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INTRODUCTIOR 

What is being decided? 

The Record o f  Decis ion documents my d e c i s i o n  and r a t i o n a l e  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  Al t e rna t ive  
G as t h e  management s t r a t e g y  of t he  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  f o r  t he  next  10 
t o  15 years .  Th i s  s t r a t e g y  is  contained i n  t h e  document t i t l e d  Foaes t  Plan,  L e w i s  
and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t ,  dated Apr i l  1986. The Fores t  Plan provides  management 
area d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h e  form of s t anda rds ,  g u i d e l i n e s ,  monitor ing requirements ,  and a 
probable schedule  of a c t i v i t i e s .  
considered i n  t h i s  d e c i s i o n  can be found i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement,  dated 
Apr i l  1986. 

The a n a l y s i s  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and pub l i c  comments I 

What is the goal of the Forest Plan? 

My goa l  i n  s e l e c t i n g  A l t e r n a t i v e  G was t o  maximize n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t .  
determining n e t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t ,  I considered p u b l i c  comments, s o c i a l  and economic 
s t a b i l i t y ,  environmental  q u a l i t y ,  o t h e r  agency and Indian  Tr ibe  g o a l s ,  and resources  
you can place a dol la r  va lue  on (p r i ced )  and those  you cannot (nonpriced) .  
r a t i o n a l e  s e c t i o n  of t h i s  Record of Decis ion,  I d i s c u s s  how these f a c t o r s  were 
considered i n  my dec i s ion .  

I n  

I n  t h e  

What will happen to existing plans on the Levis and Clark National Forest? 

Once adopted,  t h e  Fores t  Plan w i l l  r ep l ace  a l l  prev ious  resource  management p l ans ,  
s u b j e c t  t o  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  leases, and s p e c i f i c  a u t h o r i t i e s .  

What is the duration of the Forest Plan, and can it be changed? 

The Fores t  Plan can be changed i n  two ways, amendment or r e v i s i o n ,  t o  respond t o  
changing needs and o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  congress iona l  land  des igna t ions ,  c a t a s t r o p h i c  
events ,  monitor ing results, or new technologies .  The Fores t  Supervisor  w i l l  fo l low 
amendment or r e v i s i o n  procedures  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  Nat ional  Fo res t  Management Act and 
planning r e g u l a t i o n s  (36 CFR Part 219 .10 ( f ) (g ) ) ,  which inc lude  p u b l i c  n o t i f i c a t i o n  
and involvement, It w i l l  normally be r ev i sed  every  10 yea r s ,  but  must be rev ised  
every 15 years .  

What is not being decided? 

Actions t o  be taken  on s p e c i f i c  si tes are no t  included.  
specific p r o j e c t s  are provided for  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  Nat ional  Environmental 
Pol icy  Act. 
are being considered.  The Fores t  Plan does  n o t  address a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  
c a r r y  on day-to-day management. For example, personnel  matters, i n t e r n a l  
o rgan iza t ion ,  and equipment and proper ty  management are no t  included.  I n  t h i s  Record 
of  Decision I am n o t  making recommendations f o r  t hose  p o r t i o n s  of  cont iguous road le s s  
areas located on ad jacen t  Fo res t s .  
B i g  Snowies Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are n o t  included i n  t h i s  Record o f  
Decision. 
r epor t .  

Environmental ana lyses  f o r  

Addi t iona l  pub l i c  involvement oppor tun i ty  w i l l  be  provided when p r o j e c t s  

Recommendations f o r  t h e  Middle Fork J u d i t h  and 

Recommendations t o  Congress on these areas are being made i n  a separate 
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ISSUES, CONCERNS, OPPORTUNITIES, AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Publ ic  involvement played an important  r o l e  i n  t he  development o f  i s s u e s  and 
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
t o  1,200 people who had previous ly  expressed i n t e r e s t  i n  management of  t h e  L e w i s  and 
Clark Nat ional  Fo res t .  Eleven publ ic  workshops were conducted and numerous 
o rgan iza t ions ,  elected o f f i c i a l s ,  co rpora t ions ,  landowners and f o r & s t  u s e r s  were 
consul ted.  Comments received were analyzed and grouped i n t o  32 i s s u e s  and ques t ions  
t o  be addressed. F o r e s t  Se rv ice  employees added 7 management concerns.  (Chapter I, 
pages 1-8 through 1-16, i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement g i v e s  a complete 
l i s t i n g  of i s s u e s  and concerns.)  
du r ing  t h e  review o f  r o a d l e s s  areas. 

I n i t i a l l y ,  l e t te rs  i n v i t i n g  people t o  expres s  t h e i r  concerns were s e n t  

Subsequent pub l i c  involvement was completed i n  1983 

A Notice of A v a i l a b i l i t y  of t h e  Draft Environmental Impact Statement  and Proposed 
Fores t  Plan was publ ished i n  t he  Federal  Register on July 26, 1982. The release of 
t h e s e  documents was announced by t h e  area news media. Over 1,000 cop ie s  of the  Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement  and 1,200 cop ie s  of t h e  Proposed Fores t  Plan were 
d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  publ ic .  Publ ic  meetings were held du r ing  t h e  comment per iod ,  
which lasted through November 30, 1982. 
i n t e r e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  co rpora t ions ,  and Federa l ,  State, and l o c a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  

Over 430 comments were rece ived  from 

A Notice of A v a i l a b i l i t y  of  t h e  Draft Environmental Impact Statement Supplement and 
Revised Proposed F o r e s t  Plan was published i n  t h e  Federa l  Register on November 16, 
1984. 
i n d i v i d u a l s ,  o rgan iza t ions ,  bus inesses ,  and agencies .  

During t h e  p u b l i c  comment per iod,  over  530 responses  were received from 

With t h e  except ion  of  t h e  wi lderness  i s s u e ,  t h e  i n i t i a l  i s s u e s ,  concerns,  and 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  a t  t h e  s tar t  of the planning process  did n o t  change as a 
r e s u l t  of t he  subsequent pub l i c  involvement e f f o r t  and pub l i c  comment. 

The key issues and management concerns used i n  selecting A l t e r n a t i v e  G from t h e  
va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e s  are: 

- What r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and use l e v e l s  should be permi t ted?  

- Which roadless areas on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat iona l  Fo res t  should be 
recommended f o r  wi lderness  des igna t ion?  

- How should c o n f l i c t s  be  resolved between w i l d l i f e  and management 
a c t i v i t i e s  of :  l i v e s t o c k  graz ing ,  t imber,  o i l  and gas exp lo ra t ion  and 
development, mine ra l s ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  and wi lderness?  

- How much l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  should be provided? 

- How much t imber  should be harvested? 

The remaining i s s u e s ,  management concerns and ques t ions  were incorpora ted  i n t o  
s t anda rds  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  or were part  o f  t h e  key i s s u e s .  
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ALTERNATIVES 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  were developed t o  d i s p l a y  t h e  a r r a y  o f  o p t i o n s  f o r  managing t h e  land and 
t o  provide a n a l y t i c a l  data t o  he lp  you and me make comparisons and determine the  
effects of  address ing  the  i s s u e s  i n  var ious  ways. Publ ic  comments played an 
important  r o l e  i n  t h e  development of a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

The Dra f t  Environmental Impact Statement incorpora ted  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  made i n  RARE I1 
(Roadless Area Review and Evalua t ion) .  
( C a l i f o r n i a  vs .  Block) found RARE I1 inadequate.  T h i s  c o u r t  r u l i n g  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  
L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  having t o  i s s u e  a supplement t o  t h e  D r a f t  
Environmental Impact Statement t o  address t h e  wi lde rness  i s s u e  f u r t h e r .  Th i s  
resulted i n  5 a d d i t i o n a l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  examined a wide range of  wi lderness  
opt ions .  
Environmental Impact Statement Supplement i n  November 1984. 
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Subsequently,  a Ninth C i r c u i t  Court r u l i n g  

Th i s  new information was released f o r  p u b l i c  review and comment i n  a Draft 

Analysis  of  pub l i c  comments on bo th  t h e  Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Supplement produced a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion  t h a t  
caused me t o  a d j u s t  A l t e r n a t i v e  G. I considered these ad jus tments  and t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  t h e  information added by publ ic  comments and I f i n d  no s i g n i f i c a n t  
new information has  been added or  s u b s t a n t i a l  changes made. I conclude t h a t  t he  
magnitude of change i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  G was wi th in  t h e  range of a l t e r n a t i v e s  d iscussed  
and environmental  effects d i sc losed  i n  t he  Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Supplement, and no f u r t h e r  supplements t o  t h e  
Environmental Impact Statement are needed. A complete d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  changes i n  
Al t e rna t ive  G is presented i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement ,  

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  were addressed are b r i e f l y  descr ibed  below. 
information on a l t e r n a t i v e s  can be found i n  Chapter  I1 and Appendix B o f  t h e  
Environmental Impact Statement.  

More d e t a i l e d  

CURRENT DIRECTION (NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE) 

This  a l t e r n a t i v e  main ta ins  t h e  p re sen t  course o f  a c t i o n .  It uses  g o a l s  and 
o b j e c t i v e s  from e x i s t i n g  p l ans  modified t o  respond t o  p resen t  and p red ic t ed  program 
l e v e l s  and demands. T h i s  is t h e  "no ac t ion"  a l t e r n a t i v e  r equ i r ed  by Nat ional  
Environmental Po l i cy  Act (NEPA) r e g u l a t i o n s  40 CFR 1502.14(c). 

ALTERNATIVE A-2 (RPA 

Al t e rna t ive  A-2 is  responsive t o  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h e  "Revised P r e s i d e n t ' s  Statement 
o f  Pol icy ,"  which r e q u i r e s  t h a t  one a l t e r n a t i v e  meet t h e  1980 Fores t  and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act ( R P A )  g o a l s  and o b j e c t i v e s .  
program emphasizes high l e v e l s  of t imber  h a r v e s t ,  l i v e s t o c k  graz ing ,  and road 
access. Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  provides  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  timber ha rves t  and low 
amounts of semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  s e t t i n g s .  
f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
Wilderness Study Act areas are recommended f o r  development. 

The RPA recommended 

About 63,300 acres are recommended 
I n  response t o  t he  RPA program, t h e  Montana 
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ALTERNATIVE A-1 

T h i s  is t h e  same as A l t e r n a t i v e  A-2 except  t h e  B i g  Snowies and Middle Fork J u d i t h  
Montana Wilderness  Study Act areas are recommended f o r  w i lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  I n  
t o t a l ,  252,189 acres are recommended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

ALTERNATIVE B-2 
9 

The purpose of t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is t o  inc rease  t h e  use of commodities produced by the  
Fores t  whi le  main ta in ing  a v a r i e t y  of r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s .  Timber ha rves t  and 
l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  i n c r e a s e  wh i l e  e lk  and t r o u t  popula t ions  decrease. Semi-primitive 
r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i ty  decreases s i g n i f i c a n t l y  w h i l e  developed r e c r e a t i o n  remains a t  
c u r r e n t  l e v e l s .  
The two Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are recommended for development. 

About 63,300 acres are recommended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

ALTERNATIVE B- 1 

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is  similar t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  B-2 except  t h e  Big Snowies and Middle Fork 
J u d i t h  Montana Wilderness  Study Act areas are recommended fo r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

ALTERNATIVE C 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n c r e a s e s  emphasis on the  F o r e s t ' s  w i l d l i f e  program. W i l d l i f e  and 
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  b e n e f i t  from lower t i m b e r  and range l e v e l s  and t h e  i nc rease  i n  
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  improvement. Developed r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i nc rease  and many 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  are maintained. About 63,300 acres are 
recommended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The Montana Wilderness Study Act areas 
are managed f o r  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  and w i l d l i f e  hab i t a t .  

ALTERNATIVE D 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is responsive t o  inc reas ing  n a t i o n a l  and l o c a l  demand f o r  l i v e s t o c k  
g raz ing  and outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n .  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  provides  t he  h ighes t  l e v e l  of 
l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  and a high l e v e l  of  developed r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s .  Timber 
ha rves t  l e v e l s ,  ca t chab le  t r o u t ,  and e l k  popula t ions  decrease. 
are recommended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Semi-primitive r e c r e a t i o n  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  are maintained by keeping large b locks  o f  land  roadless .  The Big 
Snowies and Middle Fork J u d i t h  Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are managed f o r  
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n ,  w i t h  some t imber  management i n  t h e  l a t t e r .  

About 63,300 acres 

ALTERNATIVE E-2 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  recognizes  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  use p a t t e r n s  on t h e  Fores t  by emphasizing 
t i m b e r  ha rves t  and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  on t h e  most product ive  lands .  A high l e v e l  of 
t imber  ha rves t  and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  is  programmed from t h e  J e f f e r s o n  Div is ion .  On 
the  Rocky Mountain Div i s ion ,  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  are 
emphasized. Overa l l ,  e l k  and t r o u t  popula t ions  and semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  decrease. About 63,300 acres are recommended f o r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
development. 

The two Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are recommended for 
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ALTERNATIVE E-1 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is similar t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  E-2 except  t h a t  t h e  B i g  Snowies and Middle 
Fork J u d i t h  Montana Wilderness  Study Act areas are recommended f o r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

ALTERNATIVE F 

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  was the  Preferred Al t e rna t ive  i n  t h e  Draft Envirohmental Impact 
Statement.  
r e c r e a t i o n  and big-game hunt ing oppor tun i t i e s .  Timber ha rves t  and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  
i n c r e a s e  w h i l e  e l k  and t r o u t  popula t ions  decrease. 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n c r e a s e  and most semi-primitive r e c r e a t i o n  s e t t i n g s  are re t a ined .  
About 63,300 acres are recommended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
and Middle Fork J u d i t h  Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are managed f o r  
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n ,  w i t h  p a r t s  of  t h e  l a t t e r  a l s o  managed f o r  t imber  products  
and r e c r e a t i o n  w i t h  roads i n  t h e  area. 
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It i n c r e a s e s  t h e  use of Fores t  resources  while  main ta in ing  semi-pr imit ive 

Developed r e c r e a t i o n  

The B i g  Snowies 

ALTERNATIVE F - DEPARTURE 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is similar t o  Al t e rna t ive  F except  t h e r e  is a higher  t imber  ha rves t  
l e v e l .  It was developed t o  a l low f o r  depa r tu re  from non-dec l in ing  y i e ld  t o  reduce o r  
prevent  h igh  m o r t a l i t y  of  lodgepole  p ine  from epidemics of  mountain pjne beetle. 

ALTERNATIVE G 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  r e s u l t e d  from t h e  modi f ica t ion  of  A l t e r n a t i v e  F i n  response t o  
pub l i c  comments. It i n c r e a s e s  t he  long-term use of Fores t  r e sources  whi le  providing 
d i v e r s e  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and maintaining d ispersed  r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  a 
semi-pr imit ive s e t t i n g .  Timber and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  i n c r e a s e  w h i l e  e l k  and t r o u t  
popula t ions  remain a t  c u r r e n t  l e v e l s .  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  provides  t h e  greatest amount 
of semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  s e t t i n g s  and the  least  amount o f  a d d i t i o n a l  wilderness .  
Five areas t o t a l i n g  51,834 acres are recommended f o r  w i lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The 
Big Snowies and Middle Fork J u d i t h  Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are managed f o r  
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  and/or  w i l d l i f e .  The Harr ison Creek/Weatherwax dra inage  i n  
t h e  Middle Fork J u d i t h  is designated f o r  timber management. 

ALTERNATIVE H 

The g o a l  o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is t o  inc rease  wi lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
w h i l e  i nc reas ing  product ion of commodities from c u r r e n t l y  developed lands .  More than  
664,000 acres are recommended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The  B i g  Snowies and 
Middle Fork J u d i t h  Montana Wilderness Study Act areas are managed f o r  semi-pr imit ive 
r e c r e a t i o n  and/or w i l d l i f e .  The Harr ison Creek/Weatherwax d ra inage  i n  t h e  Middle 
Fork J u d i t h  is  des igna ted  f o r  t imber  management. 

ALTERNATIVE I 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would i n c r e a s e  t h e  use of Fores t  resources  whi le  providing d i v e r s e  
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and maintaining d ispersed  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i ty  i n  a p r imi t ive  o r  
semi-pr imit ive s e t t i n g .  
s e r v i c e s  similar t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  G. About 235,700 acres of  r o a d l e s s  areas t h a t  have 
rece ived  high pub l i c  i n t e r e s t  are recommended f o r  w i lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  provides  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  provide goods and 
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ALTERNATIVE J 

T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  recommends wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f o r  areas w i t h  outs tanding  
wi lderness  q u a l i t y  and few c o n f l i c t s .  About 79,000 acres are recommended f o r  
wi lderness .  Emphasis and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  provide goods and s e r v i c e s  f o r  
nonwilderness l a n d s  are s imilar  t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  G. 

ALTERNATIVE K T 
T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n c r e a s e s  t he  Fores t  w i l d l i f e  program whi le  maintaining d i s p e r s e d  
r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  a p r i m i t i v e  or semi-pr imit ive s e t t i n g .  Areas of  high 
pub l i c  i n t e r e s t ,  t o t a l i n g  387,106 acres, are recommended f o r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Oppor tuni t ies  t o  provide goods and s e r v i c e s  and t h e  management 
emphases f o r  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  are similar t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  C. Timber harves t  and 
g raz ing  l e v e l s  are reduced from c u r r e n t  l e v e l s .  

DECISION 

I have decided t o  approve implementation of A l t e r n a t i v e  G t o  guide t h e  management of 
t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  f o r  t h e  next  10 t o  15 years .  
r e p r e s e n t s  minor s h i f t s  i n  ou tpu t s  i n  t h e  s h o r t  term whi le  answering a number of  
long-term management ques t ions .  

A l t e rna t ive  G 

The c u r r e n t  l e v e l  of camping, p icn ick ing ,  and o t h e r  "developed site" r e c r e a t i o n  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w i l l  be  maintained. Dispersed r e c r e a t i o n  ( r e c r e a t i o n  t h a t  r e q u i r e s  few 
i f  any improvements and occur s  over  a wide area) o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w i l l  change over  t h e  
next  decade. Addit ional  roads as soc ia t ed  w i t h  t imber  management and mineral  
development w i l l  i nc rease  r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  a natural-appearing s e t t i n g  
w i t h  roads.  Conversely,  r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w i th in  a road le s s  s e t t i n g  w i l l  be 
reduced. Oppor tuni t ies  fo r  win te r  r e c r e a t i o n  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  w i t h  t h e  development of 
snow t r a i l s  'for both motorized and non-motorized use.  The Fores t  Serv ice  w i l l  
cont inue  t o  seek rights-of-way t o  provide pub l i c  road and t ra i l  access t o  t h e  
Nat ional  Fo res t .  

Motorized use inc lud ing  off-road-vehicle  use w i l l  be managed through t h e  F o r e s t ' s  
t r a v e l  management process .  The pub l i c  w i l l  have an a d d i t i o n a l  oppor tuni ty  t o  d i s c u s s  
s p e c i f i c  roads ,  t r a i l s ,  or areas dur ing  pe r iod ic  updates  of  t h e  Travel  Plan. 
Addit ional  Fo res t  Plan d i r e c t i o n  concerning management of  roads and t r a i l s  is  i n  
Chapter 11, pages 2-65 through 2-71. 

Oppor tuni t ies  provided by the p r i v a t e  s e c t o r ,  such as o u t f i t t e r  s e r v i c e s  and s k i  
areas, w i l l  be  maintained a t  p re sen t  l e v e l s .  Management p l ans  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  
r e s idences  are incorpara ted  i n  t he  Fores t  Plan. 

Of t h e  1,002,232 acres i n  t h e  F o r e s t ' s  road le s s  inventory ,  more than 857,000 acres 
w i l l  be managed t o  emphasize r o a d l e s s  va lues ,  51,834 acres are recommended f o r  
wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and the  remaining 93,398 acres have been assigned t o  
va r ious  management areas t h a t  a l low road access. Overa l l ,  1,293,000 acres (70 
percent  of  t h e  F o r e s t )  w i l l  be managed f o r  roadless or wilderness  va lues .  
managed f o r  t he i r  road le s s  va lue  but  n o t  formal ly  classified as wi lderness  may 
r e q u i r e  roads as  a r e s u l t  o f  o i l  and gas and minera l  development, w i t h  s p e c i a l  
p rov i s ions  as necessary  t o  main ta in  o t h e r  r e source  va lues .  

Lands 
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The c u r r e n t  popula t ion  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  e l k  and t r o u t  w i l l  be maintained throughout t h e  
Fores t .  To maintain e l k  h a b i t a t ,  p rescr ibed  burning t o  i n c r e a s e  fo rage ,  and road 
management t o  decrease human d i s tu rbance  w i l l  be emphasized. Recommendations from 
t h e  Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study w i l l  be incorpora ted  i n t o  t imber sales and 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p l ans  (Fores t  Plan,  Appendix F). 

I n  response t o  pub l i c  concern about  e l k  s e c u r i t y  areas ( p l a c e s  they  can go t o  escape 
humans) and hunt ing oppor tuni ty ,  Management Area F was added t o  A 1  e r n a t i v e  G. 

f o r  e lk  and o t h e r  w i l d l i f e .  Management Area I, p r o t e c t s  e l k  migra t ion  r o u t e s  
ad jacen t  t o  t he  Sun River and J u d i t h  State W i l d l i f e  Management Areas. Management 
Area C was redef ined  t o  provide a d d i t i o n a l  e lk  s e c u r i t y  h a b i t a t  and has been expanded 
from 96,304 acres t o  111,664 acres. 

Management Area F w i l l  main ta in  350,000 acres o f  large, undevelope 5 blocks  o f  land 

P r a c t i c e s  t o  main ta in  or improve w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  are included w i t h  every  management 
area. No a d d i t i o n a l  g raz ing  w i l l  be permit ted on big-game win te r  ranges or r i p a r i a n  
zones u n l e s s  w i l d l i f e  needs can be met. 

On the  Rocky Mountain Div is ion ,  A l t e r n a t i v e  G main ta ins  threa tened  and endangered 
s p e c i e s  h a b i t a t  and ach ieves  recovery goa l s .  
improved for  a recovery goa l  l e v e l  o f  81 g r i z z l y  bears and 10 g ray  wolves. 
In te ragency  monitor ing and eva lua t ion  w i l l  cont inue t o  be stressed on t h e  Rocky 
Mountain Front  (Fores t  P lan ,  Appendices H and I ) .  
f o r  bald eagles and peregr ine  f a l c o n s  throughout t h e  Fores t  w i l l  be emphasized. 

Habitat c a p a c i t y  w i l l  be maintained or 

Pro tec t ion  of unoccupied h a b i t a t  

Sediments and water y i e l d s  w i l l  be affected by o t h e r  resource  uses .  
of  management s t anda rds ,  an  inc rease  less than 1 percent  over  c u r r e n t  sediment l e v e l s  
on a forest-wide basis is pro jec ted .  
ha rves t ,  road cons t ruc t ion ,  and grazing.  The a p p l i c a t i o n  of  appropr i a t e  s o i l  and 
water conserva t ion  practices w i l l  ensure  t h a t  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  i nd iv idua l  watersheds 
w i l l  remain w i t h i n  State water q u a l i t y  s tandards .  
Plan,  pages 2-50 through 2-52.) 

Through t h e  use 

The inc rease  w i l l  result from continued t imber  

(See Chapter I1 of  the Fores t  

P e r m i t t e d  l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  w i l l  be maintained a t  71,100 animal u n i t  months. T h i s  
l e v e l  w i l l  be sus t a ined  as  a r e s u l t  of  vege ta t ive  manipulat ion through t imber  
ha rves t ,  improved l i v e s t o c k  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  and moderate investments  i n  range 
improvements i nc lud ing  noxious weed c o n t r o l  and prescr ibed  burning t o  i n c r e a s e  range 
p roduc t iv i ty .  Sheep g raz ing  i n  Management S i t u a t i o n  I g r i z z l y  bear h a b i t a t  w i l l  be 
phased ou t  as o p p o r t u n i t i e s  arise, s o  as t o  comply w i t h  c u r r e n t  Fo res t  Serv ice  
pol icy .  Current  p o l i c y  recognizes  t he  need t o  reduce humadbear c o n f l i c t s  and 
t h e r e f o r e  p l aces  h igh  p r i o r i t y  on r e l o c a t i n g  sheep t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  ranges o u t s i d e  
Management S i t u a t i o n  I areas. 
working c l o s e l y  w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  permi t tee  through range a l lo tmen t  admin i s t r a t ion .  
The e x i s t i n g  permit w i l l  be  r e i s sued  w i t h  t h e  understanding t h a t  any f u t u r e  c o n f l i c t s  
between sheep g raz ing  and g r i z z l y  bears w i l l  be resolved i n  f avor  of t he  bear. 

Implementation of t h i s  po l i cy  w i l l  be accomplished 

The first decade allowable sale q u a n t i t y  ( t h e  q u a n t i t y  of  timber t h a t  may be s o l d  
from t h e  area of  s u i t a b l e  l a n d )  is 121 m i l l i o n  board feet. The conversion f a c t o r s  
used i n  f o r e s t  planning conver t  3.6 m i l l i o n  cub ic  feet i n t o  12.1 m i l l i o n  board feet. 
If monitor ing i n d i c a t e s  t h e  conversion r a t i o s  are n o t  appropr i a t e ,  t h a t  is ,  i f  more 
or fewer board feet are found t o  r e s u l t  from t h e  ha rves t  o f  3.6 m i l l i o n  cubic  feet  
than estimated, board feet volumes w i l l  be ad jus ted .  The annual t imber  sale program 
w i l l  average 14 m i l l i o n  board feet w i t h  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of nonchargeable volume, such 
as p o s t s  and poles .  Timber ha rves t  w i l l  occur  p r i m a r i l y  i n  t he  J e f f e r s o n  Div is ion .  
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The t imber  ha rves t  program on t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  has  been reduced t o  0.5 
m i l l i o n  board feet  p e r  year .  
demand f o r  p o s t s ,  po le s ,  f irewood, houselogs,  sawlogs, and other wood products .  
Management Area 0,  which a l lows  f o r  low i n t e n s i t y  t imber  management on t h e  Rocky 
Mountain Div is ion ,  was reduced by 27,055 acres between t h e  d ra f t  and f i n a l  
Environmental Impact Statement .  

T h i s  w i l l  provide cont inuing  oppor tun i ty  t o  meet l o c a l  

Approximately 282,307 acres (15 percent  of t h e  F o r e s t )  w i l l  be manfged for t imber .  
Timber ha rves t  w i l l  be scheduled on the  f l a t t e s t  l a n d s  t o  avoid the need for more 
c o s t l y  ha rves t  methods. By concen t r a t ing  timber o p e r a t i o n s  i n  areas t h a t  already 
have roads ,  on ly  9 percent  of t h e  road le s s  areas w i l l  be developed.’ About 7,000 
acres w i l l  be affected dur ing  t h e  first decade. 

More t h a n  70 percent  of t h e  ha rves t  is scheduled i n  lodgepole  p ine  s t ands .  These 
s t ands  are t y p i c a l l y  over-mature, high-r isk s t a n d s .  The s i l v i c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e  of 
even-age management us ing  c l e a r c u t s ,  shel terwood,  or seed tree ha rves t  methods w i l l  
be used on most areas. The d e c i s i o n  as t o  which ha rves t  method t o  use is p a r t  of t h e  
p r o j e c t  planning. 
through environmental  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  s p e c i f i c  s i t e .  Some uneven-age management w i l l  
be used i n  r i p a r i a n  and w i l d l i f e  areas. 
large, cont inuous areas of lodgepole  pine.  

C l e a r c u t t i n g  w i l l  be used on ly  where determined t o  be optimum 

Timber sales w i l l  be designed t o  break up 

O i l  and gas l e a s e s  c u r r e n t l y  cover  about 336,000 acres on t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  
(86 percent  of  nonwilderness l a n d s )  and about 88,000 acres on t h e  J e f f e r s o n  
Divis ion.  A l l  of these leases are o u t s i d e  of c lass i f ied wi lderness  areas. 
Explora t ion  and some development is almost  c e r t a i n  t o  occur  wi th in  t he  next  decade on 
the  more promising p o r t i o n s  of  t h e  leased areas. As a result of t h i s ,  I expect  roads 
w i l l  be b u i l t  i n t o  some c u r r e n t l y  road le s s  areas. The exac t  l o c a t i o n  o f  exp lo ra t ion  
and ind iv idua l  o i l  and gas d r i l l i n g  cannot be p inpoin ted .  However, A l t e r n a t i v e  G 
does s p e c i f y  gene ra l  areas where a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  n o t  be allowed. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  
A l t e r n a t i v e  G c o n t a i n s  s t anda rds  and requirements  designed t o  coord ina te  o i l  and gas 
a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  o t h e r  resources  and f o r e s t  uses .  D r i l l i n g  and a s soc ia t ed  road 
cons t ruc t ion  w i l l  be handled on an ind iv idua l  basis w i t h  environmental  a n a l y s i s .  
Should d i s c o v e r i e s  be  made, environmental  a n a l y s i s  on f i e l d  development w i l l  be 
conducted. 
as requi red  by t h e  Nat ional  Environmental Pol icy  Act (NEPA) and w i l l  meet t h e  o v e r a l l  
d i r e c t i o n  and s t i p u l a t i o n s  ou t l ined  i n  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  

Any new leases or  r e i s suance  o f  leases w i l l  undergo a d d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  

T c  suppor t  f o r e s t  resource  pitograms, 36 miles of ar ter ia l  and c o l l e c t o r  roads and 130 
miles of  l o c a l  roads may be cons t ruc ted  or r econs t ruc t ed  du r ing  t h e  next  I O  years .  I 
expect  t h e  planned a r t e r i a l  and c o l l e c t o r  road program w i l l  fo l low exper ience ,  which 
has been about  70 percent  r econs t ruc t ion  and 30 pe rcen t  new cons t ruc t ion .  New 
a r t e r i a l  roads w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  be open for publ ic  use.  Some new c o l l e c t o r  roads  w i l l  
be open whi le  o t h e r s  w i l l  have restricted use.  Roads b u i l t  f o r  o i l  and gas and most 
new l o c a l  roads w i l l  be c losed  or have restricted use.  

A l l  of t he  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  h a s  s p e c i a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  governing 
off-road-vehicle  and o t h e r  motorized use. Lands w i t h i n  Wilderness are c losed  t o  a l l  
motorized use.  Nonwilderness l ands  are e i ther  c losed  or restricted by type  of 
v e h i c l e  or season of use.  
e i ther  c losed  or have restricted use.  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  34 miles o f  road and 176 miles o f  t r a i l  are 
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About 20 percent  o f  t h e  J e f f e r s o n  Div i s ion  has special r e s t r i c t i o n s  governing 
off-road-vehicle and o t h e r  motorized use.  
miles of  t r a i l  are a l s o  c losed  or restricted by type  of  v e h i c l e s  o r  season of  use.  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  176 miles o f  road and 469 

I n  g e n e r a l ,  by 1995 the  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  w i l l  look very much as it 
does today. Large cont iguous r o a d l e s s  areas w i l l  s t i l l  be  p re sen t  and t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
t o  supply  t i m b e r  products ,  fo rage  f o r  w i l d l i f e  and l i v e s t o c k ,  and o t h e r  commodities 
w i l l  be maintained. 

This  is n o t  t h e  end of  t h e  planning process .  Change w i l l  be needed i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
Improved information and continued p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i l l  provide a foundat ion on 
which t o  bu i ld  sys temat ic  and reasoned changes. A monitor ing program is a p a r t  of  
t h e  Fores t  Plan.  Evaluat ion o f  monitored a c t i v i t i e s  is an important  p a r t  of  t h e  
management c o n t r o l  system. 
oppor tun i ty  f o r  i n t e r e s t e d  groups and i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  make the i r  own assessments o f  
ou r  success  or f a i l u r e .  

T 

T h i s  in format ion  w i l l  be made pub l i c  and w i l l  provide an 

RATIONALE 

The s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s  I used t o  determine which a l t e r n a t i v e  maximizes n e t  pub l i c  
b e n e f i t  inc lude :  management o f  t h e  Rocky Mountain Div i s ion ,  response of  t he  pub l i c  on 
issues, economic e f f i c i e n c y ,  s o c i a l  and economic s t a b i l i t y ,  environmental  q u a l i t y ,  
and c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i t h  o t h e r  pub l i c  agency goa l s .  No s i n g l e  f a c t o r  determined t h i s  
dec i s ion .  The d e c i s i o n  was a r r i v e d  a t  through many compromises t h a t  recognize t h e  
t echno log ica l ,  b i o l o g i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  economic, and legal demands and l i m i t a t i o n s  placed 
on the  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t .  

I n  g e n e r a l ,  what  I heard from people is t h a t  t hey  b a s i c a l l y  l i k e  t h e  way the  L e w i s  
and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  is today.  They are concerned, however, over what changes 
could take p lace  i n  t he  f u t u r e .  The f o r e s t  o f f e r s  e x c e l l e n t  r e c r e a t i o n  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  b i g  game hunt ing and s c e n i c  va lues .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t imber  ha rves t  and 
l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  b e n e f i t  l o c a l  communities. I n d i c a t i o n s  are t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  o i l  
a n d ' g a s  p o t e n t i a l  e x i s t s  on t h e  Rocky Kountain Div is ion .  Q u a n t i t i e s  are unknown a t  
t h i s  time. 
resource  could a l t e r  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n .  

People are concerned about how t h e  d i scove ry  and development of t h i s  

From among t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  cons idered ,  s e v e r a l  k e p t  product ion (board fee t  of  timber 
and animal u n i t  months o f  l i v e s t o c k  use)  a t  r e l a t i v e l y  cons t an t  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  next  
decade. 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  d i f fe r .  A l t e r n a t i v e  G provides  an  o v e r a l l  p lan  f o r  t h e  f o r e s t  t h a t  
main ta ins  a p a t t e r n  of use and product ion t h a t  changes l i t t l e  from t h e  p re sen t  
s i t u a t i o n .  

However, t h e  p a t t e r n s  o f  use and t h e  long term p r o j e c t i o n s  of  these 

Hanagement of the Rocky Mountain Division 

Although management of  t he  Rocky Kountain Div is ion  is  no t  i d e n t i f i e d  as a 
separate i s s u e ,  people were concerned about t h e  w i l d l i f e ,  wi lderness ,  s cen ic ,  
r e c r e a t i o n ,  t i m b e r ,  and o i l  and gas resources  on the  Divis ion.  Because t h i s  is 
an  area of s i g n i f i c a n t  pub l i c  i n t e r e s t ,  I w i l l  h i g h l i g h t  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  my 
d e c i s i o n  concerning t h e  area. 

The fact  t h a t  h i g h  o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l  e x i s t s  on t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  
affects my dec i s ion .  I recognize  people 's  apprehension over  t h e  effects o f  o i l  
and gas development and t h e i r  desire f o r  t h e  land  t o  remain unchanged. I a l s o  



recognize t h e  abundance and d i v e r s i t y  of  t h e  w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n  and s c e n i c  
va lues  found there. Most of t h e  area (98 pe rcen t )  is  classified as Management 
S i t u a t i o n  1 because of  its importance t o  t h e  s u r v i v a l  of  t h e  g r i z z l y  bear. 
Because most of  t h e  nonwilderness l ands  are a l r e a d y  leased, and because some 
exp lo ra t ion  f o r  o i l  and gas is l i k e l y ,  I do n o t  want t o  i n i t i a t e  addi t ional  
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  affect  the  area. Therefore ,  I have decided management of  
t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  should emphasize w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n  and s c e n i c  
va lues .  'i 

I have decided t o  maintain a wide v a r i e t y  of r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  on t h e  
Rocky Nountain Front .  
especially those  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  h i - l i n e  coun t i e s ,  an  oppor tun i ty  t o  use pub l i c  
l ands .  If I were t o  recommend a d d i t i o n a l  w i lde rness  f o r  t h e  l a n d s  between t h e  
Bob Marshall Wilderness complex and t h e  e a s t e r n  boundary o f  t he  F o r e s t ,  t h i s  
would e l i m i n a t e  t h e  oppor tun i ty  for motorized r e c r e a t i o n  c l o s e  t o  where people 
l i v e .  Th i s  use is a l r e a d y  l i m i t e d  by Glacier Nat ional  Park,  where 
off-road-vehicle use  is p roh ib i t ed .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the  Blackfeet Reservat ion 
l i m i t s  a cces s  t o  t h e  no r the rn  po r t ion  of the  Rocky Mountain Front .  

Th i s  area provides  t h e  people of  c e n t r a l  Montana, 

Because t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  o i l  and gas is  unknown, I b e l i e v e  exp lo ra t ion  should 
cont inue  for t h i s  important  resource.  Furthermore, I b e l i e v e  e x p l o r a t i o n  must be 
conducted c a r e f u l l y  w i t h  a high degree of  concern f o r  t h e  w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n  
and s c e n i c  va lues .  Some people commented t h e  area should be recommended l a r g e l y  
f o r  wi lderness  i n  o r d e r  t o  p r o t e c t  i t  from the  impacts  of  o i l  and gas exp lo ra t ion  
and development. I considered the p o t e n t i a l  effects of such a c t i v i t i e s  and 
concluded, i f  done c a r e f u l l y ,  they  could be carried ou t  a long  w i t h  t he  emphasized 
va lues .  I recognize t h i s  w i l l  r e q u i r e  innovat ion  and the  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  
l a t e s t  technology. Because of t h e  o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l  and my belief t h a t  
exp lo ra t ion  should take p lace  t o  determine t h e  e x t e n t  o f  the  r e se rve ,  I 
recommended only  l imi t ed  ac'reage o f  c u r r e n t l y  leased land  f o r  wi lderness .  

I n  o r d e r  t o  maintain t h e  e x i s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n ,  roads  cons t ruc ted  f o r  t i m b e r  ha rves t  
o r  f o r  o t h e r  development a c t i v i t i e s  i n i t i a t e d  by the  Fores t  Se rv ice  w i l l  
g e n e r a l l y  be less than one ha l f  mile i n  l eng th ,  used u n t i l  t h e  t imber o b j e c t i v e  
is met (about  1 t o  3 y e a r s ) ,  and reclaimed after use.  These roads  w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  
be non-permanent, low-standard, t r u c k  t ra i ls  used t o  provide access f o r  f i rewood,  
p o s t ,  po le ,  houselog, and sawlog c u t t i n g  by l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s .  I considered 
schedul ing approximately 1 m i l l i o n  board fee t  of t imber  f o r  ha rves t .  However, I 
decided a g a i n s t  t h i s  i n  f a v o r  of  a .5 m i l l i o n  board feet program t o  supply  l o c a l  
needs without  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  o f  permanent roads.  

The r igh ts  and p r i v i l e g e s  reserved t o  t h e  Ind ians  o f  t he  Blackfeet Ind ian  Nation 
by Article 1 o f  t h e  Agreement s e t  f o r t h  i n ,  and accepted, ratif ied,  and confirmed 
by the  Act o f  Congress approved June 10, 1896, r e spec t ing  t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  
r e se rva t ion  now known as t h e  North End Geographic Unit  (RM-1) of  t h e  L e w i s  and 
Clark Nat ional  F o r e s t ,  s h a l l  be i n  no way in f r inged  or  modified by t h i s  Plan. 
The 130,000 acres of  ceded land w i l l  be managed for w i l d l i f e ,  range,  and 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  va lues .  Under t h e  Agreement, the Blackfeet T r i b e  
r e t a ined  t h e  r i g h t  t o  c u t  and remove t i m b e r ,  consequent ly ,  these l a n d s  are n o t  
included i n  t h e  F o r e s t ' s  r egu la t ed  t imber  base, and are no t  included i n  any 
wi lderness  recommendation. 

The Fores t  Plan proposa ls  and e x i s t i n g  wi lderness  inc lude  57 percent  o f  t h e  Rocky 
Kountain Div is ion .  An a d d i t i o n a l  5 percent  w i l l  remain as a wi lde rness  s t u d y  

11 



area. O f  t h e  balance of  t h e  area, 22 percent  w i l l  be managed t o  maintain 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  12 percent  f o r  r i p a r i a n ,  g raz ing  and 
w i l d l i f e  management, and 4 percent  w i l l  be managed f o r  t imber  and developed 
r e c r e a t i o n .  T h i s  w i l l  provide large areas f o r  semi-pr imit ive and p r imi t ive  
r e c r e a t i o n  exper iences  o u t s i d e  wilderness .  

Response to Public Issues 
x 

Recreation 

I s sue :  What r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and use l e v e l s  should be permi t ted?  

Numerous and var ied  comments concerned r e c r e a t i o n .  Lack of  p u b l i c  access, t h e  
economic importance of  r e c r e a t i o n ,  off-road-vehicle  u se ,  campgrounds, t r a i l s ,  
d i spe r sed  r e c r e a t i o n ,  and maintaining semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  
were most f r equen t ly  menticjned. 

I n  response t o  people’s  comments, areas such  as O t i  Park,  Hoover Creek, Deep 
Creek, Tenderfoot ,  B i g  Snowies, Badger-Two Medicine, and t h e  ma jo r i ty  of  t h e  
Middle Fork, J u d i t h  w i l l  be managed f o r  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s .  
These areas have e s t a b l i s h e d  use p a t t e r n s  and are h igh ly  valued by t h e  publ ic .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  G has t h e  greatest amount of t h i s  t ype  of  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tuni ty  when 
compared t o  the  o t h e r  a l t e r m t i v e s .  

I n  response t o  comments on the  Draft Environmental Impact Statement Supplement 
for an improved t r a i l  system, t h e  amount o f  t r a i l  proposed f o r  cons t ruc t ion  and 
r econs t ruc t ion  h a s  been increased  from 50 t o  100 miles per  decade. The proposed 
l e v e l  o f  t r a i l  cons t ruc t ion  and r econs t ruc t ion  is  necessary  t o  e l imina te  t h e  
backlog of t r a i l  maintenance and t o  r e t a i n  t h e  1,677 e x i s t i n g  miles i n  t he  t r a i l  
system. 

Wilderness 

I s sue :  Which r o a d l e s s  areas on the  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  should 
be recommended f o r  wi lderness  des igna t ion?  

Th i s  i s s u e  was addressed by eva lua t ing  t h e  wi lde rness  p o t e n t i a l  of a l l  road le s s  
areas on t h e  Fores t .  After cons ider ing  t h e  a n a l y s i s  and people’s  comments I am 
recommending 51,834 acres f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
recommendations are pre l iminary  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  recommendations t h a t  w i l l  r ece ive  
f u r t h e r  review and poss ib l e  modi f ica t ion  by the  Chief o f  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice ,  t h e  
Secretary of Agr i cu l tu re ,  and t h e  P res iden t  of  t h e  United States.  F i n a l  
d e c i s i o n s  on wi lderness  des igna t ion  have been reserved  by t h e  Congress t o  
i t se l f .  Un t i l  Congress determines o therwise ,  recommended wi ldernesses  w i l l  be 
managed t o  p r o t e c t  t h e i r  wi lderness  va lues .  

These wi lderness  

Wilderness  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  range from the  51,834 acres i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  G t o  664,326 
acres under A l t e r n a t i v e  H. For a comparison o f  t h e  va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e  
wi lde rness  recommendations, refer  t o  Chapter 11, pages 2-47 through 2-55, i n  the  
Environmental Impact Statement.  

Some comments favored wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  for t h e  roadless l ands  on t h e  
Rocky Nountain Div is ion .  High wi lderness  q u a l i t i e s  and a desire t o  pro tec t  the  
area from development, e s p e c i a l l y  o i l  and gas development, were f r e q u e n t l y  
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mentioned. S p e c i f i c  areas t h a t  received pub l i c  support  f o r  w i lde rness  inc lude  
t h e  Renshaw and S i l v e r  King-Falls Creek areas. Other people f e l t  t h a t  careful 
nonwilderness management of  the  areas would p r o t e c t  them w h i l e  providing t h e  
oppor tun i ty  t o  explore  f o r  o i l  and gas resources .  Some people opposed wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

On t h e  J e f f e r s o n  Div is ion ,  some people supported wi lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f o r  
t h e  Middle  Fork J u d i t h ,  B i g  Snowies, Tenderfoot/Deep Creek, Crgzy Mountains, and 
P i l g r i m  Creek. 
should be developed f o r  t i m b e r  and o t h e r  resources .  Refer t o  Chapter V I ,  pages 
6-12 through 6-15 and 6-111 through 6-115, i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement,  
for a d i scuss ion  of  wi lderness  c o m e n t s .  

Other  people f e l t  t h a t  t h e  Middle Fork J u d i t h  and B i g  Snowies 

Three road le s s  areas extend i n t o  o t h e r  Fores t s :  Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan 
(Fla thead ,  Helena, and Lolo) ,  Crazy Mountains ( G a l l a t i n ) ,  and Box Canyon 
( G a l l a t i n ) .  Although these r o a d l e s s  areas are  d iv ided  by admin i s t r a t ive  
boundaries ,  they  have been eva lua ted  i n  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y .  I n  reaching my d e c i s i o n  
I considered comments on the  e n t i r e  road le s s  area. 
o f  t h e  Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan, Crazy Mountains, and Box Canyon road le s s  
areas on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Fores t  are included i n  t h i s  document. Decis ions  on 
o t h e r  p a r t s  of these r o a d l e s s  areas w i l l  be documented i n  t h e  Record of Decision 
for Fores t  Plans of  t h e  r e spec t ive  Fores t s .  

Decis ions  concerning p o r t i o n s  

On t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion ,  352,098 road le s s  acres were evaluated for 
wilderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The eva lua t ion  took i n t o  account t h e  n a t u r a l  
i n t e g r i t y  and appearance,  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  s o l i t u d e ,  p r imi t ive  r e c r e a t i o n  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  manageabi l i ty  and boundaries ,  p o t e n t i a l  resource  t r ade -o f f s ,  and 
pub l i c  i n t e r e s t s  and needs.  The detailed eva lua t ion  of  Fores t  road le s s  areas i s  
i n  Appendix C of  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  A summary of  
recornendat ions  and r a t i o n a l e  is d i s c u s s e d  below: 

Sawtooth - 15,500 acres - The a r e a  is  not  recommended f o r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and is des igna ted  Kanagernent Areas I and 0 i n  t h e  Fores t  Plalz. 
Management Area I emphasizes maintenance and improvement of  big-game h a b i t a t .  
Management Area 0 provides  f o r  a low i n t e n s i t y  of t imber  rsanagement. 
16 miles of roads ,  t h e  high o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l ,  and t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  inprove 
big-gme hab i t a t  w i t h  prescribed f i r e  are t h e  primary reasons  f o r  t h e  
nonwilderness recommendation. 

The area's 

S i l v e r  King-Falls Creek - 35,568 acres - 18,190 acres are recommended f o r  
wi lderness  because of  t h e  h igh  wi lderness  a t t r i b u t e s  and t h e  h i g h  degree of 
pub l i c  support .  The remaining acres a r e  .not recommended f o r  wi lderness  because 
of  o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l ,  e x i s t i n g  impacts t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y  because of 
l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing ,  and t h e  need t o  maintain o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  types  of  
dispersed r e c r e a t i o n .  The nonwilderness po r t ion  is des igna ted  Management Area E ,  
which  emphasizes l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e  va lues .  

Benchmark-Elk Creek - 32,314 acres - 3,630 a,cres are recommended f o r  wi lderness  
because of  minimal resource  t r ade -o f f s  and improved admin i s t r a t ive  boundaries.  
The areas no t  recomaended f o r  wi lderness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  are designated as 
Management Areas E,  G ,  H ,  a.nd 0, whi.ch emphasize l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e  va lues ,  
road le s s  va lues ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  and low i n t e n s i t y  t imber  management. The 
predoninant Management Area, G,  emphasizes r o a d l e s s  va lues .  The e x i s t i n g  o i l  and 
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gas leases and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  maintain nonwilderness r e c r e a t i o n  exper iences  
a long  t h e  Benchmark Road are t h e  primary reasons  f o r  t h e  recommendation. 

Renshaw - 57,521 acres - 19,144 acres of t h e  Renshaw area are  recommended f o r  
w i lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  because of high wi lderness  a t t r i b u t e s  and a h i g h  degree 
of pub l i c  suppor t .  The Ford Creek Pla teau  p o r t i o n  of t h e  area is n o t  recommended 
f o r  wi lderness  because of  manageabi l i ty  problems w i t h  boundaries ,  l o s s  of  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  improve big-game win te r  h a b i t a t  and l i v e s t o c k  forage ,  and 
forgone o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  d i spersed  r e c r e a t i o n .  
Management Areas E ,  G ,  and I emphasize l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e  va lues ,  r o a d l e s s  
va lues ,  and b ig  game h a b i t a t .  

E The areas des igna ted  as 

Deep Creek-Reservoir North - 45,962 acres - Most of t h i s  area, 41,838 acres, is  
i n  a f u r t h e r  planning status u n t i l  t h e  o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l  of t h e  area is 
determined. Once t h i s  is done, a recommendation regard ing  wi lde rness  w i l l  be 
made through an amendment or r e v i s i o n  t o  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  
s t i p u l a t i o n s  p r o t e c t  the  wi lderness  op t ion  while  providing f o r  o i l  and gas 
exp lo ra t ion .  

R e s t r i c t i v e  

Teton - 63,133 acres - I n  response t o  publ ic  comments, 10,870 acres i n  t h e  West 
Fork and Upper South Fork o f  t h e  Teton are recommended f o r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The remainder of t h e  area is no t  recommended f o r  wi lderness  
because of t h e  roads t h a t  bisect t h e  area a long  t h e  South Fork and Middle Fork of  
t h e  Teton, o i l  and gas leases i n  t h e  area, and forgone motorized r e c r e a t i o n  
oppor tun i t i e s .  T h i s  area i s  designated as Management Areas G and 0. 

Badger-Two Medicine - 102,100 a c r e s  - This  area is n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  wi lderness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  because of t h e  r ights  r e t a i n e d  by t h e  Blackfeet  T r i b e  i n  t h e  
Agreement of  1896. Under t h e  Agreement, t h e  Blackfeet T r i b e  r e t a i n s  t h e  r i g h t  t o  
c u t  and remove t imber .  The area has been leased fo r  o i l  and gas w i t h  ex tens ive  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  on s u r f a c e  use.  The area is des igna ted  as Wanagement Areas E ,  F, 
and G ,  which emphasize l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e  va lues ,  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n ,  
and roadless va lues .  

Recommendations t o  Congress f o r  t h e  Middle Fork J u d i t h  and B i g  Snowies Montana 
Wilderness Study Act areas are being made i n  a s e p a r a t e  r e p o r t .  A l t e r n a t i v e  G 
recommends nonwilderness f o r  both areas. U n t i l  Congress determines o therwise ,  
Montana Wilderness Study Act areas w i l l  be  managed, s u b j e c t  t o  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s  
and uses ,  t o  main ta in  t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  wi lderness  character and p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
i n c l u s i o n  i n  the  Nat ional  Wilderness Preserva t ion  System. After congress iona l  
a c t i o n  on t h e  Montana Wilderness Study Act areas on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  
Fo res t ,  t h e  Plan w i l l  be amended or  r ev i sed  as  necessary  t o  re f lec t  t h e  dec i s ion .  

The Tenderfoot-Deep Creek area i n  t h e  L i t t l e  B e l t  Mountains generated some 
comment. It is  no t  recommended f o r  wi lderness  because of t h e  p r i v a t e  land  wi th in  
t h e  area, motorized access t o  p o r t i o n s  o f  t he  area, and diminished o p p o r t u n i t i e s  
t o  improve big-game win te r  range and fo rage  f o r  l i v e s t o c k  w i t h  prescr ibed  f i r e .  
About 88 percent  of t he  area w i l l  be managed f o r  range, w i l d l i f e ,  and 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  w i t h  emphasis on road le s s  va lues .  The remaining 
road le s s  areas on the J e f f e r s o n  Div is ion  generated very  f e w  o r  no specific 
comments. These areas w i l l  be managed f o r  va r ious  uses .  
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Wildlife 

I s sue :  How should c o n f l i c t s  be reso lved  between w i l d l i f e  and management 
a c t i v i t i e s  of: l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing ,  t imber ,  o i l  and gas exp lo ra t ion  and 
development, minera ls ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  and wi lderness?  

A high degree of  concern was expressed about  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e p  
t h e  impact of  t imber  ha rves t ,  increased  road access, l i v e s t o c k '  g raz ing ,  and o i l  
and gas a c t i v i t i e s  on e l k  and t h e i r  h a b i t a t .  
e l k  hunt ing oppor tun i ty  were a l s o  major concerns.  
6-16 through 6-28 and 6-116 through 6-128, f o r  d e t a i l e d  comments concerning 
w i l d l i f e .  

People d iscussed  

Impacts on e l k  s e c u r i t y  h a b i t a t  and 
Refer t o  Chapter V I ,  pages 

A l t e r n a t i v e  G p l aces  a h igh  emphasis on e l k  and t r o u t  and t h e  maintenance and 
improvement of  t h e i r  h a b i t a t .  The mix of r e source  a c t i v i t i e s  and ou tpu t s  is 
designed t o  main ta in  t he  c u r r e n t  popula t ion  f o r  e l k  and t r o u t .  By t h e  t h i r d  
decade, three a l t e r n a t i v e s  have h igher  l e v e l s  of e l k  and t r o u t ,  seven 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  have lower l e v e l s ,  and f i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  have l e v e l s  similar t o  
A l t e r n a t i v e  G. The increased  l e v e l s  under A l t e r n a t i v e s  C, H,  and K are achieved 
by reducing l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing ,  t imber  ha rves t ing ,  o r  road cons t ruc t ion ,  and by 
h i g h  investments  i n  w i l d l i f e  hab i t a t  improvement. Conversely,  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
w i t h  lower e lk  and t r o u t  popula t ions  have higher  l e v e l s  of  l i v e s t o c k  graz ing ,  
t imber  ha rves t ing ,  and road cons t ruc t ion .  For a comparison o f  t h e  var ious  
a l t e r n a t i v e  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  ou tpu t s ,  refer t o  Chapter 11, pages 2-56 through 
2-62 i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  

Many people d iscussed  t h e  importance of  f i s h  and f i s h  hab i t a t .  Concerns centered  
around p o s s i b l e  sedimentat ion and consequences t o  t h e  fisheries. I n  response t o  
these concerns,  Management Standard C-3 ,  F i s h  Habitat, Management Area R ,  
Ripar ian Zones, and Forest-Wide r i p a r i a n  s t anda rds  have been s t rengthened .  

People voiced a concern for threa tened  and endangered s p e c i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  
th rea t ened  g r i z z l y  bear and t h e  endangered gray  wolf. 
around t h e  impact of  Fores t  a c t i v i t i e s  on t h e i r  h a b i t a t  and the  recovery of these 
s p e c i e s  on t h e  Rocky Mountain Divis ion.  
Fo res t  Se rv ice  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  under t h e  Endangered Spec ies  Act. Planned Fores t  
management a c t i o n s  under a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide f o r  meeting o r  exceeding 
recovery l e v e l s  of l i s t e d  th rea t ened  and endangered species. A l t e r n a t i v e s  A-1, 
A-2, B-1, B-2, D ,  F, and F-Departure have a higher  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  hwnan/wildlife 
c o n f l i c t s  because o f  t h e i r  increased  emphasis on product ion of commodities. 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  high l e v e l s  of  wi lderness  and A l t e r n a t i v e s  C ,  E ,  and K ,  which 
restrict access i n t o  semi-pr imit ive s e t t i n g s  on t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion ,  
would d i s t u r b  threa tened  and endangered s p e c i e s  t h e  least. 

The concerns centered 

I b e l i e v e  A l t e r n a t i v e  G w i l l  f u l l y  meet 

The b i o l o g i c a l  op in ion  of  t h e  U.  S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Se rv ice  was t h a t  t he  
Revised Proposed Fores t  Plan ( A l t e r n a t i v e  G) w i t h  mod i f i ca t ions  w i l l  no t  
jeopard ize  threa tened  and endangered spec ie s .  
G, as presented i n  the  f i n a l  Environmental Impact Statement ,  were coordinated 
w i t h  the U .  S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Service, who confirmed t h e  nonjeopardy opin ion  
still app l i ed .  New data  is analyzed con t inua l ly .  If any planned a c t i v i t y  is  
found t o  create a s i t u a t i o n  of jeopardy, i t  would be modified s o  t h a t  t h e  
s i t u a t i o n  is  e l imina ted  o r  t h e  a c t i v i t y  w i l l  n o t  be permit ted.  

Addi t iona l  changes i n  Al t e rna t ive  
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People f e l t  t h a t  roads  were de t r imen ta l  t o  water q u a l i t y  and w i l d l i f e ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  e l k  and threa tened  and endangered spec ie s .  Comments were a l s o  
rece ived  about  s p e c i f i c  road l o c a t i o n s ,  t h e  number o f  roads ,  and road c l o s u r e s  
( t r a v e l  planning 1 . 
The primary effects of  road cons t ruc t ion  are t h e  displacement  of  s o i l ,  increased  
v e h i c l e  and pub l i c  access, reduced big-game s e c u r i t y ,  decreased scenery ,  and t h e  
r educ t ion  i n  s e t t i n g s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n .  A d i scuss ion  o f  
t h e  environmental  consequences of road cons t ruc t  i on  by a l t e r n a t i v e  is i n  Chapter 
I V ,  pages 4-108 through 4-115, i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  

Compared t o  t he  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  A l t e rna t ive  G provides  t he  second lowest  
l e v e l  o f  arterial  and c o l l e c t o r  road r econs t ruc t ion  or  cons t ruc t ion .  The 
estimated 3.6 miles p e r  yea r  is a small r educ t ion  from t h e  expected c u r r e n t  
need. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  G. 

Approximately 11 miles of  l o c a l  roads w i l l  be b u i l t  y e a r l y  under 

The miles of road as well as t h e  acres of  timber harvested take i n t o  account 
people ' s  d e s i r e  for semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n ,  e l k  hunt ing,  and t h e  maintenance 
of e l k  and t r o u t  popula t ions .  I be l i eve  Al t e rna t ive  G provides  a balance between 
providing necessary  access f o r  resource  development and r e c r e a t i o n  use ,  and 
p r o t e c t i n g  and main ta in ing  o t h e r  va lues .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  wi th  higher  l e v e l s  of  
roads  would reduce o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n ,  e l k  s e c u r i t y  
areas, and the  q u a l i t y  o f  e l k  hunting. 

Livestock Grazing 

I ssue :  How much l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  should be provided? 

Livestock g raz ing  on t h e  L e w i s  and C la rk  Nat ional  Fo res t  is  important  t o  t h e  
l o c a l  farm and ranch economy. Nat ional  Fo res t  a l lo tmen t s  provide summer fo rage  
for  l i v e s t o c k  t o  complement t h e  t y p i c a l  ranch opera t ion .  The demand for  
l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  on the  Fores t  is evidenced by t h e  h igh  i n t e r e s t  i n  g raz ing  
permi ts  and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  by e x i s t i n g  pe rmi t t ees  t o  inc rease  l i v e s t o c k  numbers 
on Nat ional  Fo res t  System land .  

Comments received concerning l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  were mixed. Some people desired 
less g raz ing  t o  minimize c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  r i p a r i a n  areas, s o i l  and water q u a l i t y ,  
and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  especially e l k  win te r  range and threa tened  and endangered 
s p e c i e s  h a b i t a t .  Some recommended an inc rease  i n  l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing ,  w h i l e  o t h e r s  
wanted a con t inua t ion  of  c u r r e n t  graz ing  l e v e l s .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  G main ta ins  t he  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  o f  l i v e s t o c k  graz ing .  T h i s  l e v e l  o f  
g raz ing  a l lows  for other pub l i c  uses  of t h e  Fores t  w h i l e  main ta in ing  t h e  
permi t tees '  ranch ope ra t ions .  Nine a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide f o r  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  of  
l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing ,  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide similar l e v e l s ,  and f o u r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
provide f o r  lower l e v e l s  than  Al t e rna t ive  G. 
g r az ing  f o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  refer t o  Chapter 11, pages 2-63 through 
2-66, i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  A l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
i n c r e a s e  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  g e n e r a l l y  d i d  so a t  the  expense of  t h e  f i s h  and 
w i l d l i f e  resource.  Increased  use  could adverse ly  affect  r i p a r i a n  areas, i n c r e a s e  
sed imenta t ion ,  and decrease the  catchable t r o u t  populat ion.  Forage competi t ion 
w i t h  big-game, p a r t i c u l a r l y  on w i n t e r  ranges, can lead t o  d e c l i n e s  i n  e l k ,  
bighorn sheep, and deer populat ions.  

, 

For a comparison of  t h e  l e v e l  o f  

A d i s c u s s i o n  of  range a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e i r  

16 



effects on o t h e r  resources  is  i n  Chapter I V ,  pages 4-37 through 4-42, i n  t h e  
Environmental Impact Statement.  

I be l i eve  t h e  s l i g h t  p ro jec t ed  long-term i n c r e a s e  i n  g r a z i n g  under A l t e r n a t i v e  G 
is compatible w i t h  o t h e r  resources .  
increased  fo rage  product ion fo l lowing  t imber ha rves t ,  moderate investments  i n  
range improvements, and implementing i n t e n s i v e  g raz ing  management systems. No 
a d d i t i o n a l  g raz ing  on  big-game w i n t e r  habitat or r i p a r i a n  are+ w i l l  be 
au thor ized  u n l e s s  w i l d l i f e  fo rage  needs are be ing  met. 
concern,  Forest-wide management s t anda rds  have been developed t o  p r o t e c t  r i p a r i a n  
areas and threa tened  and endangered s p e c i e s  h a b i t a t .  It is  n o t  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  
t h e  s l i gh t  i n c r e a s e  i n  cat t le  g raz ing  on t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  w i l l  
adve r se ly  affect th rea t ened  and endangered s p e c i e s  because of  improved management 
systems, and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of management s t anda rds  designed t o  p r o t e c t  these 
spec ie s .  The proposed long-range inc rease  i n  g raz ing  was reduced by more than  
5,000 animal u n i t  months between t h e  draft  and f i n a l  Environmental Impact 
St at  ement . 

Future  i n c r e a s e s  are based on u t i l i z i n g  

I n  response t o  p u b l i c  

Timber j4anagement 

I ssue :  How much t imber should be harves ted?  

Many of  t h e  people commenting on t h e  Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
addressed t h e  t imber sale  program or timber management. Some favored increased  
harves t  l e v e l s  and c i ted jobs ,  community s t a b i l i t y ,  and p o t e n t i a l  l o s s e s  from 
i n s e c t s  and disease as t h e  primary reasons.  On the o t h e r  hand, people d e s i r i n g  a 
decrease  i n  ha rves t  l e v e l s ,  or no ha rves t ing  a t  a l l ,  i d e n t i f i e d  t h r e e  primary 
reasons: w i l d l i f e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  e l k ;  s o i l  e r o s i o n  and water q u a l i t y ;  and f i s h  
h a b i t a t  p ro t ec t ion .  Numerous people questioned t h e  economics o f  t imber  
management on t h e  Fores t .  Some people were a g a i n s t  t imber ha rves t ing  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  areas w h i l e  o t h e r s  favored t imber ha rves t ing  i n  s p e c i f i c  areas. 
t o  Chapter V I ,  pages 6-35 through 6-39 and 6-132 through 6-142, for a summary of 
pub l i c  comments. 

Refer 

Nine a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide f o r  h ighe r  l e v e l s  of t imber ha rves t ,  f o u r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
provide lower ha rves t  l e v e l s ,  and two a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide l e v e l s  similar t o  
Al t e rna t ive  G. For a comparison o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t imber  harvest l e v e l s ,  refer 
t o  Chapter 11, pages 2-67 through 2-75, i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  
A l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  higher  l e v e l s  o f  timber harvest t y p i c a l l y  result i n  decreases 
i n  e l k  and t r o u t  populat ion p o t e n t i a l s  and i n  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  areas. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  G mainta ins  adequate  h a b i t a t  t o  suppor t  e x i s t i n g  e l k  popula t ions ,  
ca t chab le  t r o u t  popula t ions ,  and a h i g h  amount o f  oppor tun i ty  f o r  semi-pr imit ive 
r e c r e a t i o n  whi le  providing a l e v e l  o f  t imber  ha rves t ing  upon which l o c a l  job 
markets can  depend. 
va r ious  t i m b e r  ha rves t ing  l e v e l s  is i n  Chapter I V ,  pages 4-43 through 4-75, i n  
t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  

A d i scuss ion  of t h e  environmental  consequences of  t h e  

My d e c i s i o n  f o r  a timber sale program of  14 m i l l i o n  board feet  annua l ly  meets t h e  
average annual  l e v e l s  of t imber sales over  t h e  p a s t  25 years .  I b e l i e v e  annual  
volume can be harvested without  lowering t h e  b i o l o g i c a l  p o t e n t i a l  of t h e  Fores t  
w h i l e  providing f o r  a mix of  m u l t i p l e  uses .  
p r a c t i c i n g  timber management on 282,307 acres of  s u i t a b l e  Lands. 

Th i s  w i l l  be accomplished by 

17 



I have reviewed t h e  l e v e l  of  t i m b e r  ha rves t  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  supply 
p o t e n t i a l ,  demand, effects on o t h e r  r e sources ,  n e t  p u b l i c ' b e n e f i t  and pub l i c  
comments. The r e s u l t  is a program t h a t  w i l l  h e l p  b e n e f i t  community s t a b i l i t y  a t  
J u d i t h  Gap and maintain the jobs  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  sawmills a t  Townsend, 
Lewistown, and Livingston.  T h i s  has been done by  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  proposed t imber  
sale program of  13 m i l l i o n  board feet t o  14  m i l l i o n  board feet year ly .  
e x t r a  m i l l i o n  board feet ,  along w i t h  one h a l f  m i l l i o n  feet  moved from t h e  Rocky 
Mountain Div is ion  t o  J e f f e r s o n  Div is ion ,  w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r g n d u s t r y .  
t imber program on t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  w i l l  be reduced t b  one-half m i l l i o n  
board feet  y e a r l y  f o r  local i n c i d e n t a l  use.  

T h i s  

The 

Since 1980, almost a l l  t imber a v a i l a b l e  f o r  purchase has been so ld  by the  L e w i s  
and Clark Nat ional  Fores t .  Bid competi t ion has increased the  va lue  of many of 
these sales. The Fores t  does n o t  have a large volume of  uncut t imber under 
c o n t r a c t .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  G w i l l  no t  provide t h e  20 m i l l i o n  board feet  y e a r l y  sought by the  
l o c a l  t imber indus t ry .  P ro jec t ions  are t h a t  i n  three decades the  Fores t  can 
provide t h i s  l e v e l  whi le  still main ta in ing  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and p roduc t iv i ty ,  and ' 
p r o t e c t i n g  s o i l  and water q u a l i t y .  
d i r e c t i o n  contained i n  t h e  Fores t  Plan are designed t o  minimize t h e  effects o f  
t imber  ha rves t  on these resources .  

Forest-Wide s t anda rds  and management area 

Economic cr i ter ia  as well as c o n s t r a i n t s  designed t o  achieve mult iple-use g o a l s  
and o b j e c t i v e s  were important  cons ide ra t ions  i n  determining t h e  l o c a t i o n  and 
amount of t imber ha rves t .  
t i m b e r  were no t  considered s u i t a b l e  a t  t h e  p resen t  time because of  marginal 
economics and o t h e r  r e source  va lues .  

About 60 percent  o f  t h e  l ands  capable  o f  producing 

Considerable  pub l i c  concern e x i s t s  about "below cos t "  t i m b e r  sales i n  which 
r e c e i p t s  re turned  t o  t h e  Treasury from t h e  sale o f  t i m b e r  are less than t h e  c o s t s  
of prepar ing  and admin i s t e r ing  t h e  sale. A l t e r n a t i v e  G does  n o t  inc lude  economic 
a n a l y s i s  of ind iv idua l  t imber  sales. 
completed f o r  sales of more than  1 m i l l i o n  board feet. 

A de ta i l ed  economic a n a l y s i s  w i l l  be 

Economics is an important  cons ide ra t ion  and one of  many f a c t o r s  considered i n  
reaching my dec i s ion .  Timber sale economics is  complicated because of t h e  mix of  
pr iced  and non-priced b e n e f i t s  and costs, changing market cond i t ions ,  and t h e  
long time frames involved.  Decis ions  concerning i n d i v i d u a l  sales w i l l  be based 
on n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t ,  cons ider ing  b o t h  pr iced  and non-priced c o s t s  and 
b e n e f i t s .  I expect  some sales t o  be "below cos t "  i n  o r d e r  t o  achieve long-term 
resource  management o b j e c t i v e s .  

Even-aged s i l v i c u l t u r e  was found t o  be a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h e  ma jo r i ty  of t h e  
v e g e t a t i v e  types  found on t h e  Fores t .  
problem o f  t r a n s m i t t i n g  m i s t l e t o e  from i n f e c t e d  trees t o  newly e s t ab l i shed  
trees. By removing a l l  s t and ing  trees, t h e  es tab l i shment  of s o i l  borne root  r o t s  
can a l s o  be  avoided. 

C l e a r c u t t i n g  he lps  avoid t h e  s e r i o u s  

Fores t  data shows e x c e l l e n t  n a t u r a l  r egene ra t ion  of  lodgepole  p ine  about 90 
percent  of t h e  time fo l lowing  r egene ra t ion  ha rves t .  Proper  sale l ayou t  w i l l  
improve the  age class d i s t r i b u t i o n s  o f  f u t u r e  lodgepole p ine  s t a n d s ,  improve 
f o r e s t  d i v e r s i t y ,  and he lp  p r o t e c t  areas a g a i n s t  f u t u r e  outbreaks  of i n s e c t s  and 
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disease. 
a l s o  be a d e t e r r e n t  t o  large wi ld f i r e s .  

The mosaic p a t t e r n  o f  vege ta t ion  r e s u l t i n g  from t imber  ha rves t ing  can  

Economic Efficiency 

I n  determining the  most economically e f f i c i e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t he  Fores t  Se rv ice  
uses  an estimate of  p re sen t  n e t  value.  I n  c a l c u l a t i n g  p resen t  n e t  va lue ,  a 
d o l l a r  va lue  is assigned t o  va r ious  outputs .  Some of  these, s c h  as t imber ,  are 
determined by the  market and produce a revenue. Others  use assigned va lues  
der ived  f rom. resea rch  and g e n e r a l l y  do  not  produce a revenue. However, some 
resources ,  such as r o a d l e s s  areas, do n o t  produce revenue and have no basis from 
which t o  estimate a va lue .  
c r i t e r i o n  used i n  s e l e c t i n g  an a l t e r n a t i v e .  
n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t ,  which inc ludes  both t h e  n e t  va lue  of r e sources  t h a t  produce 
revenue and cons ide ra t ion  o f  t hose  t h a t  do  n o t  produce revenue. 

Y 

Therefore ,  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  cannot  be t h e  o n l y  
The c r i t e r i o n  used was maximizing 

Since it is  impossible  t o  meet a l l  desires t o t a l l y  and s imul taneous ly ,  I f e l t  it 
was necessary  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  t r a d e o f f s  between resources  t h a t  produce revenue 
and those  t h a t  do  no t  w i th in  each a l t e r n a t i v e ,  and decide which a l t e r n a t i v e  b e s t  
maximizes n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t .  Table 1 d i s p l a y s  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  arranged i n  
order of  decreasing present  n e t  va lue  and t h e  long-term s u s t a i n e d  y i e l d  and t o t a l  
acres of wi lderness ,  recommended wi lderness  and r o a d l e s s  l ands .  The d i scuss ion  
t h a t  fo l lows  b r i e f l y  describes the reasons  fo r  t h e  changes i n  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  
and a l lows  t h e  reader t o  compare t h e  Selected A l t e r n a t i v e  t o  those  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
w i t h  higher  p re sen t  n e t  va lues .  Much more detailed d i scuss ion  is  found i n  t he  
Environmental Impact Statement,  Appendix B. 

TABLE 1 

MAX PNV 
A- 1 
E- 1 
A-2 
B- 1 
E-2 
B-2 
F-Depart u r e  
H 
F 
I 
J 
G-Selected 
K 
D 
Current Plan 
C 

308 
28 1 
262 
257 
24 3 
242 
235 
230 
224 
223 
21 9 
219 
215 
200 
186 
183 
180 

43.8 
41.1 
34.6 
43.5 
32.6 
38.8 
33.6 
26.2 

25.4 

20.3 
23.8 
14.4 
16.0 
14.3 
18.3 

23.7 

20.3 

384,000 
696,000 
919,000 
506,000 
757,000 
733 , 000 
703 , 000 

1,162,000 
1,367,000 
1,164,000 
1,268,000 
1,240,000 

1,282,000 
1,124,000 

979,000 
1,178,000 

1 , 293 , 000 
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The fo l lowing  d i scuss ion  p r e s e n t s  t h e  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  t r a d e o f f s  among 
a l t e r n a t i v e s :  

PNV - Tradeoffs. Alternative A-1 

A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1 has the  h ighes t  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  of  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  wi th  a 
corresponding h igh  l e v e l  o f  t imber .  
revenue-producing b e n e f i t s ,  e l k  h a b i t a t ,  e l k  hun te r  r e c r e a t i o n , ' w i l d e r n e s s ,  
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i ty  and f i s h e r i e s  were judged t o  be a t  such a 
l e v e l  as t o  make A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1 inadequate  i n  responding t o  p u b l i c  i s s u e s .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1 is inadequate  i n  maximizing n e t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s  even though $27 
mi l l i on  i n  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  is t raded  o f f  compared t o  t h e  P resen t  Net Value 
Benchmark. T h i s  t r a d e o f f  is  p r i m a r i l y  because o f  t h e  h igh  t imber  sale program 
over  t h e  next  50 years .  A l t e r n a t i v e  G has a lower p re sen t  n e t  va lue  than  
Al t e rna t ive  A-1 because it produces more e l k ,  e lk  hunter  r e c r e a t i o n ,  f i s h ,  and 
semi-primitive r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tuni ty .  

I n  o r d e r  t o  produce t h e s e  b e v e l s  of  

PNV - Tradeoffs, Alternative E-1 

A l t e r n a t i v e  E-1 has t h e  second highest  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  among a l t e r n a t i v e s  for 
reasons  similar t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1. 
va lue  compared t o  Al t e rna t ive  A-1 is because of a reduced l e v e l  of  timber o f f e red  
f o r  sale.  
s i g n i f i c a n t  reduct ions  i n  e l k ,  e l k  hunter  r e c r e a t i o n ,  f i s h  h a b i t a t  and 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i ty  on t h e  J e f f e r s o n  Div is ion .  These are 
publ ic  issues tha t  I b e l i e v e  A l t e r n a t i v e  G s u c c e s s f u l l y  r e so lves .  

The r educ t ion  of  $18 m i l l i o n  i n  present  n e t  

Net pub l i c  b e n e f i t s  are n o t  maximized by A l t e r n a t i v e  E-1 because of 

PNV - Tradeoffs. Alternative A-2 

The t r a d e o f f s  of  A l t e r n a t i v e  A-2 are similar t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1 except  t h a t  
A l t e r n a t i v e  A-2 recommends less  wi lderness .  The p re sen t  n e t  va lue  is reduced $24 
mi l l i on  from A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1 due p r imar i ly  t o  h igher  r e c r e a t i o n  va lues  a t t r i b u t e d  
t o  wi lderness  r ec rea t ion .  

PNV - Tradeoffs. Alternative €3-1 

A l t e r n a t i v e  B-1 has  t h e  f o u r t h  h ighes t  p re sen t  n e t  value.  The a l t e r n a t i v e  
provides  midpoint i n c r e a s e s  i n  t imber  and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  t h a t  f e l l  between 
c u r r e n t  management and t h e  Resource Planning Act recommended program. Present  
n e t  va lue  is reduced by $38 m i l l i o n  from A l t e r n a t i v e  A-1. 
p r imar i ly  because of a decrease i n  t h e  t imber  o f f e red  f o r  sale. L ike  Al t e rna t ive  
A-1, I feel  t h a t  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is inadequate  i n  maximizing n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t s  
because of  t h e  r educ t ions  i n  e l k ,  e l k  hunter  r e c r e a t i o n ,  f i s h  h a b i t a t ,  and 
semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  

T h i s  r educ t ion  is 

PNV - Tradeoffs. Alternative E-2 and B-2 

The t r a d e o f f s  of ALternative E-2 and E-2 are similar t o  E-1 and R-1 except  t h a t  
these a l t e r n a t i v e s  recommend less wi lderness .  The p re sen t  n e t  va lue  is reduced 
by $20 m i l l i o n  and $7 m i l l i o n  r e spec t ive ly .  
because o f  h i g h e r  r e c r e a t i o n  va lues  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  wi lderness  r e c r e a t i o n .  

Again, t h i s  change is p r imar i ly  
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PNV - Tradeoffs, Alternative H 

A l t e r n a t i v e  H is based on maximizing t imber  harves t  on developed l a n d s  and 
recommending 664,326 acres of  road le s s  land  f o r  w i lde rness  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  H has  t he  e i g h t h  h ighes t  p re sen t  n e t  va lue .  The d i f f e r e n c e  o f  $84 
m i l l i o n  compared t o  the Present  Net Value Benchmark is a r e s u l t  of reduced 
revenue-producing b e n e f i t s ,  p r imar i ly  timber as a result of a reduced s u i t a b l e  
t imber base. I th ink  A l t e r n a t i v e  H p l aces  extreme emphasis on lwi lderness  t h a t  
r e s u l t s  i n  inadequate  response t o  publ ic  i s sues .  I t h i n k  t h e  lower p r e s e n t  n e t  
va lue  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e  G is  a necessary  t r adeof f  f o r  achiev ing  r e c r e a t i o n a l  and 
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  and maintaining t h e  l i v e s t o c k  grazing program. 

PNV - Tradeoffs, Alternative F and F-Departure 

A l t e r n a t i v e  F has a p resen t  n e t  va lue  of $85 m i l l i o n  less than  t h e  Maximum 
Present  Net Value Benchmark. The lower present  n e t  va lue  is aga in  l a r g e l y  the  
r e s u l t  of  main ta in ing  areas i n  a semi-primitive cond i t ion  i n  response t o  pub l i c  
i s s u e s .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  H p r i m a r i l y  because o f  lower l e v e l s  of  wi lderness  and h igher  l e v e l s  
of grazing. 

There is less than  $1 m i l l i o n  decrease i n  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  from 

I feel t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e  F does n o t  maximize n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t s  because of  
reduced w i l d l i f e  popula t ions ,  fewer semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  areas and greater 
c o n f l i c t s  between l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e .  
n e t  va lue  of  $78 m i l l i o n  less than t h e  Maximum Present  Net Value Benchmark. 
$7 m i l l i o n  n e t  va lue  over  A l t e rna t ive  F is because o f  increased  t imber  harvest 
l e v e l s  i n  ear l ier  decades. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  F-Departure has  a p resen t  
The 

PNV - Tradeoffs, Alternative I. J and K 

These a l t e r n a t i v e s  were designed t o  eva lua te  t h e  t r a d e o f f s  f o r  a range o f  
wi lderness  recommendation. A l t e rna t ives  I and J have higher  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  
than  A l t e r n a t i v e  G. The change i n  p re sen t  n e t  va lue  o f  these two a l t e r n a t i v e s  is 
r e l a t i v e l y  small ($1 m i l l i o n )  because t h e  major d i f f e r e n c e s  are i n  resources  t h a t  
do n o t  produce a revenue and are not measured by p resen t  n e t  value.  A l t e r n a t i v e  
K has a lower p re sen t  n e t  va lue  ($15 m i l l i o n )  because of t h e  lower t imber  ha rves t  
program. While these a l t e r n a t i v e s  recommend more wi lderness ,  I be l i eve  
A l t e r n a t i v e  G ach ieves  needed r e c r e a t i o n  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y .  

I be l i eve  t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e  G p rovides  t h e  mix of resources  and s e r v i c e s  t h a t  most 
c l o s e l y  responds t o  i s s u e s ,  concerns,  and oppor tun i t i e s .  A l t e rna t ive  G main ta ins  
hab i t a t  f o r  e x i s t i n g  e l k  popula t ions ,  ca tchable  t r o u t  popula t ions ,  and a d i v e r s i t y  o f  
r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i nc lud ing  large amounts o f  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  
settiws, w h i l e  provid ing  f o r  t h e  r ecen t  l e v e l s  of  t imber  harvest and l i v e s t o c k  
g raz ing  upon which  l o c a l  communities and ranchers  are dependent. Threatened and 
endangered species h a b i t a t  w i l l  be  maintained. P l a n t  d i v e r s i t y  and pos t ,  po le ,  and 
firewood o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w i l l  i nc rease .  

Social and Economic Stability 

The economic s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  l o c a l  area is dependent upon a c t i v i t i e s  related t o  
n a t u r a l  r e sources ,  such as g raz ing ,  logging ,  process ing  lumber, o i l  and gas 
e x p l o r a t i o n  and development, and some mining. A l t e r n a t i v e  G promotes t h e  
con t inua t ion  o f  e x i s t i n g  l i f e s ty l e s  t h a t  are dependent upon t h e  use of  these n a t u r a l  

21 



resources .  A l t e r n a t i v e  G could result i n  s l i g h t  i n c r e a s e s  i n  .populat ion,  employment, 
and income. Twelve a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide f o r  greater i n c r e a s e s  i n  popula t ion ,  
employment, and income, p r imar i ly  through increased  l e v e l s  o f  t imber  harves t .  These 
i n c r e a s e s ,  however, are achieved a t  t h e  expense o f  amen i t i e s  such  as s c e n i c  q u a l i t y ,  
w i l d l i f e ,  and r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i e s .  The t imber and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  l e v e l s  
proposed i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  G w i l l  maintain t h e  r e source  base upon which many l o c a l  
communities and ranch families are dependent w h i l e  main ta in ing  o t h e r  important  
va lues .  I b e l i e v e  Al t e rna t ive  G p rovides  t h e  b e s t  mixture  o f  marke+ r e sources  and 
o t h e r  va lues  and consequent ly ,  b e n e f i t s  a larger number o f  i n d i v i d t k l s  and groups 
t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

I recognize there could be s i g n i f i c a n t  s o c i a l  and economic effects from o i l  and gas 
development. The greatest p o t e n t i a l  is  wi th in  t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion ,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  t h e  Badger-Two Medicine, Blackleaf-Teton, and F a l l s  Creek areas. O i l  
and gas a c t i v i t y  is highly  s p e c u l a t i v e  and w i t h  t h e  c u r r e n t  amount of information,  an  
accu ra t e  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  social and economic impacts  o f  f u t u r e  energy development is 
d i f f i c u l t .  S o c i a l  and economic effects o f  exp lo ra t ion  and development a c t i v i t i e s  
w i l l  be  addressed i n  subsequent environmental  ana lyses  on s p e c i f i c  si tes.  

The Environmental Impact Statement considered t h e  s o c i a l  and economic consequences o f  
t h e  va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  (Environmental Impact Statement ,  pages 4-123 through 
4-128.) From a s o c i a l  and economic perspec t ive ,  I feel A l t e r n a t i v e  G c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  
l o c a l  community s t a b i l i t y  whi le  maintaining o t h e r  va lues  important  t o  people. 

Environmental Quality 

Environmental q u a l i t y  is an  important  cons ide ra t ion  i n  s e l e c t i n g  an  a l t e r n a t i v e .  The 
environmental  effects of t h e  va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and t h e  proposed a c t i o n  are 
d iscussed  i n  Chapter I V  of  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  These effects w i l l  be 
monitored t o  ensure  compliance w i t h  t h e  Fores t  Plan and appl icable  laws and 
r egu la t ions .  A i r  q u a l i t y  w i l l  be maintained wi th in  legal l i m i t s  and water q u a l i t y  
w i l l  meet o r  exceed State water q u a l i t y  s tandards .  S o i l  e ros ion  w i l l  be minimized 
and long-term s o i l  p roduc t iv i ty  w i l l  be maintained. F i s h  and w i l d l i f e  popula t ions  
w i l l  be maintained and t imber  ha rves t ing ,  road cons t ruc t ion ,  and o i l  and gas 
a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be designed t o  minimize adverse effects  on w i l d l i f e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
threa tened  and endangered spec ie s .  Fo res t  management w i l l  improve t h e  h e a l t h ,  v i g o r ,  
and d i v e r s i t y  o f  vege ta t ion  and w i l l  reduce t h e  r i sk  of i n s e c t  and disease epidemics 
and c a t a s t r o p h i c  w i l d f i r e .  

The management s t anda rds  developed t o  p r o t e c t  environmental  q u a l i t y  are d isp layed  i n  
Chapter I1 of t h e  Fores t  Plan.  These s t anda rds  do n o t  vary  by a l t e r n a t i v e .  They 
provide t h e  s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n  and m i t i g a t i o n  mezsures necessary  t o  assure long-term 
p roduc t iv i ty .  Addit ional  s t anda rds  f o r  mitigating t h e  environmental  impacts of  
a c t i v i t i e s  on va r ious  resources  can be found i n  Appendices F ,  G ,  H ,  I ,  J ,  and K of  
t h e  Fores t  Plan.  Adherence t o  t h e  management s t anda rds  w i l l  a l low f o r  resource  
development w h i l e  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  environmental  q u a l i t y  on the  Fores t .  

The adverse  effects t h a t  cannot be avoided are i d e n t i f i e d  by resource  a c t i v i t y  i n  
Chapter I V  of t h e  Environmental Impact Statement.  Although t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  
Forest-wide s t anda rds  i s  intended t o  l i m i t  t he  number and d u r a t i o n  o f  these adverse  
effects, I recognize there w i l l  be some short- term i n c r e a s e s  i n  sed imenta t ion  
r e s u l t i n g  from s o i l  d i s tu rbance ,  and increased  water y i e l d  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t imber  
ha rves t ing  a c t i v i t i e s .  
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Also, I expect  some short- term reduc t ion  i n  a i r  q u a l i t y  from d.ust, smoke, and 
automobile emiss ions  r e s u l t i n g  from increased  r e c r e a t i o n a l  use ;  t imber ,  range,  and 
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  management a c t i v i t i e s ,  and the increased  use of  prescr ibed  f i re .  

I considered these environmental  f a c t o r s  a long  w i t h  a l t e r n a t i v e  o u t p u t s  i n  reaching  
my dec i s ion .  I feel A l t e r n a t i v e  G main ta ins  t h e  environmental  q u a l i t y  of t h e  Lewis  
and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t .  

P 
Compatibility Yith Other Public Agency and Indian Tribe Goals 

From t h e  o u t s e t  of  t h e  planning process ,  Federa l ,  State, and l o c a l  agencies  have been 
informed of  t h e  Fores t  P l an ' s  development. Refer t o  Appendix A i n  t h e  Environmental 
Impact Statement f o r  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  planning coord ina t ion  t h a t  was completed. 
Letters from Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  agencies  are loca ted  i n  Appendices E and F of 
t h e  Environmental Impact Statement .  

The L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  F o r e s t  worked c l o s e l y  wi th  t h e  Montana Department of  
F i sh ,  Wi ld l i fe ,  and Parks. For example, t h e  Department's f i e l d  b i o l o g i s t  helped 
develop t h e  Fores t  w i l d l i f e  s tandards .  The Department's g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  managing 
roads and recommendations from the  Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study have been 
incorporated i n  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  The Department expressed concern regarding t h e  
p o s s i b l e  reduct ion  of o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  e l k  hunting. This  would be i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  
t h e  State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreat ion Plan,  which calls  f o r  increased  hunter  
oppor tuni ty  on t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fores t .  I n  response t o  t h e  Department's 
concerns,  a d d i t i o n a l  management areas were e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  r e t a i n  large road le s s  
blocks for e l k  s e c u r i t y  and t o  p r o t e c t  important  h a b i t a t  and migra t ion  r o u t e s  
ad jacen t  t o  State w i l d l i f e  management areas. 

The Fores t  Se rv ice  coordinated w i t h  t h e  Montana Department o f  State Lands concerning 
land use and f i r e  management. The Fores t  a l s o  coordinated w i t h  t h e  State Department 
of  Heal th  and Environmental Sciences concerning water q u a l i t y  and "Best Management 
Practices." Management s t anda rds  have been rev ised  t o  reflect concerns about water 
qual it y . 
A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  provide h a b i t a t  for recovery of t h e  th rea t ened  g r i z z l y  bear and t h e  
endangered g r a y  wolf. The U.S. F i s h  and Wild l i fe  Se rv ice  Gr i zz ly  Bear and Northern 
Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery P lans  were used t o  develop management s t anda rds  t o  
p r o t e c t  h a b i t a t  f o r  th rea tened  and endangered s p e c i e s  and a i d  i n  t he i r  recovery.  The 
Fores t  Serv ice  is c l o s e l y  involved wi th  t h e  In te ragency  Rocky Mountain Front  Wi ld l i f e  
Monitoring and Evalua t ion  Program, which inc ludes  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from t h e  Bureau of 
Land Management, U . S .  F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Serv ice ,  and t h e  Montana Department of  F i sh ,  
W i l d l i f e ,  and Parks.  Wi ld l i fe  management g u i d e l i n e s  developed through t h i s  program 
have been incorpora ted  i n t o  t he  Fores t  Plan.  

The Nat ional  Park Se rv ice  has expressed concern about management a c t i v i t i e s  on the  
L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  ad jacen t  t o  Glacier Nat ional  Park. These concerns 
inc lude :  p o t e n t i a l  effects on w i l d l i f e  t h a t  migrate between t h e  areas, a i r  and water 
q u a l i t y ,  and v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  
Medicine area has been changed t o  reflect  these va lues .  The two agencies  meet 
r e g u l a r l y  t o  exchange informat ion  and coord ina te  t h e  management of ad jacen t  lands .  

The management emphasis i n  t h e  ad jacen t  Badger-Two 

The Fores t  has  met 
and Clark P r o j e c t  , 
referred t o  as t h e  

numerous times w i t h  t h e  Blackfeet T r i b a l  Council ,  Blackfeet L e w i s  
and t h e i r  legal counsel  t,o d i s c u s s  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  The l ands  
"ceded s t r i p "  (North End Geographic Uni t )  on t h e  Rocky Mountain 
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Divis ion  w i l l  be managed t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  r i g h t s  o f  t h e  Blackfeet Ind ian  Reservat ion as 
s ta ted i n  t h e  Agreement of 1896. These r i g h t s  inc lude :  

- t h e  r i g h t  t o  c u t  and remove wood and t imber ,  - t h e  r i g h t  t o  go  upon any p o r t i o n s  of t h e  l ands  hereby conveyed, - the  r i g h t  t o  hunt and f i s h  i n  accordance wi th  State F i s h  and Game laws. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  G is  compatible  wi th  land  management p l ans  completed b q t h e  Bureau o f  
Land Management f o r  l a n d s  ad jacen t  t o  t he  Nat ional  Fo res t  i n  t h e  Rocky Mountain 
Div is ion  and t h e  J e f f e r s o n  Divis ion.  Along t h e  Rocky Mountain F ron t ,  t he  Bureau o f  
Land Management has  i d e n t i f i e d  s e v e r a l  ad jacen t  areas (12,500 acres) as Outstanding 
Natural  Areas. Like  t h e  ad jacen t  Nat ional  Fo res t  System l ands ,  t hey  are under lease 
f o r  o i l  and gas exp lo ra t ion .  Sur face  use of t h e  l ands  is similar. 

Overa l l ,  I feel  A l t e r n a t i v e  G meets t h e  combined concerns of  t h e  agencies  as w e l l  as, 
or  be t te r  than ,  any o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e .  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i l l  cont inue.  The involvement o f  these i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s  is 
c r i t i c a l  t o  t h e  success fu l  implementation, monitoring, and updat ing of  t h e  Fores t  
Plan. 

A d ia logue  w i t h  pub l i c  agencies  and 

Summary of Reasons f o r  Selecting Blternative C 

I b e l i e v e  A l t e r n a t i v e  G is responsive t o  publ ic  i s s u e s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e  i s s u e  of  
keeping t h e  Fores t  as  it is today w h i l e  e s t a b l i s h i n g  long-term d i r e c t i o n .  
o b j e c t i v e  is achieved through t h e  large blocks o f  land t o  remain road le s s  f o r  
r e c r e a t i o n  and w i l d l i f e .  A l t e r n a t i v e  G a l s o  establishes d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t imber  
ha rves t ing  and l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  t h a t  w i l l  cont inue  s o c i a l  and economic s t a b i l i t y  i n  
t h e  l o c a l  area. 
t h e  L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  F o r e s t ,  and t h e  Fores t  Plan i s  compatible w i t h  o t h e r  
agency and Indian  T r i b e  goa l s .  I n  s e l e c t i n g  Al t e rna t ive  G, I made a d e c i s i o n  t o  
trade o f f  some economic e f f i c i e n c y  t o  respond t o  publ ic  i s s u e s  and maintain q u a l i t y  
hunt ing and scenery.  
b e n e f i t .  

This  

I b e l i e v e  A l t e r n a t i v e  G w i l l  maintain t h e  environmental  q u a l i t y  of  

For  these reasons  I be l i eve  Al t e rna t ive  G maximizes n e t  pub l i c  

Many d ive rgen t  op in ions  were considered i n  t h e  development and s e l e c t i o n  of  t h e  
Fores t  Plan.  A l l  v iewpoints  could no t  be p o s i t i v e l y  addressed. I b e l i e v e ,  however, 
t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e  G ach ieves  a desirable mix cons ider ing  t h e  range and i n t e n s i t y  of 
t h e  comments received on t h e  va r ious  i s sues .  

Comparison of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative 
and the Selected Alternative 

The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  environmental ly  p re fe rab le  a l t e r n a t i v e  is requi red  by 
Nat ional  Environmental Pol icy  Act (NEPA) 40 CFR 1505.2(b) and is t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  
has t h e  l ea s t  impact on t h e  phys ica l  and b i o l o g i c a l  environment. 
timber ha rves t ing ,  road cons t ruc t ion ,  o i l  and gas development, and r e c r e a t i o n  use are 
t h e  primary a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  affect  t h e  environment. 
s o i l  d i s tu rbance  and sed imenta t ion ,  reduct ions  i n  w i l d l i f e  s e c u r i t y  and popula t ions ,  
and degrada t ion  of  r i p a r i a n  hab i t a t s .  
d i s t u r b  t h e  ground are minimized is considered t h e  environmental ly  p re fe r r ed  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Livestock graz ing ,  

Impacts can inc lude  increased 

The a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  which a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  

The environmental ly  preferred a l t e r n a t i v e s  are A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and K.  
emphasizes w i l d l i f e  va lues  and d ispersed  r e c r e a t i o n  i n  a p r i m i t i v e  and semi-pr imit ive 

Al t e rna t ive  K 
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s e t t i n g .  A l t e r n a t i v e  C p l aces  a high emphasis on w i l d l i f e  va lues  and rece ived  broad 
p u b l i c  suppor t  as t h e  environmental ly  preferred a l t e r n a t i v e .  
recommend low l e v e l s  o f  t imber  ha rves t ing ,  l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing ,  and road c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  
and have t h e  leas t  amount of land  s u i t a b l e  f o r  t imber  ha rves t .  For both 
a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  a d d i t i o n a l  o i l  and gas l e a s i n g  w i t h  s u r f a c e  occupancy would be 
recommended only  on areas t h a t  are c u r r e n t l y  accessible and are n o t  extremely 
s e n s i t i v e  t o  development. 
l e v e l s ,  ca t chab le  t r o u t  popula t ions ,  and e l k  hunter  days.  The a l t e r n a t i v e s  a l s o  
provide h igh  l e v e l s  of  oppor tun i ty  for  p r imi t ive  and semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n .  
Overa l l ,  t h e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  r e q u i r e  t h e  least amount o f  s u r f a c e  d i s tu rbance  and 
create t h e  least  environmental  impact. 

These 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  provide f o r  t h e  greatest  e l k  popula t ion  

If t h e  environmental ly  p re fe r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e s  were implemented, t h e  supply  o f  t imber 
from t h e  Nat ional  Fores t  would n o t  be adequate t o  meet t h e  needs o f  t h e  l o c a l  m i l l s .  
This  could r e s u l t  i n  adverse  impacts on l o c a l  employment and income. The wi lde rness  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of  387,106 acres recommended i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  K ,  which inc ludes  much of  
t h e  Rocky Mountain Div is ion  r o a d l e s s  area, reduces t h e  e x p l o r a t i o n  and development 
p o t e n t i a l  of o i l  and gas r e se rves .  The o i l  and gas o p p o r t u n i t i e s  are f u r t h e r  reduced 
because of no-surface occupancy s t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  semi-pr imit ive r e c r e a t i o n  areas. 
The Rocky Mountain Div is ion  has  a h igh  hydrocarbon p o t e n t i a l ,  p r imar i ly  n a t u r a l  gas. 
The p resen t  n e t  va lue  of  A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and K is 35 and 16 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  less than  A l t e r n a t i v e  G. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  G provides  for  long-term increased  l e v e l s  of t imber  harvest and graz ing .  
The environmental  impacts t h a t  r e s u l t  from t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  product ion of  
commodities w i l l  be minimized by t h e  management s t anda rds  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Fores t  
Plan. 
s e r v i c e s  w h i l e  p r o t e c t i n g  environmental  q u a l i t y  on t h e  Fores t .  

I be l i eve  A l t e r n a t i v e  G provides  f o r  t h e  b e s t  mix between provid ing  goods and 

IMPLEMEXTATIOIJ, MITIGATION, AND MONITORING 

Implementation 

Implementation o f  t h e  Fores t  Plan w i l l  begin 30 days  af ter  t h e  Notice of A v a i l a b i l i t y  
of t h e  Environmental Impact Statement ,  and Record of  Decis ion appears  i n  t h e  Federa l  
Register. (36 CFR 219.1O(c)( l ) ) .  

Implementation is l i k e l y  t o  r e s u l t  i n  some i n d i v i d u a l  timber sales having expenses 
t h a t  exceed revenues. These sales are referred t o  as "below-cost" t imber  sales.  
Analysis  i n d i c a t e s  some of  these sales w i l l  be necessary  t o  achieve  both short- term 
and long-term o b j e c t i v e s  t o  maximize n e t  pub l i c  b e n e f i t s .  Cons t ruc t ion  of  roads  i s  
t h e  primary reason f o r  expenses t o  exceed revenues i n  t h e  first decade. 

Minimizing below-cost t imber  sales w i l l  r ece ive  high p r i o r i t y  i n  t h e  implementation 
and budgeting process  and i n  t h e  des igning  and schedul ing of t imber sales.  
Cos t - e f f i c i en t  management r e q u i r e s  t h a t  cash flow ana lyses  be used t o  minimize t h e s e  
nega t ive  c a s h  f low p r o j e c t s .  

The Fores t  Supervisor  bas  a u t h o r i t y  t o  change implementation schedules  t o  reflect 
d i f f e r e n c e s  between proposed annual  budgets and a c t u a l  appropr ia ted  funds.  
schedule  changes are considered an amendment t o  t h e  Fores t  Plan,  bu t  are n o t  
considered a s i g n i f i c a n t  amendment, o r  r e q u i r e  t h e  p repa ra t ion  of  an environmental  
impact s ta tement ,  u n l e s s  t he  changes s i g n i f i c a n t l y  al ter t h e  long-term r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
between l e v e l s  o f  mult iple-use goods and s e r v i c e s  p ro jec t ed  under planned budget 

Such 
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proposa ls  as compared t o  those  p ro jec t ed  under a c t u a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  (36 CFR 219.10 
(e) 1 

The time needed t o  b r ing  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  i n t o  compliance wi th  t h e  F o r e s t  Plan w i l l  
vary depending on the  type  of  p r o j e c t .  Management d i r e c t i o n  contained i n  t h e  Fores t  
Plan w i l l  be used t o  analyze any proposal  involv ing  t h e  use of t h e  Nat iona l  Fores t .  
A l l  pe rmi ts ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  leases, and o t h e r  ins t ruments  f o r  occupancy and use  of  t he  
Nat ional  Fo res t  System lands  w i l l  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  

A s  a long  range s t r a t e g y  f o r  t h e  Fores t ,  t h e  Fores t  Plan is programmatic i n  na ture .  
During t h e  planning of  s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t s  environmental  ana lyses  w i l l  be conducted. 

Mitigation 

Implementation is guided by t h e  Forest-Wide Management Standards loca ted  i n  Chapter 
11 of t h e  Fores t  Plan,  and by the  s p e c i f i c  Management Area p r e s c r i p t i o n s  and 
requirements  addressed i n  Chapter 111 of t h e  Plan. 
developed through an i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  e f f o r t  and con ta in  measures necessary  t o  
mitigate o r  e l i m i n a t e  any long-term adverse environmental  effects. Addi t iona l  
m i t i g a t i o n  measures and management s t anda rds  are d iscussed  i n  t h e  va r ious  appendices 
t o  t h e  Plan. To t h e  best  of my knowle,dge, a l l  practical m i t i g a t i o n  measures have 
been adopted and are included i n  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  

The management s t anda rds  were 

Monitoring 

Implementation w i l l  be eva lua ted  t o  determine how w e l l  o b j e c t i v e s  have been m e t  and 
how c l o s e l y  management s t anda rds  have been app l i ed .  
pages 5-6 through 5-17, f o r  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of the monitor ing and e v a l u a t i o n  
requirements.  Appendix H of  t h e  Fores t  Plan discusses t h e  In te ragency  Wild l i fe  
Honitor /Evaluat ion Program f o r  important  w i l d l i f e  s p e c i e s  on t h e  Rocky Mountain 
Divis ion.  Monitoring d a t a  w i l l  be  used t o  update i n v e n t o r i e s ,  t o  improve f u t u r e  
m i t i g a t i o n  measures, and t o  assess t h e  need f o r  amending o r  r e v i s i n g  t h e  Fores t  
Plan. An eva lua t ion  r e p o r t  w i l l  be made a v a i l a b l e  f o r  pub l i c  review. 

Refer t o  F o r e s t  Plan Chapter V, 

PLANNING RECORDS 

Planning records  con ta in  the de ta i led  information and d e c i s i o n s  used i n  developing 
t h e  Fores t  Plan and Environmental Impact Statement a s  requi red  i n  36 CFR 219.12. 

A l l  of t he  documentation ch ron ic l ing  t h e  Fores t  planning process  are a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
i n s p e c t i o n  dur ing  r e g u l a r  bus iness  hours a t :  

Fores t  Superv isor ' s  Of f i ce  
L e w i s  and Clark Nat ional  Fo res t  
1601 Second Avenue North 
Great F a l l s ,  MT 59401 
406-727-0901 

These records  are idcorpora ted  by r e fe rence  i n t o  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement 
and F o r e s t  Plan. 
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RIGRT TO ADMME3TW"IVE REVIEW 

This  d e c i s i o n  is s u b j e c t  t o  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  review pursuant  t o  36 CFR 211.18. 
of appea l  must  be i n  w r i t i n g  and submitted to: 

Notice 

James C. Overbay, Regional F o r e s t e r  
Northern Region 
U S A ,  Fo res t  Serv ice  
P.O. Box 7669 
Missoula,  MT 59807 

Notice of appeal  must be submit ted wi th in  45 days  from t h e  d a t e  o f  t h i s  d e c i s i o n  o r  
wi th in  30 days after pub l i ca t ion  by t h e  Environmental P ro tec t ion  Agency of t h e  Notice 
o f  A v a i l a b i l i t y  of  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement  and F o r e s t  Plan,  whichever d a t e  
is  later.  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  must be f i l e d  wi th in  t h e  45-day per iod f o r  f i l i n g  a n o t i c e  of  appea l .  

A s ta tement  of reasons  t o  suppor t  t h e  appeal  and any r eques t  f o r  o r a l  

JAMES C. OVERBAY 
Regional F o r e s t e r  

J u n e  4 ,  1986 
Date 
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