than 60 days or places limitations on the total 
amount of activity to meet guidelines established for the grizzly bear. 

In addition, timing limitations are applied to occupiable threatened or endangered species habitat. 

This standard has been reworded as: 

(9) Protect threatened and endangered species through Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(consultation procedures), the standard stipulation, the Controlled Surface Use Stipulation, timing 
limitations, and the use of the Interagency Guidelines. An analysis of proposed actions will identify 
conditions under which activities must be restricted, delayed, or modified to prevent adverse 
effects on T&E species and their habitat. 

Additional Sensitivity Level I viewpoints were analyzed in the Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis. The following 
Sensitivity Level I viewpoints are added to the Forest Plan viewpoints for roads and trails under Forest-wide 
Management Standard A-8, Visual Resource Management: 

Rocky Mountain Division: 

Four Blackfeet Indian Reservation Roads, including gravel/paved road one mile south of East Glacier 
to Heart Butte; paved road from Browning south to Heart Butte; road from Four Horns Cemetery near 
Highway 89 to Heart Butte; and paved road from Highway 89 near Robere Cemetery to Heart Butte. 
Highway 49 north of East Glacier, as well as Four Horns Lake, are also viewpoints. 

Glacier National Park Viewpoints 
Glacier Park-Autumn Creek Trail/Summit Trail (Continental Divide National 3cenic Trail) 

State/County Roads: 
Road 146 from Dupuyer to Swift Dam 
Gravelled road from Dupuyer through Roosevelt Ranch to Forest Road 91 93 
Road 145 from Bynum to Blackleaf Canyon 
Road 144 from Highway 89 to Forest Boundary near Cave Mountain 
Road l/Z mile south of Choteau to Forest Road 109 
Road from Augusta to Forest Boundary near Home Gulch Campground 
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Road 235 from Augusta to both Forest Boundary and junction with Road 233 
Road from junction with Highway 434 to Trail 215 trailhead along Smith Creek 
Highway 434 from Augusta to Highway 200 
Road along Elk Creek from Highway 434 to Forest Boundary 
Road 577 from junction with Highway 434 to Dearborn Trailhead 

w Reservoirs: 
Bynum 
Pishkun 
Willow Creek 
Nilan 
Bean 
Four Horns Lake 

Trails: 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST) 

Jefferson Division: 

Smith River 

Management Area Prescriptions 

Changes to Management Area prescriptions have also resulted from the Oil and Gas Leasing FElS and 
decision. A description and rationale for the changes follows: 

Management Area F: The Forest Plan does not allow for road construction for surface use activities. It 
provides that roads can be constructed for subsurface resource use. The Selected Alternative and decision 
for oil and gas leasing brings management for subsurface leasable mineral resources more closely in line 
with surface resources. Road construction may still be allowed for access to mining claims under provision 
of the Mining Law. 

Language under Minerals, Development now reads: Surface occupancy for mineral leasing is not 
allowed. 

Management Area G: The Forest Plan allows for short segments of road up to 1 .O mile from roads shown 
in the 1983 inventory for removal of wood products. The Selected Alternative brings management for 
subsurface leasable mineral resources more closely in line with surface resources. Road construction may 
still be allowed for access to mining claims under provision of the Mining Law. 

Language under Minerals, Development now reads: Surface occupancy for mineral leasing will be 
allowed (with other appropriate stipulations) within one mile of existing roads. A No Surface Occupan- 
cy stipulation for mineral leasing will be applied to other lands within this management area. 

Management Area I: Ford Creek Plateau on the Rocky Mountain Division; Forest Plan direction for 
unleased portions 6f this area within Management Area 1 were for it to be available only for non-surface 
occupancy oil and gas leasing (e.g. no road or drill pad construction) during the first decade of the Plan. 
Under this analysis, these lands would not be offered for lease. Specific reference to this area in the 
Forest Plan is eliminated. 

Management Area K (Tenderfoot Experimental Forest): The Forest Plan allows for occupancy only 
where research values can be maintained and the surface quality can be fully reclaimed after mineral 
activity. Under the preferred alternative in this leasing analysis, this management area would be leased with 
No Surface Occupancy. 
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Language under Minerals, Surface Occupancy now reads: Surface occupancy for mineral leasing is not 
allowed. 

Management Area N (Deep Creek-Reservoir North Further Planning Area): The Forest Plan states 
'Continue to gather data on oil and gas potential. Once this data is available, make a recommendation 
regarding wilderness designation on other management through an amendment or revision to the Forest 
Plan.' Under the Selected Alternative in the Lewis and Clark National Forest Oil and Gas Leasing FEIS, 
Management Area N would not be offered for lease. 

The description of the Management Area now reads: Leases in the Deep Creek-Reservoir North Further 
Planning Area were cancelled under U.S. District Court order. The Further Planning Area will not be 
offered for oil and gas leasing during the next 10-1 5 years. 

Language under Wilderness now reads: Manage the area to protect its wilderness values. The remain- 
ing reference to oil and gas potential is eliminated. 

Language under Minerals, Development now reads: The Deep Creek-Reservoir North Further Planning 
Area will not be offered for oil and gas leasing during the next 10-15 years. 

Geographic Units 

Gibson Reservoir, Sun Canyon Geographic Unit. The Forest Plan states that the No Surface Occupancy 
stipulation will be applied to the reclamation withdrawal area about Gisbon Dam to protect wildlife, scenic, 
and recreation values. Under the selected alternative, this area would not be leased for the next 10-15 
years. 

The description for this unit regarding oil and gas leasing now reads: The area around Gibson Reservoir 
has been withdrawn for reclamation purposes. These lands will not be offered for oil and gas leasing 
during the next 10-15 years. (The remaining references to oil and gas potential is eliminated). 

North End Geographic Unit. This area is also referred to as the Badger-Two Medicine area. The Forest 
Plan notes that oil and gas potential is high for the area and that occupancy opportunities are limited in 
certain areas. An area of traditional cultural importance to the Blackfeet Tribe has been identified in this 
geographic area, and under the selected alternative, this unit would not be offered for lease once existing 
lease rights expire. The description for this unit should include: During the next 10-1 5 years of the Plan, 
this unit will not be offered for lease once existing lease rights have expired. 

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

I find that the Forest Plan, supported by analysis in its associated FEIS, identifies stipulations needed to 
provide adequate resource mitigation measures in a majority of situations. However, through the Lewis and 
Clark National Forest Oil and Gas Leasing analysis, additional measures have been identified. 

The oil and gas leasing analysis evaluated impacts of oil and gas leasing and exploration on a variety of 
resource issues, as opposed to structuring the analysis by Forest Plan Management Area. Specific mitigation 
measures in the form of lease stipulations and a determination of lands to be offered for lease were identified 
in the Oil and Gas Lgasing EIS and Record of Decision. This amendment is necessary to bring the Forest 
Plan into agreement with the site specific analysis and findings of the Final EIS. 

Inconsistencies in management for surface and subsurface oil and gas resources in some management 
areas have been addressed through this analysis, and further clarification of site specific applications for 
stipulations has been provided. 
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NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

The changes resulting from Amendment No. 21 do not significantly alter the multiple-use goals or objectives 
for long-term land and resource management nor significantly change the planned annual outputs for the 
Forest as projected by the Forest Plan. The amendment is not significant for the purposes of the planning 
process in accordance with the requirements of 16 U.S.C. 1604(f), 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service 
Manual 1920 - Land and Resource Management Planning and based on the following factors identified in FSH 
1909.1 2, section 5.32 and the direction found in 36 CFR 21 9.1 O(f): .. 

Timing - This change will take place during the plan period. The change is based on the Federal Onshore 
Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act enacted by Congress in 1987. This change is not significant because the 
1986 Forest Plan contains overall direction and stipulations for leasing (Forest Plan ROD, page 9 and 
Forest Plan pages 2-56 through 2-58). 

Location and Size - The area analyzed for these decisions is the same as the area analyzed for the 1986 
Forest Plan. While decisions affecting portions of the planning area (specifically, the Rocky Mountain 
Division) might be generalized to be significant amendments, in this case, the amendment is not significant 
because it is consistent with overall direction contained in the 1986 Forest Plan and ROD which notes that 
any new leases or reissuance of leases will undergo additional NEPA, including an analysis of new 
information, and will meet the overall direction and stipulations outlined in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan 
ROD, page 9, and Forest Plan, page 2-56). As a measure of the level of change resulting from these 
amendments, I compared the amount of acreage that would either not be leased or leased with No Surface 
Occupancy between the Forest Plan alternative (Alternative 2) and my decision. I find that there is about 
8% more land within the total Forest area under my Selected Alternative that would either not be leased 
or leased with No Surface Occupancy as compared to the Forest Plan alternative. 

Goals, Objectives, and Outputs - Outputs from oil and gas leasing were not projected in the 1986 Forest 
Plan. These decisions do not alter the long-term relationships between the levels of goods and services 
projected by the Forest Plan, therefore, the amendment is not significant. The results of a comprehensive 
analysis that considered the cumulative effects of activities on the resources, economics, and social 
patterns of the planning area guided these decisions. 

Management Prescription - This change only affects oil and gas leasing and development opportunities. 
It does not alter the desired future condition of the land and resources or the anticipated goods and 
services to be produced. 

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

This decision is necessary to implement the management practices as described in the Record of Decision 
for the Oil and Gas Leasing Analysis. Therefore, the decision to amend the Forest Plan is subject to 
administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 215. Any written notice of appeal of this decision must be fully 
consistent with 36 CFR 215.14, "Content of Notice of Appeal" including the reasons for appeal and must be 
filed with: Regional Forester, Forest Service - Northern Region, Post Office Box 7669, Missoula, Montana, 
59807. The appeal must be filed within 45 days from the day after publication of notice in the legal section 
of the Great Falls Tribune newspaper. 

CONTACT PERSON 

For additional informa6on concerning this decision please contact Robin Strathy, ID Team Leader, Lewis and 
Clark Supervisor's Office, P.O. Box 869, Great Falls, MT 59403, (406) 791 -7726. 

1 ORlA E. FLOR 
Auqust 28, 1997 

DATE orest Supervisoi / 
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BACKGROUND 

RESOURCE USE 

DEVELOPMENT Little 

MINERALS I f  
-Nonenergy Thousand 

c AND 

FACTORS UNITS Rockies Belts Highwoods Crazy 

--Category A - Acres 776 3 0 0 
--Category B 0 0 0 0 
--Category C 0 150 0 20 
--Category D 0 645 42 18 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) was approved by 
the Regional Forester on June 4, 1986. The Forest Plan guides all natural resource management activities 
and established management standards for the Lewis and Clark National Forest. 

Snowy Castle Total 

0 0 779 
0 0 0 

12 15 197 
I 07 55 867 

Under the general mining laws, all National Forest System lands on the Rocky Mountain Ranger District 
were available for the staking of mining claims for locatable minerals except those already specifically 
withdrawn from entry, which includes existing wilderness. National Forest System Lands can only be 
withdrawn to mineral entry by a specific act of Congress or through the withdrawal process under the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 

The Record of Decision for the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral Withdrawal selecting Alternative B of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement specifically reflects the Chief of the Forest Service’s decision to 
consent to withdrawal of all the acres open to the staking of claims under the general mining laws on the 
Rocky Mountain Ranger District. These areas would be closed to the staking of mining claims for 
locatable minerals for the next 20 years. This withdrawal would be subject to review by the Forest Service 
and by the Department of Interior toward the end of the withdrawal period. The withdrawal may be 
extended upon compliance with the provisions of FLPMA, and if the purpose for which the withdrawal was 
first made requires the extension. Any extension shall only be for a period no longer than the length of the 
original withdrawal period, The Secretary of Interior shall report on such review and extensions to the 
Congress. 

This document reflects the actual language changes made to the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan by way of 
amendment by the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral withdrawal decision. 

FOREST PLAN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION (Changes shown in bold) 

Forest Plan direction for mineral resources is found in variety of locations in the Forest Plan. Table 2.2 
contained projected outputs, activities and costs. Direction for locatable minerals management is provided 
under Forest-wide management standards and under specific direction for management areas. Descriptions 
of the Geographic Units in the Forest Plan provide an overview of the resources in the area, past activities 
and possible future management actions. The descriptions of the Geographic Units do not have any 
language specific to locatable hardrock minerals. 

Projected Outputs and Activities 
Projected outputs and activities were used to estimate needs for programming and budgeting on the Forest. 
Table 2.2 Projected Outputs, Activities, and Costs (Forest Plan page 2-13) contains an entry under 
Minerals-nonenergy that displays the acres on the Forest, and their status. Table 2.2 is changed as shown 
below to reflect that all acreage on the Rocky Mountain Division has been withdrawn from mineral entry as 
a result of the decisions made from the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral Withdrawal Final EIS. 

- I! 
Category A - lands withdrawn or proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry. 
Category B - lands where laws or executive orders require specific protection or mitigation measures. 
Category C - lands where special mitigation measures are required by the Regional Forester. 
Category D - lands where standard lease stipulations apply. 



Forest-wide Management Standards 
Forest-wide management standards clarify policy and direction for forest operations, maintenance and 
protection. Forest Plan Management Standard G-5 applies to locatable and common variety minerals 
(Forest Plan page 2-59). The following change to Forest-wide Management Standard G-5 is made as a 
result of decisions made from the Final Rocky Mountain Front Mineral Withdrawal EIS. 

Under paragraph (2) the following statement shall be added: All National Forest System lands on the 
Rocky Mountain Division have been withdrawn from entry under the general mining laws. 
Management area prescriptions for these lands are to be interpreted consistent with this direction. 

Geographic Units 
None of the descriptions of the Geographic Units on the Rocky Mountain Front include any language about 
locatable hardrock minerals. Geographic Unit RM- 10, which is wilderness, is already withdrawn from 
mineral entry. The description for Geographic Units RM-1 through RM-9 should include: The lands in 
this Geographic Unit have been withdrawn from entry under the general mining laws. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT 

The Record Of Decision for the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral Withdrawal makes the decision to amend 
the Lewis and Clark-Forest Plan, discusses the rationale for the decision, and evaluates whether this 
amendment is significant or non-significant for the purposes of the planning process in accordance with the 
requirements of 16 USC 1604(f), 36 CFR 219.120<), FSM 1920 and factors identified in FSH 1909.12 
section 5.32 and the direction found in 36 CFR 219.10(f). The ROD determined that the above amendment 
was non-significant. The ROD and EIS are available by contacting the Lewis and Clark National Forest, 
P.O. Box 869, Great Falls, MT 59403, (406) 79 1-7700. 

CONTACT PERSON 

For additional information, please contact David Whittekiend, ID Team Leader, Lewis and Clark National 
Forest, P.O. Box 869, Great Falls, MT 59403, (406) 791-7700. 

3 



FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 23 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 

JANUARY 2001 

jjwoods
Text Box
  J-43



USDA United States Department of Agriculture =/ Forest Service 
Northern Region 

- 

January 2001 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE 
RECORD OF DECISION AND PLAN AMENDMENT 
FOR MONTANA, NORTH DAKOTA AND PORTIONS 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 



RECORD OF DECISION 

Amendment to Nine National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plans 
In Montana, North and South Dakota 

Management Direction Related to 
Off-Highway Vehicles 



INTRODUCTION 
National Forests 
and Grasslands 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 

Bitterroot National Forest 
Custer National Forest 
Dakota Prairie Grasslands* 
Flathead National Forest 
Gallatin National Forest 
Helena National Forest 
Kootenai National Forest 
Lewis and Clark National 

Lo10 National Forest 

National Forest 

Forest 

The Forest Service (FS) has made a decision to the amend 
forest plans listed in Table 1.1. The amendment eliminates 
wheeled motorized cross-country travel with a few specific 
exceptions. The decision is based on the analysis in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which was 
prepared jointly with the Bureau of Land Management. 
This decision document applies to National Forest System 
Lands only. 

Affected Total 
Acres Acres 

1,92 1,000 3,352,000 

796,000 1,117,000 
758,000 1,187,000 

1,260,000 1,260,900 
1,2 1 1,000 2,353,000 

780,000 1,801,000 
57 1,000 975,000 

155 1,000 2,220,000 
1,347,000 1,862,000 

0 2,082,000 

Each national forest and grassland manages OHV use based 
on its land and resource management plan (referred to as 
forest plans). The Dakota Prairie Grasslands are currently 
covered by the Custer National Forest plan and included in 
that plan. 

Table 1.1 FSForest Plans 

Beaverhead National Forest Plan (1986) 
Bitterroot National Forest Plan (1987) 
Custer National Forest Plan (1987) 
(Includes Dakota Prairie Grasslands) 
Deerlodge National Forest Plan (1987) 
Flathead National Forest Plan (1986) 
Gallatin National Forest Plan (1987) 
Helena National Forest Plan (1986) 
Kootenai National Forest Plan (1987) 
Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan (1986) 

Location of the Analysis Area 

FS Northern Region in Montana, North Dakota, and por- 
tions of South Dakota administers 18.2 million acres of 
National Forest System (NFS) land located within nine 
national forests and the Dakota Prairie Grasslands. About 
I O  million of the 18.2 million acres of NFS lands are 
currently designated as available to motorized wheeled 
cross-country travel, either seasonally or yearlong, and 
would be affected by this Record of Decision (ROD). Table 
I .  1 displays the plans affected by this analysis. The national 
forests and grasslands acreage affected are listed in Table 
1.2. 

The scope of this analysis does not include the northern 
Idaho portion of the Northern Region. The north Idaho 
forests complicated the cooperative effort with the BLM 
because the whole state of Idaho falls within a different 
BLM administrative unit. In addition the dense forests and 
steeper terrain in north Idaho result in relatively fewer 
problems from cross-country travel by wheeled motorized 
OHV’s. 

- 

*Dakota Prairie Grasslands are currently managed in accor- 
dance with the Custer National Forest. 

Background 

The increased popularity and widespread use of OHV’s on 
public lands in the 1960’s and early 1970’s prompted the 
development of a unified federal policy for such use. 
Executive Order (EO) I1644 was issued in 1972 and EO 
1 1989 was issued in 1977 (Appendix A of the FEIS). They 
provide direction for federal agencies to establish policies 
and provide for procedures to control and direct the use of 
OHV’s on public lands so as to (1) protect the resources of 
those lands; (2)Apromote the safety of all users of those 
lands; and (3 )  minimize conflicts among the various users 
on those lands. The FS developed regulations in response to 
the EO’s (36 CFR 2 16,2 19, and 295). Under those regula- 
tions, OHV use can be restricted or prohibited to minimize 
(1) damage to the soil, watershed, vegetation, or other 
resources of the public lands; (2) harm to wildlife or wildlife 
habitats; and (3) conflict between the use of OHV’s and 
other types of recreation. 

, 

External and internal reviews have identified concerns with 
the FS implementation of the EO’s (1995, General Ac- 
counting Office, Information on the Use and Impact of Off- 
Highway Vehicles; 1986, Forest Service review of its OHV 
program; and the 1979 Council on Environmental Quality 
review of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Land). These re- 
views have identified numerous resource concerns that 
would be addressed by this proposal. 

The FS recognizes in their respective forest plans, policy, 
and manual direction, that OHV use is a valid recreational 
activity when properly managed. Managing this use along 
with other recreation uses and the need to protect natural 
and cultural resources has become increasingly more diffi- 
cult with increased public demands. 
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Figure 1.1 Decision Levels for Travel Planning 

Decision Level One 
Forest Plans 

Provides direction for acceptable uses and pro- 
tection measures. Identifies goals, objectives, 
standards and guidelines for future decision- 
making through site-specific planning. 

Designates areas as closed, open, or limited/ 
restricted to motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel. 

Planning for units of the National Forest System involves 
two levels of decision (Figure 1.1): The first level, often 
referred to as programmatic planning, is the development or 
amendment of forest plans that provide management direc- 
tion for resource programs, uses, and protection measures. 
Forest plans and associated amendments are intended to set 
out management area prescriptions or direction with goals, 
objectives, standards, and guidelines for future decision- 
making through site-specific planning. This includes the 
designation of areas as closed, open or restricted to motor- 
ized wheeled cross-country travel. Theenvironmental analy- 
sis accomplished at the plan amendment level guides re- 
source management decisions on National Forest System 
(NFS) lands and aids, through the tiering process, environ- 
mental analyses for more site-specific planning. This FEIS 
is a programmatic, forest plan level, document. 

Decision Level Two 
Site-Specific Planning 

At the Local Level 

Provides analysis of site-specific road and trail 
management designed to achieve goals and 
objectives of the forest plan. 

Includes identification of when and where indi- 
vidual roads and trails would be open or closed 
to various types of use. 

The second level of planning involves the analysis and 
implementation of management practices designed to 
achieve goals and objectives of the forest plan. This is 
commonly referred to as site-specific planning. It requires 
relatively detailed information that includes the location, 
condition, and current uses of individual roads and trails, 
and the identification of when and where individual roads 
and trails will be open or closed to various types of use. This 
step is accomplished through the site-specific planning 
process at the local level. 

It is important for the reader to note that anytime a specific 
road, trail or area has considerable adverse environmental 
effects occurring from OHV use, the local manager has the 
responsibility and authority (36CFR 295.5) to immediately 
close the road, trail or area to use until the problem has been 
resolved. 

Purpose and Need 

In general the need for a decision and the purpose of the 
decision is based on an evaluation of the existing condition 
compared to the desired condition. The following describes 
this process. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this decision is to avoid future impacts from 
the increasing use of OHV’s on areas that are currently 
available to motorized wheeled cross-country travel. It 
amends forest plan direction to prohibit motorized wheeled 
cross-country travel to protect natural resource values. This 
would provide timely direction that would minimize further 
resource damage, user conflicts, and related problems asso- 
ciated with motorized wheeled cross-country travel, in- 
cluding new user-created roads, until subsequent site-spe- 
cific planning is completed. 

Site-specific planning would address OHV use on indi- 
vidual roads and trails to provide for a range of safe 
motorized recreation opportunities while continuing to 
protect resource values. 

This decision does not change the current restricted year- 
long or closed designations for areas. This decision does not 
change current road or trail designations. 

Existing Condition 

About 10 million of the18.2 million acres of NFS lands are 
currentiy designated as available to motorized wheeled 
cross-country travel, either seasonally or yearlong (Table 
I .3). 

I Table 1.3 Affected Environment (Acres) 

3,848,000 6,244,000 10,092,OOO 

During the past 10 years, OHV use and associated cross- 
country travel have increased in some areas. The estimated 
number of vehicles used off-highway across the three-state 

’.* 
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area increased dramatically in the 1990’s (Table 1.4). The 
increased use has resulted in environmental effects on 
public resources in numerous areas, including roads and 
trails that have developed as the result of repeated use, often 
referred to as user-created. 

Table 1.4 Percent Increase in 
Estimated Number of Vehicles Used Off-Highway 

from 1990-1998 Across the 3-State Area * 

Trucks 13% 
‘ATV’s and Motorcycles 92% 

*For additional information see Chapter 3, Economics Section in 
the FEE. 

Problems do not occur equally throughout the analysis area. 
Some OHV use has occurred in riparian areas and on highly 
erodible slopes. In other areas use is very light and little or 
no effects from motorized wheeled cross-country travel are 
evident. It is estimated that only about 1% of the wheeled 
motorized OHV users go cross-country when the whole 
analysis area is considered (chapter 3 of the FEIS). How- 
ever the l% is not evenly distributed and the cross-country 
use that occurs in more sensitive areas can result in damage 
from very low levels of use. 

Increased use of OHV’s has the potential to: 

spread noxious weeds, 
cause erosion, 
damage cultural sites, - create user conflicts, and 
disrupt wildlife and damage wildlife habitat. 

Monitoring of OHV travel at some National Forest and 
district offices indicates that problems exist where unre- 
stricted motorized wheeled cross-country travel is allowed. 
Some forests or districts are presently reevaluating their 
existing travel management plans or developing new plans. 
These plans are designed to determine the appropriate use 
of roads and trails to provide a reasonable mix of motorized 
and nonmotorized recreation opportunities while protect- 
ing other resource values. Many offices have begun or 
completed site-specific flanning. 

Members of the public and other state and federal agencies 
have shared their concerns about unrestricted OHV travel 
on public lands (OHV project file). 

Desired Condition 

The goal of managing OHV’s is to provide a range of safe 
motorized recreation opportunities, recognizing their le- 
gitimate use while minimizing the current or anticipated 

effects on wildlife and their habitat, soil, native vegetation, 
water, fish, cultural resources and other users (Appendix A 
of the FEIS). The long-term goal is that OHV use would 
occur on designated routes and intensive use areas to 
provide a variety of motorized and nonmotorized recreation 
opportunities. However, designation of specific routes re- 
quires local site-specific planning consistent with the forest 
plan. In the interim period before designation of travel 
routes can be accomplished, it is desirable to take the first 
step and restrict motorized wheeled cross-country travel. 
The designation of areas to the restricted yearlong category 
in  the forest plans in the three-state area is a valuable step 
toward the long-term goal. 

Need 

In comparing the existing condition to the desired condi- 
tion, it is evident that OHV use and associated effects have 
increased in many areas since forest plans were completed. 
The FS is concerned that continuing unrestricted use could 
potentially further increase the spread of noxious weeds, 
cause erosion, damage cultural sites, create user conflicts, 
disrupt wildlife and damage wildlife habitat. The trend of 
increased use is expected to continue. In order to minimize 
further resource damage in areas already experiencing 
increased activity and to avoid future impacts in areas not 
yet affected, management of OHV use needs to be re- 
viewed. 

Areas that are open seasonally or yearlong to motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel in current forest plans require 
a plan amendment to address these issues. The decision to 
manage the cross-country aspect of motorized wheeled 
vehicle use is part of the responsibility of public land 
managers to balance human use with the need to protect 
natural resources. 

The FS Natural Resource Agenda has established a number 
of goals for maintaining and restoring the health, diversity, 
and productivity of the land, which include: protect and 
restore the settings of outdoor recreation; determine the 
best way to access the national forest or grassland; reduce 
impacts of the existing road system; restore watersheds; 
and provide an avenue to collaborate with communities, the 
private sector and other agencies. This decision will help 
address several of these goals. 

DECISION 

After careful consideration of the potential environmental 
impacts, the effectiveness in resolving the planning issues, 
responsiveness to public concern, and compliance with FS 
statutory authority and Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 
it is my decision to adopt Alternative 5. 
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My decision amends the nine forest plans listed in  Table I . I  
and establishes a new standard that restricts yearlong, 
wheeled motorized cross-country travel, where i t  is not 
already restricted. There are several specific exceptions to 
this restriction: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be al- 
lowed for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law 
enforcement vehicle used for emergency purposes. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for the FS 
would be limited to official administrative business as 
outlined by internal memo (see Appendix D of the 
FEIS). 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for other gov- 
ernment entities on official administrative business 
would require authorization from the local field man- 
ager or district ranger in their respective areas: This 
authorization would be through normal permitting 
processes andlor memoranda of understanding. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees 
and permittees would be limited to the administration 
of a federal lease or permit. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel to a campsite 
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and 
trails. 

This decision directs the forests/grasslands to prioritize 
areas across each unit as to whether they are high, medium 
or low priority for site-specific planning, based on the 
factors identified in  Appendix B of the FEIS. The 
prioritization will be completed within six months of the 
release of this decision. High priority areas will have site- 
specific planning initiated no later than two years after this 
decision. Medium will be initiated within 5 years. No time 
limit is specified for the low priorities. Site-specific plan- 
ning is the process that will result in the designation of roads 
and trails for their appropriate uses. 

Approximately 3600 acres of drawdown area around Lake 
Koocanusa on the Rexford District of the Kootenai Na- 
tional Forest is excluded Eom this decision. The drawdown 
area is currently being addressed in the Rexford District 
Recreation Management Plan. 

REASONS FOR DECISION 

Alternative 5 was selected because it minimizes further 
resource damage, user conflicts and related problems, in- 
cluding new user-created roads, associated with motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel. The protection provided by 

alternative 5 is slightly less than alternative 1 (Chapter 3 of 
FEIS) because it allows more administrative and other 
permitted uses of OHV’s cross-country. However, this use 
would be conducted in a controlled manner, according to 
permit requirements, to mitigate potential adverse effects. 
Examples of permit requirements include the cleaning of 
equipment to avoid spreading invasive weeds, avoidance of 
threatened or endangered species habitat, timing restric- 
tions, etc. This slight tradeoff is made in order to maintain 
efficient and effective management of the public’s re- 
sources by allowing limited motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel for conducting needed work, such as pre- 
scribed fires, treating invasive weeds, conducting monitor- 
ing or research, maintaining or constructing fences, utility 
structures and other types of improvements. 

Alternative 5 does not allow motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel for big game retrieval, as in alternative 2, the 
preferred alternative in the draft EIS. This game retrieval 
restriction would: reduce the conflicts between motorized 
and nonmotorized users during the hunting season; reduce 
the potential for introducing invasive weeds; reduce the 
potential for soil erosion; reduce the potential for impacts to 
w,ildlife; be more responsive to numerous public concerns 
that were expressed about the inappropriateness of allow- 
ing an exception for game retrieval; and be consistent with 
the long-term goal of using vehicles on designated routes. 
For these reasons alternative 5 was selected instead of 
alternative 2. 

Alternative 5 allows for dispersed camping within 300 feet 
of a road or trail provided recreationists use the most direct 
route and select their site by nonmotorized means. This 
greater distance than in  alternative 1 (50’) was important 
particularly in  areas without any developed campgrounds. 
This allows people to move away from the dust and noise 
generated on the road or trail. Agency recreation specialists 
expect relatively little use of this exception, as most popular 
dispersed campsites already have a road accessing them. 

There are parts of this three-state area with rehtively little 
damage from wheeled motorized cross-country travel as 
described in the FEIS. Alternative 3 excluded the Bitter- 
root, Kootenai and Flathead National Forests because they 
are relatively steep and densely vegetated which precludes 
the use of OHV’s in many areas. I did not choose that 
alternative, to prevent future problems of invasive weed 
introductions, the development of unclassified roads and 
trails, potential effects on historic and cultural resources 
and effects on wildlife and their habitat from developigg 
and to provide consistency of use within the analysis area 
and between the BLM and Forest Service. 

Alternative 5 was selected instead of alternative 4 because 
I felt the seasonal restrictions did not provide sufficient 
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protection from the spread of invasive weeds, the potential 
for development of more unclassified (user-created) roads 
and trails, damage to historic and cultural resources or 
adequately protect wildlife and their habitat. Particularly 
the protection of threatened and endangered species that 
may be unknowingly affected by cross-country users. This 
same rationale was applied for not selecting the no action 
alternative. 

This important step towards the goal of designated roads 
and trails will allow the maintenance of alegitimate form of 
recreation while the natural and cultural resources of the 
national forests are maintained and user-conflicts are mini- 
mized. The designation of roads and trails allows for 
knowledgeable monitoring and evaluation of use and the 
effects of use that cannot be accounted for when large 
expanses of land are open for cross-country use. 

Alternative 5 provides specific mitigation measures consis- 
tent with the Endangered Species Act for the threatened 
western prairie fringed orchid in known habitat on the 
Sheyenne National Grassland. It provides for positive ben- 
efits for several other listed species (Appendix C of the 
FEIS) as well as many other species of wildlife (Chapter 4 
of the FEIS), whereas the no action alternative completely 
lacks these protections. 

This decision is consistent with the BLM’s preferred alter- 
native in the FEIS, which provides for better service to the 
public, since the  rules are the same and will not create 
confusion for the users of federal public lands. 

This decision and the local site-specific planning approach 
i t  prescribes is consistent with the proposed roads rule the 
FS recently published (36 CFR 212). It provides a process 
for resolving the disposition of unclassified roads, includ- 
ing user-created roads and trails. It moves the agency 
towards designated routes, which many people, organiza- 
tions and other agencies have advocated. 

This decision in conjunction with the existing authority for 
local line officers, to immediately close any areas roads or 
trails that are or will cause considerable adverse effects (36 
CFR 295), will substantially improve the our ability to 
maintain the use of OHV’s as a recreational activity and 
meet our responsibility to protect the cultural and environ- 
mental values of the national forests. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

This decision will take effect 7 days after publication of 
legal notice in each of the newspapers of record listed at the 
end of this document. 

The actual application of the decision will be through 
activities on each of the forests and grasslands affected. 
This will include a CFR order signed by each forest/ 
grassland supervisor eliminating cross-country travel. This 
will be added to the travel management maps for each 
forest/grassland. Signs will be posted on the major portal 
roads to NFS lands prohibiting cross-country travel. These 
orders and signs will be in place by July 1, 2001. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

This section describes the No Action Alternative and five 
other alternatives for management of OHV’s on public 
lands. All alternatives comply with the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) of 1976, and are subject to 
compliance with all valid statutes on NFS lands. Impacts of 
all resources are considered through the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

Attributes Common to All Alternatives 

The FS will consult in accordance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to ensure any site-specific plan is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species 
listed or proposed to be listed under the provisions of the 
ESA, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
designated or proposed critical habitat. 

Through subsequent site-specific planning, the FS will 
designate roads and trails for motorized use. With public 
involvement the agencies would continue with ongoing 
travel management plans and develop new travel manage- 
ment plans (Le., landscape analysis, watershed plans, or 
activity plans) for geographical areas. Through site-spe- 
cific planning, roads and trails would be inventoried, mapped, 
and analyzed to the degree necessary to evaluate and 
designate the roads and trails as open, seasonally open, or 
closed and determine the type of vehicle. The inventory 
would be commensurate with the analysis needs, issues, 
and desired resource conditions based on forest plan objec- 
tives for the analysis area. When addressing roads, the 
proposed FS roads policy will be utilized (36 CFR 212). 

Site-specific planning could include identifying opportuni- 
ties for trail construction and/or improvement, eliminating 
roads/trails that are causing resource problems or adding 
specific areas where intensive OHV use may be appropri- 
ate. A change in area designations from restricted to open 
would require a plan amendment. Implementation and 
monitoring are described in Appendix B of the FEIS. 
Implementation includes prioritizing areas for site-specific 
planning within six months of the respective agencies’ 
Record of Decision based on the resources in the area. 
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Disabled access will be allowed per the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973. 

No Action Alternative (Current 
Management) 

This alternative would continue current direction and was 
used as the baseline condition for comparing the other 
alternatives. The FS would continue to manage OHV’s 
using existing direction and regulations. It addressed a 
number of issues and concerns raised during scoping, such 
as the proposal is too restrictive and effects on the ground 
do not warrant any change. It also addressed the concern 
that it is unrealistic to provide consistent management of 
OHV’s across a three-state area due to wide variations of 
issues and problems that would necessitate decisions be 
made at the local level. 

Areas currently open seasonally or yearlong to motorized 
wheeledcross-country travel would remain open (Table 1.3 
and Map 1 in the FEIS). The table and map reflect designa- 
tions identified in existing forest plans. 

Site-specific planning and enforcement of OHV regula- 
tions would occur at current levels. 

Alternative 1 

This is the most restrictive alternative for management of 
OHV’s. Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be 
prohibited with only a few exceptions for emergency and 
limited administrative purposes. This alternative was de- 
veloped to address concerns that OHV use needed to be 
restricted quickly and was overdue because of resource 
impacts and userconflicts. Concerns addressed were to stop 
the expansion of problems associated with the spread of 
noxious weeds, user conflicts, wildlife harassment and 
habitat alteration, effects on vegetation, soils and aquatic 
resources, and further deterioration of FS Inventoried 
Roadless, Recommended Wilderness and Montana Wil- 
derness Study Areas. 

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel yearlong (Map I ,  FEIS). These lands, approximately 
10 million acres, nrould be-designated restricted yearlong 
under FS regulations (36 CFR 295). 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed 
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement 
vehicle used for emergency purposes. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official 
administrative business would not be allowed without prior 
approval by the authorized officer (district ranger). 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and 
permittees to administer federal leases or permits would not 
be allowed unless specifically authorized under the lease or 
permit. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would not be al- 
lowed for the retrieval of a big game animal. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would not be al- 
lowed for personal use permits such as firewood and 
Christmas tree cutting. 

The following exception would apply unless currently 
restricted: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping 
would be permissible within 50 feet of roads and trails 
by the most direct route after site selection by 
nonmotorized means. This exception does not apply 
where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling 
off designated routes to a campsite. 

Alternative 2 

This alternative was based on the initial proposal and public 
comments received during scoping. It restricts motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel throughout the analysis area 
but allows some additional exceptionscompared to alterna- 
tive 1, for relatively infrequent activities. Similar to Alter- 
native 1, concerns addressed were to stop the expansion of 
problems associated with the spread of noxious weeds, user 
conflicts, wildlife harassment and habitat alteration, effects 
on vegetation, soils and aquatic resources, and further 
deterioration of FS Inventoried Roadless, Recommended 
Wilderness and Montana Wilderness Study Areas. It meets 
the concern that the FS needs to allow for some exceptions 
for motorized wheeled cross-country travel, such as game 
retrieval and camping. It provides almost the same ease of 
enforcement and consistency between the BLM and FS as 
Alternative 1. 

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel yearlong (Map 1, FEIS). These lands, approximately 
10 million acres, would be designated restricted yearlong 
under FS regulations (36 CFR 295). 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed 
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement 
vehicle used for emergency purposes. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official 
administrative business would be allowed: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and 
permittees to administer federal leases or permits would be 
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allowed, unless specifically prohibited in the lease or per- 
mit. This would not change any existing terms or conditions 
in current leases or permits. However, this would not 
preclude modifying leases or permits to limit motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel based on further site-specific 
analysis. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use 
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could 
be permitted at the local level (FS ranger district) at the 
discretion of the authorizing officer. 

The following exceptions would apply unless currently 
restricted: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping 
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and trails 
by the most direct route after site selection by 
nonmotorized means. This exception would not apply 
where existing seasonal restrictions prevent traveling 
off designated routes to a campsite. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel by the most 
direct route to retrieve a big game animal in possession 
would be allowed only in the following field units in 
Montana: Custer National Forest (NF) with the excep- 
tion of the Beartooth Ranger District. Motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel in  all other areas to re- 
trievea big game animal would not be allowed. Through 
subsequent site-specific planning big game retrieval 
could be restricted. 

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie 
fringed orchid would apply: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official 
administrative business would not be allowed in known 
western prairie fringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne 
National Grassland in  eastern North Dakota without 
prior approval. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees 
and permittees to administer federal leases or permits 
would not be allowed in known western prairie fringed 
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in 
eastern North Dakota without prior approval. 

Alternative 3 

This alternative is based on the premise that the agencies 
should not restrict OHV use where problems are limited by 
steep terrain and dense vegetation or where existing regu- 
lations are adequate. Lands in the Flathead, Kootenai and 
Bitterroot National Forests in western Montana would not 
be affected by this alternative. Preliminary analysis indi- 

cated that even though significant amounts of federal land 
were open to motorized wheeled cross-country travel in 
western Montana, current technology of OHV’s generally 
has limited the expansion of user-created routes because of 
relative steepness and dense vegetation. Concerns for the, 
need to restrict OHV’s in the remainder of the analysis area 
are similar to Alternative 2. Concerns addressed were to 
stop the expansion of problems associated with the spread 
of noxious weeds, user conflicts, wildlife harassment and 
habitat alteration, effects on vegetation, soils and aquatic 
resources, and further deterioration of FS Inventoried 
Roadless, Recommended Wilderness and Montana Wil- 
derness Study Areas. It meets the concern that the agencies 
need to allow some exceptions for motorized wheeled 
cross-country travel, such as game retrieval and camping. 

The FS would prohibit motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel yearlong in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF, Custer 
NF, Dakota Prairie Grasslands, Gallatin NF, Helena NF, 
and the Lewis and Clark NF (Map 2 in the FEIS). Approxi- 
mately 6.6 million acres would be designated restricted 
yearlong under the FS regulations (36 CFR 295). 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed 
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement 
vehicle used for emergency purposes. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official 
administrative business would be allowed. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and 
permittees to administer federal leases or permits would be 
allowed, unless specifically prohibited in the lease or per- 
mit. This would not change any existing termsorconditions 
in current leases or permits. However, this would not 
preclude modifying leases or permits to limit motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel based on further site-specific 
analysis. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use 
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could 
be permitted at the local level (FS ranger district) at the 
discretion of the authorizing officer. 

The following exceptions would apply unless currently 
restricted: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping 
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and trails 
by the most direct route after site selection by 
nonmotorized means. This exception does not apply 
where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling 
off designated routes to a campsite. 
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Motorized wheeled cross-country travel by the most 
direct route would be allowed from 1O:OO a.m. until 
2:OO p.m. to retrieve a big game animal that is in 
possession. Through subsequent site-specific plan- 
ning big game retrieval could be restricted. 

Alternative 4 

This alternative restricts motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel seasonally to lessen impacts on resource values and 
to minimize user conflicts. Motorized wheeled cross-coun- 
try travel would be restricted to times of the year when the 
ground is generally frozen (December 2 to February 15) or 
during dryer periods (June 15 to August 31) to reduce soil 
and vegetation impacts, aquatic resource damage, and to 
minimize user conflicts. No motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel would be allowed during big game hunting 
seasons in all three states, with the exception of game 
retrieval, to minimize user conflicts and wildlife harass- 
ment. Game retrieval would be allowed in all open areas of 
the analysis area. It meets the concern that the agencies need 
to allow some exceptions for motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel, such as game retrieval and camping. It 
provides almost the same ease of enforcement and consis- 
tency between the twoagencies as Alternative 1 because the 
timing and exceptions are the same throughout the three- 
state area. 

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel seasonally (Map 1 ,  FEIS). These areas would be open 
to motorized wheeled cross-country travel from June 15 to 
August 31 and from December 2 to February 15. These 
lands, approximately 10 million acres, would be designated 
limited or restricted seasonally under FS regulations (36 
CFR 295). 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed 
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement 
vehicle used for emergency purposes. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official 
administrative business would be allowed. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and 
permittees to administer feaeral leases or permits would be 
allowed, unless specifically prohibited in the lease or per- 
mit. This would not change any existing terms or conditions 
in current leases or permits. However, this would not 
preclude modifying leases or permits to limit motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel based on further site-specific 
analysis. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use 
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could 
be permitted at the local level (FS ranger district) at the 
discretion of the authorizing officer. 

The following exceptions would apply unless currently 
restricted: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping 
would be permissible within 300 feetof roads and trails 
by the most direct route after site selection by 
nonmotorized means. This exception does not apply 
where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling 
off designated routes to a campsite. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel by the most 
direct route would be allowed to retrieve a big game 
animal that is in possession. Through subsequent site- 
specific planning big game retrieval could be restricted. 

A I terna tive 5 (Preferred A1 terna tive) 

This alternative was developed in response to comments on 
the DEIS from the public and other agencies. It restricts 
motorized wheeled cross-country travel throughout the 
analysis area to protect riparian areas, wetlands, crucial 
wildlife habitat, threatened or endangered species, soils and 
vegetation, aquatic resources, and to reduce user conflicts. 
The alternative addresses the concern that the agencies 
need to allow an exception for camping, but includes 
specific limitations on that exception. This alternative would 
limit travel for administrative use by the FS, other govern- 
ment entities, and lessees and permittees, but would allow 
motorized wheeled cross-country travel when necessary. 

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel yearlong (Map 1, FEIS). These lands, approximately 
10 million acres, would be designated restricted yearlong 
for motorized wheeled cross-country travel under FS regu- 
lations (36 CFR 295). 

The FS recognize there are some valid needs for motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel. The following outlines the 
needs for motorized wheeled cross-country travel allowed 
in this alternative. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed 
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement 
vehicle used for emergency purposes. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for the FS would 
be limited to official administrative business as outlined by 
internal memo (see Appendix D of the FEIS). Examples of 
administrative use would be prescribed fue, noxious weed 
control, revegetation, and surveying. Where possible, agency 
personnel performing administrative functions would lo- 
cate a sign or notice in the area they are working to identify 
for the public the function they are authorized to perform. 



Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for other govern- 
ment entities on official administrative business would 
require authorization from the local field manager or dis- 
trict ranger in their respective areas. This authorization 
would be through normal permitting processes andor memo- 
randa of understanding. Some examples of other agency 
administrative use would be noxious weed control, survey- 
ing, and animal damagecontrol efforts. Where possible, the 
authorized party performing administrative functions would 
locate a sign or notice in the area they are working to 
identify for the public the function they are authorized to 
perform. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and 
permittees would be limited to the administration of a 
federal lease or permit. Persons or corporations having such 
a permit or lease could perform administrative functions on 
public lands within the scope of the permit or lease. How- 
ever, this would not preclude modifying permits or leases to 
limit motorized wheeled cross-country travel during fur- 
ther site-specific analysis to meet resource management 
objectives or standards and guidelines. Some examples of 
administrative functions include, but are not limited to: 

- Gas or electric utilities monitoring a utility corridor for 
safety conditions or normal maintenance, 

Accessing a remote communication site for normal 
maintenance or repair, 

Livestock permittees checking vegetative conditions, 
building or maintaining fences, delivering salt and 
supplements, moving livestock, checking wells orpipe- 
lines as part of the implementation of a grazing permit 
or lease, and 

Scientific groups under contract for resource assess- 
ments or research. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use 
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could 
be allowed at the local level (FS ranger district) in specific 
areas identified for such use. In all other areas, motorized 
wheeled cross-country travel associated with personal use 
permits would not be allowed. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for big game re- 
trieval would not be allowed. 

The following exception would apply unless currently 
restricted: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel to a campsite 
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and 
trails. Siteselection must becompleted by nonmotorized 
means and accessed by the most direct route causing 
the least damage. This exception does not apply where 
existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling off 
designated routes to a campsite. Existing local rules 
take precedence over this exception. This distance 
could be modified through subsequent site-specific 
planning. 

’ 

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie 
fringed orchid would apply: 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official 
administrative business would not be allowed in known 
western prairie fringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne 
National Grassland in eastern North Dakota without 
prior approval so as to eliminate impacts to occupied 
habitat. 

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees 
and permittees to administer federal leases or permits 
would not be allowed in known western prairie fringed 
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in 
eastern North Dakota without prior approval so as to 
eliminate impacts to occupied habitat. 
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Management 

Areas open yearlong 
or seasonally 

No Action 
(Current Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Management) 

Areas currently open None None Flathead NF, Kootenai 
NF and Bitterroot NF 

No Yes Yes Yes, except in Flathead I 

NF, Kootenai NF and 
Bitterroot NF 

Allowed Allowed Allowed Allowed 

Allowed Authorization required Allowed Allowed 

I 

I I I 

Prohibits motorized 
wheeled cross- 
country travel 

Alternative 4 

Open 6/15 to 8/31 and 
12/2 to 2/15 in all areas 
currently open 

Restricted seasonally 

Allowed 

Allowed 
I 

Emergency use 

Administrative use 

Allowed Lease and permit 
holders 

Not allowed unless Allowed unless 
specifically authorized specifically prohibited 

I - Game retrieval 

Allowed unless 
specifically prohibited 

- Firewood and 
Christmas tree 

Allowed unless 
pecifically prohibited 

Allowed 

Allowed per Rehabili- 
tation Act 

Specified by permit 

Not allowed Allowed by the most 
direct route in portions 
of eastern Montana.* 
Not allowed in other 
areas. 

Could be modified in 
site-specific planning 

Allowed per Rehabili- Allowed per Rehabili- 
tation Act tation Act 

Not allowed Specified by permit at 
the local level 

~~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

Allowed from 10 a.m. 
to 2 p.m. by the most 
direct route 

Allowed by the most 
direct route 

Within 300 feet of 
roads and trails by the 
most direct route 

Within 300 feet of 
roads and trails by the 
most direct route 

Could be modified in 
site-specific planning 

Could be modified in 
site-specific planning 

I 

Allowed per Rehabili- 
tation Act 

Allowed per Rehabili- 
tation Act 

Specified by permit at 
the local level 

Specified by permit at 
the local level 

Alternative 5 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 

Yes 

Allowed 

Allowed as outlined by 
internal memo 

Allowed unless 
specifically prohibited 
p 

< < I  . , , , , . I  , , L -  , 

Within 300 feet of 
roads and trails by the 
most direct route 

Not allowed. Retrieval 
would be allowed on 
roads and trails unless 
currently restrcicted. 

Allowed per Rehabili- 
tation Act 

Specified by permit at 
the local level 

* Game retrieval is allowed in Montana only in the following field units: Miles City FO. Billings FO, Malta FO. Lewistown FO with the exception of the Great Falls Field Station. and Custer NF with the exception of the Beartooth RD. 



User conflicts would 
continue.Eo increase. 

User conflicts associated User conflicts associated Effects under Alt. 2 
with cross-country travel with cross-country travel would apply where 
woiild be substantially would be substanti:illy motorized wheeled cross- 
reduced. reduced. country travel is 

prohibited. Effects undkr 
No Action would apply 

Existing opportunities 
would remain. 

Motorized users would Motorized users would Same as above. Same as above. 
have access to roads and 
trails. Cross-country trails. Cross-country 
travel eliminated. travel eliminated. 

have access to roads and 

Recreation experience 
would be reduced. 

Recreation experience Recreation experience Same as above 
would improve. would improve, 

Objectives for scenic 
values may not be met. 

Additional disturbances to Additional disturbances to Same as above. Same as above. 
visuals would be 
substantially reduced. substantially reduced. 

visuals would be 

Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel may have 
an effect on the 
naturalness of these areas. 

This alt. would enhance 
the protection of the 
naturalness of these areas. 

This alt. would enhance 
the protection of the 
naturalness of these areas. 

Same as above. 

Table S.2 Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Identified 
Environmental 

Issues 

Alternative 5 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 

No Action 
(Current 

Management) 
Alternative 2 I Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative I 

I I I I I I 

Recreation 

User Conflicts Effects under No Action 
Alt. would apply from 6/ 
15493 I and 12/2-2- IS. 
Effects under All. 2 
would apply during other 
time periods. 

User conflicts associated 
with cross-country travel 
would be substantiolly 
reduced. 

I 
Motorized Recreation Motorized users would 

have access to roads and 
trails. Cross-country 
travel eliminated. 

Nonmotorized 
Recreation 

Same as above. Recreation experience 
would improve. 

Additional disturbances to 
visuals would be 
substantially reduced. 

Visuals 

Seasonal motorized 
wheeled cross-country 
travel may have an effect 
on the naturalness of these 
areas. 

This alt. would enhance 
the protection of the 
naturalness of these areas. 

Roadless/Wilderness 
Study Areas 

Social 

Older Recreationists Opportunity would be 
available to substitute 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel for 
activities that require 
more mobility. There is 
no clear evidence this is 
what people will choose 
to do as they age. 

No opportunity would be 
available to substitute 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel for 
activities that require 
more mobility. There is 
no clear evidence this is 
what people will choose 
to do as they age. 

No opportunity would be 
available to substitute 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel for 
activities that require 
more mobility. There is 
no clear evidence this is 
what people will choose 
to do as they age. 

Opportunity would be 
available in some areas to 
substitute motorized 
wheeled cross-country 
travel for activities that 
require more mobility. 
There is no clear evidence 
that this is what people 
will choose to do as they 
age. 

Opportunity would be 
available from 6/15-8/3 I 
and 12/2-2/15 to 
substitute motorized 
wheeled cross-country 
travel for activities that 
require more mobility. 
There is no clear evidence 
this is what people will 
choose to do  as they age. 

No opportunity would be 
available to substitute 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel for 
activities that require 
more mobility. There is 
no clear evidence this is 
what people will choose 
10 do as they age. 
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Alternative 4 

This alt. would not meet 
the desires of this group 
because it may not go far 
enough to protect the 
resources on public lands. 

Alternative 5 
(Preferred 

Allernalive) 

This alt. may meet the 
desires of this group. 

Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel opportuni- 
ties would be available to 
administer a lease or 
permit. 

Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel opportuni- 
ties would be available to 
administer a lease or 
permit. 

Effects under Alt. 2 
would apply where 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel is 
prohibited. Effects under 
No Action All. would 
apply elsewhere. 

This alt. would not be 
consistent with rural 
communities’ preference communities’ preference 
for leaving activities on 
public lands at current 
levels. levels. 

This alt. would not be 
consistent with rural 

for leaving activities on 
public lands at current 

- 
Minor reductions in jobs 
and employee compensa- 
tions may occur. 

Minor reductions in jobs 
and employee compensa- 
tions may occur. 

Effects under Alt. 2 
would apply where 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel is 
prohibited. Effects under 
No Action Alt. would 
apply elsewhere. 

This alt. would have 
substantially less risk than 
the No Action Alt. 
because only 6.5 million 
acres would be open and 
of those lands, many acres 
would not be available 
because of dense forest 
cover. But i t  has more risk 
than alt. 1, 5 and 2. 

This alt. would cause 
direct and indirect 
impacts to cultural sites in 
the analysis area. 

This alt. would offer 
protection similar to 
Alt. I ,  with a minor 
difference due to the 
camping and permitted 
use exceptions. 

Effects under this alt. 
would be similar to the 
No Action Alt. 

This iilt. would be simihr 
to Alt. I ,  wifh a minor 
difference due to the 
camping and permitted 
tise exceptions. 

~ 

Identifled 
Environmental 

Issues 

No Action 
(Current 

Management) 

This group feels that 
current management does 
not sufficiently protect 
resources on public lands. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 3 Allernalive 2 

This alt. may meet the 
desires of this group. 

Environmental 
Advocacy 

This alt. may meet the 
desires of this group in 
most areas. In  open areas, 
this group feels that 
current management does 
not protect resources on 
public lands. 

This ah. may meet the 
desires of this group. 

Lessees and Permittees Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel opportuni- 
ties would be available to 
administer a lease or 
permit. 

Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel to 
administer a lease or 
permit would only be 
allowed under specific 
terms of the lease or 
permit. 

Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel opportuni- 
ties would be available to 
administer a lease or 
permit. 

Motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel opportuni- 
ties would be available FO 

administer a lease or 
permit. 

Rural Communities/ 
Personal Freedom 

This alt. would not be 
consistent with rural 
communities’ preference 
for leaving activities on 
public lands at current 
levels. 

This alt. would not be 
consistent with rural 
communities’ preference 
for leaving activities on 
public lands at current 
levels. 

This alt. would best 
respond to rural 
communities who prefer 
that current activities on 
public lands not be 
limifed. 

Minor increase in  jobs is 
expected to increase due 
to projected increases in 
OHV’s and trucks. 

Economics of OHV 
Industry 

Minor reductions in  jobs 
and employee compensa- 
tions may occur. 

Minor reductions in  jobs 
and employee compensa- 
tions may occur. 

Minor reductions i n  jobs 
and employee compensa- 
tions may occur. 

Cultural Resources This alt. would cause the 
greatest direct and 
indirect impacts to 
cultural sites in the 
analysis area. 

This alt. would offer 
protection similar to Alt. 
1, with minor differences 
due to the exceptions. 

This alt. would offer the 
most protection for 
cultural sites i n  the 
analysis area. 

This alt. would have the 
greatest risk for 
expanding and inrroduc- 
ing existing and new 
weeds to BLM and NFS 
lands. 

This alt. would have the 
lowesl risk for expanding 
and introducing existing 
and new weeds to BLM 
and NFS lands. 

This alt. would have the 
third lowest risk for 
expanding and introtluc- 
ing exibting and new 
weeds to BLM and NFS 
lands. 

Vegetation and Weeds 



Allernative S 
(Preferred 

Allernalive) 

Direct and indirect effects 
would be reduced (h:ibitat 
fixgnientation, hiibitiit 
abandonment, physiologi- 
cal effects, and indirect 
impacts of weeds). 

Identified 
Environmental 

Issues 

Wildlife 

No Action 
(Current 

Managemen?) 

The current level of 
impact to wildlife and 
wildlife habitat would 
continue with this a l t .  

I 

Alternolive 1 Allernalive 2 Allernalive 3 Alterrialive 4 

Direct :ind indir-ct effects 
would be reduced (habitat 
fragmentation, habitat 
abandoninent, physiologi- 
cal effects, and indirect 
impacts of weeds). 

Direct iind indirect effects 
would be reduced (habitat 
Friignientation, habitiit 
3bandonment, physiologi- 
:a1 effects, and indirect 
Impacts of weeds). 

Effects under Alt. 2 
would apply where 
iiiororized wheeled cross- 
country travel is 
prohibited. Effects under 
No Action All. would 
apply elsewhere. 

Effects tinder No Action 
411. would apply from GI 
15-8/31 and 12/2-2/15. 
Effects under All. 2 
would apply during the 
ather time periods. 
Overall, impacts to 
wildlife may be 
considerably less since 
closed period is when 
most travel occurs (fall 
hunting). 

Aquatic Resources This alt. would provide 
greatest risk reduction for 
further impacts to aquatic 
resources. 

This alt. is similar to Alt. 
5, with minor differences 
due to the additional 
exceptions. 

Effects under Alt. 2 
would apply where 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel is 
prohibited. Effects under 
No Action Alt. would 
apply elsewhere. 

Overall, effects under this 
alt. would be less than 
those tinder No Action 
Alt. because there would 
be fewer days during 
which motorized wheeled 
cross-country travel could 
occur. 

This alt. is similar to 
Alt. I ,  with a iiiinor 
difference due to the 
camping and permitted 
use exceptions. 

This a l t .  would provide no 
risk reduction for further 
impacts to aquatic 
resources. 

Soils This alt. would have the 
greatest potential to 
impact soil resources. 

Impacts to soil resources 
would be kept to a 
minimum and widely 
dispersed. 

Impacts to soil resources 
would be kept to a 
minimum and widely 
dispersed. 

Overall accelerated soil 
erosion from motorized 
wheeled cross-country 
travel would be reduced, 
except if such travel were 
to occur in a concentrated 
manner. 

This alt. would reduce 
soil erosion by reducing 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel to periods 
when soils are likely dry 
or frozen. 

Impacts to soil resources 
would be kept to a 
minimum and widely 
dispersed. 

Air This alt. would have the 
greatest potential to 
influence short-term air 
quality in the immediaLe 
area. 

This alt. would have 
reduced localized air 
effects from fewer user- 
created trails. 

This alt. would have 
reduced localized air 
cffects from fewer user- 
zreated trails. 

Effects under Alt. 2 
would apply where 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel is 
prohibited. Effects under 
No Action Ah. would 
apply elsewhere. 

This a l ~ .  would offer no 
real difference from the 
No Action Alt. 

This 311. would have 
reduced localized air 
effects from fewer user- 
created trails. 

This alt. would have no 
impact. 

This alt. would cause 
increased administrative 
review before some 
routine activities could 
occur. 

This n l t .  would have no 
impact to existing holders 
3f mineral leases or 
3ermits. Some increase 
would occur in adininis- 
sative review of casual 
Jse for pre-permit 
surveying and staking. 

Effects under Alt. 2 
would apply where 
motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel is 
prohibited. Effects under 
No Action Alt. would 
apply elsewhere. 

Effects under No Action 
Alt. would apply from GI 
15-8/31 and 1212-2/15. 
Effects under Ah. 2 
would apply during the 
other time periods. 

This alt. would have no 
impact to existing holders 
of mineral leases or 
permits. Some increase 
would occur in adminis- 
trative review of casual 
use for pre-permit 
surveying and staking. 

Minerals 



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The Forest Service and BLM conducted public involve- 
ment for the proposed amendments consistent with proce- 
dures required by the National Environmental Policy Act. 
A Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register on 
January 22, 1999. Nearly 14,000 scoping letters were 
mailed out. The comment period was extended to May 
3 1,1999. During that time 35 open houses were conducted, 
which approximately 1400 people attended. During the 
scoping period nearly 3,400 letters were received and 
reviewed and used to identify issues and develop alterna- 
tives. 

The draft EIS had a 90 day comment period that ended- 
February 24,2000. During this period 35 open houses were 
hosted with over 1,500people attendmg. Over 2,300 letters 
were received and analyzed. 

A thorough description of the public involvement process 
and responses to comments is located in Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS. 

LEGALLY REQUIRED FINDINGS 

National Forest Management Act: Finding 
of Nonsignificant Amendment 

The NFMA significance determination is based on a review 
of the degree to which management direction for the area 
covered by a forest plan is being changed. The purpose of 
this amendment is to restrict motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel to avoid future impacts to soil, water, vegeta- 
tion, wildlife and its habitat, the spread of invasive weed 
species, damage to cultural resources and minimize user 
conflicts. These problems are occumng in some areas. A 
major reason for this decision is preventative in nature. 
Given the increases in OHV use in the past ten years and the 
expectation of that trend to continue the decision to amend 
forest plans to restrict cross-country travel has been made. 

NFMA provides that forest plans may be amended in any 
manner, but if the amendment results in a significant change 
in the plan, additional procedures must be followed. The 
Forest Service Handbook (FSH 1909.12) identifies four 
factors to consider in determining whether an amendment 
is significant. These are addressed below for this amend- 
ment. 

It is important to put these decisions into context with 
national direction for OHV management. The Executive 
Orders 1 1644 and 11989direct federal agencies toestablish 
procedures to control and direct the use of OHV’s on public 
lands so as to (1) protect the resources of those lands, (2) 
promote the safety of all users, and ( 3 )  minimize conflicts 
among the various users of those lands. The E.O.’s require 
thedesignation of areas and trails for use by OHV’s. These 
amendments only deal with the area designation. Existing 
land management plans allocated lands to one of three 
categories: closed - no motorized travel permitted; re- 
stricted - seasonally or year-long restrictions on the use of 
OHV’s; open - areas open to use anytime. These amend- 
ments shift lands from open and seasonally restricted to 
yearlong restrictions. These amendments result in minor 
changes in the use of the forests for motorized recreationists 
as discussed in chapter 3,  recreation section of the FEIS. It 
explains that motorized recreation is just one segment of the 
overall suite of possible activities provided on the national 
forests/grasslands. And that OHV motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel recreation is just a small portion of the 
motorized forms of recreation (approximately 1%, see 
chapter 3 ,  recreation section of FEIS). 

The following four factors and their discussion were used 
in determining significance: 

Timing: Identify when the change is to take place. Deter- 
mine whether the change is necessary during or after the 
plan period or whether the change is to take place after the 
next scheduled revision of the forest plan. 

NFMA requires that Forest and Grassland Plans be 
revised at least every 15 years. These plans have been 
in place since 1986- 1987. The plan revisions are sched- 
uled in the next couple of years. Thus it is late in the 
current planning period. 

These QHV area designation amendments are taking 
placeduring thecurrent planning period prior tocomple- 
tionoftherevisions. Asstated in  FSH 1909.12,chapter 
5.32, “the later the change, the less likely it is to be 
significant for the current forest plan.” 

Location and Size: Determine the location and size of the 
area involved in the change. Define the relationship of the 
affected area to the overall planning area. 

The following table displays the acres and percentage 
of each forest plan that is and is not affected by these 
amendments. 
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National Forest/ 
Crassla nd 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge* 
Bitterroot* * 
Custer 
Dakota Prairie*** 
Flathead 
Gallatin 
Helena 
Kootenai** 
Lewis & Clark 

Acres Open 
Yearlong 

1,92 1,000 
796,000 
758,000 

1,260,000 
1,211,000 

780,000 
57 1,000 

1,447,000 
1,347,000 

Acres Closed 
Restricted Yearlong 

1,43 1,000 
32 1,000 
429,000 

0 
1,142,000 
1,02 1,000 

404,000 
670,000 
5 16,000 

*These two forests are administered as one forest but have two separate plans. 
**Acreages only include lands in Montana. 
***Part of the Custer NF plan. A separate plan is currently being developed. 

The area involved with the change in designation 
ranges from 43 to 100 % of the affected forests/ 
grasslands, which is fairly large. However the forest/ 
grassland recreation experts have estimated the num- 
ber of cross-country wheeled OHV users to be about 
1% of all OHV users across the forests/grasslands and 
the range is fromless than 170 to 10% (chapter 3 FEIS). 
Most wheeled motorized OHV use occurs on roads and 
trails. Roads and trails remain open within existing 
restrictions. As described in the environmental setting 
in chapter 3 much of the National Forest System lands 
are steep and trees and other vegetation is dense enough 
to preclude cross-country use by OHV’s cross-coun- 
try. Therefore the change in designation has a much 
smaller effect on OHV users than depicted by these 
figures since roads and trails remain open. More than 
three quarters of the Northern Region is forested. 
Because of the small magnitude of effects and the fact 
that much of the land is not now accessible this is not 
a significant amendment. 

Goals, Objectives and Outputs: Determine whether the 
change alters long-term relationships between the 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. - 

This amendment is fully consistent with the goals in all 
nine of the forest plans affected. None of the goals will 
be altered by this decision. There are no new forest 
plan goals established. 

This amendment is fully consistent with and does not 
alter the objectives of each forest plan. No new objec- 
tives are established. 

Total Acres 

3,352,000 
1 , I  17,000 
I ,  187,000 

0 
2,353,000 
1,801,Ooo 

975,000 
2,220,000 
1,862,000 

Percent of 
Unit Open 

57% 
71% 
64% 

100% 
51% 
43% 
59% 
70% 
72% 

There are no significant changes, in outputs projected 
by the foresVgrassland plans, expected as a result of 
this decision. The greatest effect is upon motorized 
OHV users. This effect is relatively minor since the 
majority of use (estimated to be 99% in the EIS) is on 
roads and trails and thus is minimally altered by this 
decision. It is expected that most of the OHV users that 
have recreated cross-country will shift their activity to 
roads and trails rather than stop recreating altogether. 
There will be some benefits for wildlife habitat, slightly 
reduce the spread of noxious weeds, slightly improve 
habitat for some Threatened and Endangered species. 
None of these changes alter the long-term projections 
of goods and services projected in the foresdgrassland 
plans. 

This decision does not deal with a demand for goods 
or services that were not discussed in the previous 
planning efforts. 

Management Prescription: determine whether the change 
in a management prescription is only for a specific situation 
or it would apply to future decisions throughout the plan- 
ning 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 does not change any Management 
Area (MA) designations. It does change where the 
motorized activity within the MA’s can be conducted. 
It eliminates the motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel, with a few specifically managedexceptions, but 
does not change the current use of roads and trails in 
place now. 

This decision does change the designation of areas for 
‘wheeled motorized cross-country travel for future de- 
cisions not just for a specific situation. 

15 



It does not change the desired future condition of the 
land and resources as described in the existing plans or 
make a consequential change in goods and services 
that are produced. 

Conclusion: Based on a consideration of the four factors, 
and considering the nine Plans being amended, I have 
determined that the adoption of this amendment is not 
significant under NFMA. This amendment is fully consis- 
tent with the current goals and objectives of the respective 
plans. 

National Forest Management Act: Diversity 
and Viability Provisions for Fish and 
Wildlife 

The National Forest Management Act requires the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to specify “guidelines for land manage- 
ment plans developed to achieve the goals of the Program 

Endangered Species Act 

A team of biologists and botanists prepared a Biological 
Assessment on this proposed amendment to the Forest 
Plans. This Biological Assessment, which is included as 
Appendix C of the Final EIS, summarizes the consultation 
process on the proposed plan amendment, and evaluates the 
potential effects of the proposed amendment on listed 
species and species proposed for listing. The Biological 
Assessment determined that the proposed amendment is 
may effect, not likely to adversely affect the, threatened 
grizzly bear, bald eagle, piping plover, bull trout and 
Canada lynx or bull trout, endangered gray wolf and black- 
footed ferret, or mountain plover and Spalding’s catchfly. 
The last two determinations would be made if the final rule 
were to list them. It was determined the amendment will 
have no effect on the endangered least tern, whooping 
crane, pallid sturgeon, white sturgeon, American burying 
beetle or the threatened water howellia, Ute ladies’ tresses 
and western prairie fringed orchid. 

which provide for diversity of plant and animal communi- 
ties based on the suitability and capability of the specific 
land area in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives” 
(16 U.S.C. 1604(g)(3)(B)). In accord with this diversity 
provision, the Secretary promulgated a regulation that 
provides in part: “Fish and wildlife habitat shall be man- 
aged to maintain viable populations of existing native and 
desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area” 

The Forest Service requested that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service review the Biological Assessment in a letter dated 
December 7, 2000. The Fish and Wildlife Service con- 
curred and stated that it did not anticipate any incidental 
take of listed species as a result of the proposed amendment. 
As a result, they concluded that formal consultation under 
the Endangered Species Act is not required. 

(36 CFR 219.19). 

The scientific community and courts recognize that NFMA 
does not create a concrete, precise standard for diversity. 
Thecommittee of Scientists that provided scientific advice 
to the Forest Service on drafting of NFMA regulations 
stated that “it is impossible to write specific regulations to 
‘provide for’ diversity” and “there remains a great deal of 
room for honest debate on the transiation of policy into 
management planning requirements and into management 
programs” (44 Fed. Reg. 26,600-01 & 26,608). 

In this planning context, absolute certainty is not possible. 
Thus, the determination is a matter of risk or likelihood 
when considering the effects of the action. 

In making the determinazon for this decision the effects 
displayed in chapter 4 of the EIS ,  indicate alternative 5 
will be beneficial for wildlife by reducing disturbance of the 
animals and damage to plants. It will reduce the damage to 
habitat and reduce the spread of invasive exotic plants. It 
will reduce the amount of sediment introduced to streams, 
result in less damage to riparian zone soil and vegetation. 
Therefore, I conclude this decision will positively contrib- 
ute to the maintenance of diversity and viability of fish and 
wildlife on the national forest lands affected. 

NEPA: Environmentally Preferred 
A1 terna tive 

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations for 
implementing NEPA require that the Record of Decision 
specify “the alternative or alternatives which were consid- 
ered to be environmentally preferable”(40CFR 1505.2(b)). 
This alternative has generally been interpreted to be the 
alternative that will promote the national environmental 
policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101 (CEQ’s “Forty 
Most-Asked Questions”, 46 Federal Register, 1 8026, March 
23,198 1). Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes 
the least damage to the biological and physical environ- 
ment; it also means the alternative that best protects, pre- 
serves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural re- 
sources. 

Alternative 1 is the environmentally preferred alternative 
since it has the greatest level of restrictions on the use of 
wheeled motorized OHV’s traveling cross-country, there- 
fore it would have the least effects on the biological, 
physical, cultural and historic resources. 
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Environmental Justice (Executive Order 
12898) 

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Envi- 
ronmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-In- 
come Populations,” requires that Federal agencies make 
achieving environmental justice part of their mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportion- 
ately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minor- 
ity populations and low-income populations. 

We have conducted a qualitative assessment of environ- 
mental justice considerations based on the information in 
the Final EIS. My conclusion is that the risk of such 
disproportionate effects on minority or low-income popu- 
lations from this amendment is’ very low. The Final EIS 
consistently ranks Alternative 5 as among those with the 
lowest risk of adverse environmental effects from land 
management activities. Based on the assessment there is no 
evidence that the low level or risk is disproportionately 
placed on low income or minority populations. 

Alternative 5 also does not pose any significant socioeco- 
nomic risks that disproportionately affect low income or 
minority populations in  communities where timber produc- 
ing employment opportunities and workers are located. 
Alternative 5 will not cause a significant change in local 
employment or revenue sharing with local communities. 
Thus, this decision should not disproportionately affect 
low-income or minority populations and communities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL 
OPPORTUNITIES 

Implementation of this decision shall not occur until 7 days 
following publication of the legal notice of the decision in 
the following newspapers of record: Missoulian, Great 
Falls Tribune, Billings Gazette, Montana Standard; Ravalli 
Republic, Bismark Tribune, Rapic City Journal, Daily 
Interlake, Bozeman Chronicle and the Independent Record. 

This decision to adopt a iFsubject to appeal pursuant to 36 
CFR 217. 

This Forest Plan Revision was developed using planning 
regulations that were adopted in 1982 under 36 CFR 219. 
On Thursday November 9, 2000 new regulations for the 
appeal process (36 CFR 217) and the forest planning 
process (36 CFR 219) were adopted through publication in 
the Federal Register. Instead of an appeal process an objec- 
tion process will be used for any decisions made using the 
new planning regulation. 

Since this plan was developed using the 1982 planning 
regulation that means there is neitheran appeal or objection 
process for this decision. Given this situation I have decided 
to provide for.what I am calling a voluntary appeal process 
on the Forest Service’s part using the same procedures as 
outlined in  the now obsolete 36 CFR 217 appeal process. 
Therefore, this decision is subject to administrative review 
pursuant to 36 CFR 217 prior to their removal. What that 
means is a written appeal of this decision, a nonsignificant 
Forest Plan amendment, must be filed in duplicate within45 
days of the date of the published legal notice. Appeals must 
be filed with: 

Chief, USDA Forest Service 
14Ih and Independence, SW 
201 14Ih Street 
Washington, DC 20250 

Any notice of appeal must be fully consistent with 36 CRF 
217.9 and include at a minimum: 

e 

A statement that the document is a Notice of Appeal 
filed pursuant to 36 CFR part 2 17. 
The name, address, and telephone numberof the appel- 
lant. 
Identification of the decision to which the objection is 
being made. 
identification of the document in which the decision is 
contained, by title and subject, date of the decision, and 
name and title of the Deciding Officer. 
Identification of the specific portion of the decision to 
which objection is made. 
The reasons for objection, including issues of fact, law, 
regulation, or policy and, if applicable, specifically 
how the decision violates law, regulation, or policy. 
Identification of the specific change(s) in the decision 
that the appellant seeks. 

For questions concerning the appeal process, contact: 

USDA Forest Service 
Attention: Ecosystem Management Staff (Steve Segovia) 
P.O. Box 96090 
Washington, D.C. 20090-6090 
(202) 205-1066 

For questions concerning this amendment, contact: 

Dave Atkins 
Interdisciplinary Team leader 
200 East Broadway 
Missoula, MT 59870 
(406) 329-3 134 

Dale N. Bosworth 
REGIONAL FORESTER, Northern Region 
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