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... beyond civilization

lies Wilderness, where the earth
and its community of life
are untrammeled by man,
where man himself is a visitor

who does not remain.
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SUMMARY

f« TYPE OF STATEMENT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Ile UsSe DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE

I1l. TYPE OF ACTION: LEGISLATIVE
IVe PROPOSED ACTION:

It is recommended that 128,472 acres of National Forest System lands in
the Beaverhead and Gallatin National Forests be designated as wilderness
by an Act of Congress, and be added to the National Wilderness
Preservation System. It is also recommended that 1,469 acres of Bureau
of Land Management lands in the Dillon Resource Area be designated as
wildernesss The proposal also envisions a land adjustment plan that
would acquire 25,328 acres of private land for eventual designation as
wilderness. Within the proposed wilderness are 2,557 acres of State of
Montana land.

Of the lands proposed for wilderness, 119,688 acres of National Forest
System lands, 1,469 acres of Bureau of Land Management lands, and 25,328
acres of private l|and would create the Madison Wilderness, 7,243 acres of
National Forest System lands would be added to the presently endorsed
Spanish Peaks Wilderness proposal, and 1,541 acres of National Forest
System lands be added to the Bureau of Land Management's proposed Bear
Trap Canyon Wilderness.

The proposed wilderness and additions to proposed wildernesses lie in the
Taylor=Hilgard study area in Madison and Gallatin counties in southwestern
Montana. They would be administered in accordance with all provisions of
the Wilderness Act, Public Law 88-577, dated September 3, 1964, and the
Regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, Title 36 C.F.R. 252.15;
261.16; 261.57; 293.1 to 293.15.

The proposed action also proposes nonwilderness designation for the Mount
Henry and West Pioneer study areas in the Kootenai and Beaverhead
National Forests respectively. Management of these areas would be in
accordance with the East Fork Yaak, South Fork Yaak, West Kootenai, and
Big Creek Unit Plans for Mount Henry and Part | of the Beaverhead
Multiple Use Plan for West Pioneer until completion of Forest Land and
Resource Planning.

A 40-acre parcel of Bureau of Land Management land, lying adjacent to
J1-549 (Jack Creek) is proposed as nonwilderness and would be managed in
accordance with the Dillon Resource Area Management Framework Plan.
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Vo ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Acres 1/ by Alternatives

Mount Henry Taylor-Hilgard West Pioneer
Alternatives Wilder= Nonwilder- Wilder- Nonwilder= Wilder-= Nonwi lder=
ness ness ness ness ness ness
A (No Action) - - - - - -
3 (Maximum
Wil derness) 20,520 2,930 377,059 12,365 144,310 3,840
C (Nonwi |derness) Preferred Preferred
- 23,450 - 389,424 - 148, 150
D (Modified
Wi | derness) 15,590 7,860 Preferred 90,542 57,608
157,826 231,598
E " 11,550 11,900 83,244 306,180 49,573 98,577
F " - - 159, 701 229,723 - -
G " - - 123,344 266,080 - -
H " - - 98, 244 291,180 - -

1/ Gross acreage Includes all lands, both Federal and non-Federal, in the
study area.

The proposal maps, alternative D for Taylor-Hilgard, and alternative C
for both Mount Henry and West Pioneer, are contained in the Environmental

Statement map package.

Vl. SUMMARY OF ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Under Wilderness Designation for the Madison Wilderness, and proposed
additions.--Development or management of most tangible renewable and
nonrenewable resources will be foregone, including loss of timber through
unconfrolled insect and disease infestations, reduced opportunities for
developed outdoor recreation activities, reduction of motorized access,
reduction of renewable goods and services avallable to the economy,
possibly greater losses from fire because of appropriate suppression
response, and restriction of exploration and development of mineral
values in order to protect the wilderness character of the land. Some of
these impacts can be minimized by use of more controls or restrictions,
while still maintaining the wilderness environment and natural processes.
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Under Nonwilderness Designation for the remainder of Taylor-Hilgard, all
of Mount Henry, and all of West Pioneer.--The opportunity for wilderness
may be reduced through management activities including timber harvesting,
minerals development, and associated road construction. The oppor-
tunities for primitive forms of recreation will remain on portions of the
areas; they will be replaced by more development-oriented recreation in
other portions. Where development activities take place those wildlife
and fisheries species that flourish In an atmosphere of minimal distur-
bance will tend fo be replaced by those that are adaptable to disturbed

conditions,

VIls CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

The following Federal, State and local agencies, and other organiza-
tions will receive copies of this draft environmental impact statement
and written comments will be requested from them.

A FEDERAL AGENCIES

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Reclamation

National Park Service

Soil Conservation Service
Bonneville Power Administration
Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Environmental Protection Agency
Geological Survey

Fish and Wildlife Service

B. STATE AND REGIONAL AGENCIES

Governor, State of Montana

Montana Association of Conservation Districts

Montana Association of Counties

Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology

Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit

Montana Department of Agriculture

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks
Montana Department of Health and Environmental Science
Montana Department of Livestock

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conssrvation
Montana Department of State Lands

Montana State Clearinghouse, Office of Budget, and Program Planning

C.  COUNTY AGENCIES

Beaverhead County Commissioners
Gallatin County Commissioners
Lincoln County Commissioners
Madison County Commissioners
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D. ORGANIZATIONS

Anaconda Wilderness Association
Audubon Society

Backcountry Horsemen of America
Beaverhead Forest Concerned Citizens
Environmental Information Center
Environmental Quality Council

Friends of the Earth

League of Women Voters

Madison-Gal latin Alliance

Montana 4x4 Assotiation

Montana League of Conservation Voters
Montana Outfitters and Guides Association
Montana Snowmobile Association
Montana Water Development Association
Montana Wilderness Association
Montana Wildlife Federation

National Wildlife Federation

Sierra Club

United States Ski Assocliation

Western Montana Fish and Game Association
Wilderness Institute

The Wilderness Society

United 4-Wheel-Drive Association
Inland Forest Resource Council
Montana Cattlemen's Association
Montana Mining Association

Montana Petroleum Association
Montana State Chamber of Commerce
Montana Stockgrowers Association
Montana Wood Products Assoclation
Montana Woolgrowers Association
Northern Plains Resource Council
Society of American Foresters
Western Environmental Trade Association
Western Forest Industries Association
Amer ican Motorcyclist Association
Wildlife Management Institute

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund
Friends of the Earth

American Mining Congress

Federal Timber Purchasers Association
Northwest Mining Association

Western Interstate Energy Board
Western Systems Coordinating Council

Ville DATE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT MADE AVAIEeEkF TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND TO THE PUBLIC: i 3 1380,
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INTRODUCTION

On November 1, 1977, Congress passed the Montana Wilderness Study Act
(Pele 95-150). The Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to study
and make recommendations to Congress by 1982 on the wilderness suitabil-
ity of nine separate National Forest areas In Montana containing 973,000
acres.

In June of 1977 the Forest Service launched the Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation (RARE 1) process. The purpose was to identify all roadless
and undeveloped areas in the National Forest System and recommend their
allocations as either wilderness or nonwilderness. All of the nine
Montana Wilderness Study Act areas were included in the RARE Il inventory
completed on October 1, 1977.

In the Montana Wilderness Study Act, Congress specifled that the nine
areas be studied using the procedures in Sec. 3(b) and 3(d) of the
Wilderness Act (P.L, 88-577)s This procedure includes:

- Determining suitability for wilderness preservation.

- Public notice and hearings.

- Notice to Governor of Montana, county governments, Federal
Departments and Agencies concerned.

- Sixty=-day review period.

- Incorporate hearing and governmental agency and department comment in
the report to Congresse.

The RARE |l process did not include public notice and hearings and their
incorporation in the report to Congress. The Forest Service decided to
include the Montana Wilderness Study Act (MWSA) areas in the RARE 1|
process to the extent possible. Through the RARE Il process, all MWSA
study areas were placed under the further planning recommendation until
the remaining legislative requirements were completed.

The purpose of this draft environmental impact statement is to extract
and display the appropriate RARE || findings 2/ and to address public
issues and concerns ldentified by the Forest Service In greater detail.

This statement provides the basis for public review and comment at the
formal public hearings as directed by Congress.

Those areas recommended for wilderness, if accepted by Congress, will
become additions to the Natlional Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS).
This system has grown from the original Gila Wildland Area established by
the Forest Service in 1924 to Include other wllderness and primitive
areas created in the following decades.

3/ Forest Service, RARE || Draft Environmental Statement and Montana
Supplement, USDA-Forest Service, 1978.
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In 1964, passage of the Wilderness Act gave wilderness preservation the

force of law, expanded the system to

include other Federal lands, and

gave Congress the sole authority to classify future wildernesses.

As of July 1, 1980, the National Wilderness Preservation System consists
of 187 areas totaling more than 19 milllon acres. National Forest land

totals 15.3 million acres in 110 areas.

The Montana portion of the wilderness system presently totals 3,152,964
acres in 13 areas, consisting of:

Wilderness 3/

Absaroka Beartooth
Anaconda Pintler
Bob Marshal |
Cabinet Mountains
Gates of the Mountains
Mission Mountains
Scapegoat
Selway-Bitterroot
(MT portion)
Welcome Creek
Great Bear
Medicine Lake
Red Rock Lakes
UsLe. Bend
Total

Acres

920, 377
157,874
1,009, 889
94,272
28, 562
73,877
239,296

248, 893
28, 184
286, 700
11,800
32,350
20, 890

3,152,964

Agency

Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service

Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
National Fish & Wildlife Service
National Fish & Wildlife Service
National Fish & Wildlife Service

The areas listed below are proposed for wilderness, totaling 1,823,896
acres, and are likely eventual additions to the systems in Montana:

Proposed Wilderness

Spanish Peaks Primitive Area
Glacier Park Wilderness
Yel lowstone Park Wilderness

CeMs Russell National
Wildlife Refuge

Acres

63, 000
927,550
47,000
155, 288

Agency

Forest Service

National Park Service

National Park Service

National Fish & Wildlife Service

3/ Land Areas of the National Forest System as of September 30,
1979; Forest Service, RARE Il Draft Environmental Statement and Montana
Supplement, 1978; and Forest Service, RARE Il Final Environmental

Statement. USDA-Forest Service, 1979,
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Proposed Wilderness Acres Agency
Scotchman Peak 64,371 Forest Service
Hoodoo 77,697 Forest Service
Big Hole 53,375 Forest Service
S|iderock 60,050 Forest Service
East Pioneer 93,859 Forest Service
Lost Water Canyon 9,800 Forest Service
Tongue River Breaks 16,600 Forest Service
Lionhead 22,400 Forest Service
Additions to North Absaroka Wilderness 2,900 Forest Service
Additions to Anaconda-Pintler Wilderness 15,952 Forest Service
Additions to Bob Marshall and

Scapegoat Wilderness 140,374 Forest Service
Additions to Cabinet Mountains

Wilderness 15, 580 Forest Service
Addition to Gates of the Mountains

Wilderness 10,000 Forest Service
Additions to Selway-Bitterroot

Wilderness 48,100 Forest Service
Total proposed for wilderness in

Montana 1,823,896

It is reasonable to assume the Montana portion of the National Wilderness
Preservation System will, within the next few years, total about 5
million acres, plus any acreage selected as a result of the Montana
Wilderness Study Acte This Act mandates review of the following areas:

Acres®
Gross Net Forest

Big Snowies 102,333 102,233 Lewis & Clark
Bluejoint 61,400 61,400 Bitterroot
Hyal ite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn 151,000 103,850 Gallatin
Middle Fork Judith 92,200 91,000 Lewis & Clark
Mount Henry 23,450 23,450 Kootenai
Sapphires 99,315 98,815 Bitterroot

Deer | odge
Taylor-Hilgard 387,915 325,842 Beaverhead

Gal latin
Ten Lakes 34,000 33,885 Kootenai
West Pioneer 148,150 147,958 Beaverhead

TOTAL 1,099,763 988,433

* In some cases a refinement of acreage calculations has been made as a
result of RARE |l. Some contiguous RARE || acreage (including the
Madison R1-549 and J1-549) has been included.
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On February 21, 1980, the Forest Service Issued a news release outlining
the process to be followed in the study of the nine Montana Wilderness
Study Act (Public Law 95-150) areas in six Montana National Forests. The
schedule of the environmental statement and announcement of hearings has
changed slightly since this statement was issued.

This news release stated:

More than 800 people participated in twelve Montana
Wilderness Study Act workshops last September.
Following the September workshops, there was a 30-day
public comment period to permit individuals and groups
to submit written comments.

In December the Forest Service announced a summary

| ist of the 14 top resource Issues brought up at the
workshops and addressed in the public comment letters.
These will be addressed in the draft environmental
Impact statementse.

In addition to the resource issues, several study
process concerns were expressed by workshop partici-
pants. These concerns suggested the need for adequate
data, and individual area study spaced over the full
length of time authorized by law.

The new process announced by the Forest Service today
reflects public workshop comments and the work of a
citizen advisory committee regarding the adequacy of
the timber data. All of the legal, administrative,
and professional study requirements will be covered by
the new study process.

For the past 6 months a citizen advisory committee of
professionals from various interest groups has been
working with the Forest Service in evaluating the
timber data available for the nine study areas. The
acceptabil ity of the timber data has been a long-
standing concern to a number of publics. The advisory
committee found the data adequate for four areas:
Taylor-Hilgard, West Pioneer, Mount Henry, and
Bluejointe.
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The Forest Service will continue preparing a single
draft environmental impact statement for three of
these areas. The U.S. House of Representatives (in
Report 95-620 that accompanied $.393) has asked that
priority be given to the study of Taylor-Hilgard, West
Pioneer, and Mount Henry.

The draft environmental statement of these three areas
is scheduled for release to the public in the summer
of 1980. Public hearings on the draft environmental
statement will be announced in late spring. The final
environmental statement is to be issued early in 1981
for transmission by the Secretary of Agriculture to
the President and Congress.

The citizen advisory committee determined that there

was not adequate timber data on five areas: Big

Snowies, Middle Fork Judith, Hyalite, 4/ Ten Lakes,

and the Bitterroot National! Forest portion of the Sapphires.
Additional timber data will be collected for these five areas
this spring and summer.

These five areas and the Bluejoint area are to be studied as
part of the individual Forest land and resource management
planning process on each National Forest. These plans are sche-
duled to be completed by the end of the legislative study
period, November 1, 1982, Below is the time schedule for
completion of the draft and final environmental impact state-
ments for the six areas and Forests:

Draft EIS Final EIS

Big Snowies, lewis & Clark

National Forest April 1981 October 1981
Middle Fork Judith, Lewis

& Clark National Forest April 1981 October 1981
Hyalite, Gallatin National

Forest July 1981 July 1982
Ten Lakes, Kootenali

National Forest May 1981 September 1981
Sapphires, Bitterroot &

Deerlodge National

Forests May 1982 November 1982
Bluejoint, Bitterroot

National Forest May 1982 November 1982

4/ Timber data for the Hyalite area was subsequentiy found o
be adequate, see Forest Service, Acre, Volume, and Productivity
Estimates and Associated Standard Errors for Nine Wilderness Study
Areas in Montana. USDA-Forest Service, Technical Advisory Committee
Report, 1980,
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Public hearings will be conducted on these areas
following the publication of these draft environmental
statements. The public hearings wil! not deal with
the entire National Forest plans, only the Wilderness
Study Act areas.

This statement, therefore, covers the analysis and evaluation of the
Taylor-Hilgard, West Pioneer, and Mount Henry areas as to their suitabi-
ity for preservation as wildernesse.

This environmental statement will also make recommendations regarding the
National Forest lands suitable for addition to the Bureau of Land
Management's proposed Bear Trap Canyon Wilderness. This proposal is In
compliance with the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act (section
603) which mandates that the Secretary of Interior conduct wilderness
review of roadless public lande The recommendations for the Bureau's
lands are contained in the Bear Trap Canyon Draft Sultabil ity Report and
Environmental Impact Statement, dated April 1980,

The Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service Interdiscipllinary
teams have coordinated the study of the BLM Intensive Inventorled
Roadless Area, No. 079 (five units, 1,509 acres) contiguous to
Taylor=Hilgard units $1-549 and J1-549. The recommendations for these
five parcels are contained in this statement. Additionally, in con-
fomance with CEQ policy, the Bureau of Land Management Is a cooperating
agency In the recommendations and the environmental analysis on the
public land addressed in this Environmental Statement.



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section provides general physical, social, and economic descriptions
for three of the Montana Wilderness Study Act areas and major issues,
concerns, and opportunities related to their management. These issues,
concerns, and opportunities have been identified as significant by the
following methods:

Issues raised by interested people attending seven workshops relating to
the three areas in September 1979 throughout Montana and mall-in public

comments received in the Northern Region Office 5/.

Other resource issues and management concerns are specified in laws and
regulations which provide direction for National Forest policy 6/

Several issyes were specified in the Montana Wilderness Study Act
itself 7/,

The following is a list of the top resource issues that were identified.

e Existing or Proposed Wilderness--the amount of other Federal
land classified or proposed as wilderness or under study as wilderness.

2, Recreation Potential--the amount and kind of recreation oppor-

tunities the area presently supports or is capable of providing.
Includes off-road vehicle use and other types of recreation opportunities
and travel.

3. Wildlife and Habitat--the principal game and nongame and
threatened and endangered species the area supports and opportunities for
improving their habitat,

4. Access and Roads Status--the type, condition, and amount of road

or trail access the areas contain.

5. Economics--the relationship of costs to benefits in the extrac-
tion or utilization of Forest commodities, principally timber, and the
amount of economic dependency upon these three areas.

6. Motorized Vehicle Opportunities--the type and amount of
motorized use presently In the area, seasons of use, and trends.

5/ Forest Service, Workshop Analysis Summary. USDA-Forest
Service, Northern Region, 1979.

6/ Wilderness Act of 1964, National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, Forest & Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974,
Federal Land Policy & Management Act of 1976, National Forest Management
Act of 1976,

7/ Montana Wilderness Study Act of 1977, Public Law 95-150; U.S.
Houﬁg-Raporf 95-620; and U.S. Senate Report 95-163.



8 Affected Environment

T Watershed Management or Values--the present condition of. the
watershed and relative sensitivity fo development activities. Also,
local water supply needs.

8. Timber Potential--the volume of timber the areas are capable of
producing on a sustained basis, including the location, condition of
timber, potential harvest methods, and access needs.

9. Mineral Potential--the hard rock, oil, and gas potential of the
areas, exploration activities, the locations, and number of claims, or
leases on file.

10, Fuel and Energy Opportunities--the present use, location, and
opportunities for cutting household firewood, and other energy needs such
as powerline corridorse.

1. Grazing Potential--the location and number of livestock grazing

allotments, kinds of livestock, seasons of use, range improvements, and
grazing capabilities.

12. Landownership Patterns--the amount and location of non-Federal ly
owned land, the estimated value of such land, and opportunities for
acquisition or managing potential wilderness with inholdings.

13, Protection From Fire and/or Insects and Disease--the present
condition and the potential for serious fire or infestation, current or
potential control, or hazard reduction measures.

14. Visual Management or Values--the esthetic values the areas con-
taln and the protection of these values.

Issues and concerns identified as significant to determining each area's
future management are analyzed in this statement. Some issues are speci-
fic to individual areas, such as the timber potential of the Mount Henry
area, or fuel and energy opportunities on the Taylor-Hilgard. Other
issues are common to all three areas. These include opportunities for
physically handicapped and elderly persons, wilderness diversity, and
wilderness quality. The common concerns are treated as a whole for all
three areas in one statement. Specific Issues are presented in individ-
ual statements for each area.

The social assessment section presents an analysis of Montana and for
each of the three study areas separately.

Evaluation Criteria were developed from this section on the Affected
Environment and are displayed in the Evaluation Criteria Section.
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PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Area Description
MOUNT HENRY

This 23,450-acre area is entirely National Forest lande It is located
about 35 miles north of Libby in Lincoln County, Montana.

Mount Henry and a ridgeline south to Boulder Mountain dominate the area.
They form its backbone along with a much lower ridge between Mount Henry
and Zimmerman Hill just outside the northwestern boundary. From this
divide the area extends downslope, meeting roads and timber sales at the
area boundary. It is about 11 miles long, ranging in width from 2 to 6
miless

Although topography is variable, most is gently rolling with slopes of 40
percent or under. Major exceptions are the steep rock cliffs near Fish
Lakes and Mount Henry. Elevations range from about 3,000 to 7,200 feet.

Prominent landmarks include Mount Henry and the high ridge south to
Boulder Mountain and seven small lakes. Major streams draining the area
are Basin, Vinal, and Windy Creeks, plus the extreme headwaters of
several others. All are tributaries of the Yaak River except for a small
portion draining Info Lake Koocanusa.

Uses that detract from the area's naturalness are significant but
general ly concentrated near the area boundary. These include all or por-
tions of 26 timber sale cutting units totaling about 900 acres with 9
miles of associated access roads.

The area is heavily forested except for Mount Henry and the ridge crest
south to Boulder Peak. Lodgepole pine is the dominant tree species. The
site productivity of 75 cubic feet per acre per year Is about average for
the Kootenai National Forest, but above average when compared to other
forested lands in Montana.

Major features include the high subalpine areas and lakes, Mount Henry,
Hoskins Lake, Turner Creek Falls, the narrow cliffs near Fish Lakes and
Vinal Creek. Use in the remainder of the area is limited by the heavily
forested environment.

Past minerals prospecting and exploration has been minimal. The geologlc
structure Indicates a low fo moderate potential but is sufficiently
attractive to draw future interest.
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View looking north along Purcell Ridge
towards Mount Henry in the distance.
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Existing Wilderness or Proposed Wilderness 8/
MOUNT HENRY

ISSUE

What other Federal lands are classified or proposed as wilderness or are
under study as wilderness in the surrounding area and to what extent
should they influence the classification of the study lands?

SITUATION

Several existing and proposed wildernesses lie in close proximity to the
study area, as well as one other Montana Wilderness Study Act area.
Below is an acreage summary of the areas which are identified on the
following map:

Area
ldenti-
fication Name of Area Agency Acres Status
A Bob Marshal | Forest Service 1,009, 356 Wilderness
Additions to
Bob Marshal | Forest Service 102,074 Admin. Endorsed
B Cabinet Mountain Forest Service 94,272 Wilderness
Additions to
Cabinet Mountain Forest Service 15, 580 Admine Endorsed
C Glacier Park Park Service 927,550 Admin. Endorsed
D Great Bear Forest Service 290,571 Wi lderness
E Mission Mountains Forest Service 73,877 Wilderness
F Scapegoat Forest Service 239,296 Wilderness
Additions to
Scapegoat Forest Service 38, 300 Admin. Endorsed
G Scotchman Peak Forest Service 74,535 Admine. Endorsed
(RARE 11 A&B1-662)
H Selkirk Crest Forest Service 22,802 Admin. Endorsed
(RARE Il A1=125)
Salmo Priest Forest Service 42,102 Admine Endorsed

In addition, there are 78,000 acres of National Forest land in the imme-
diate vicinity which are under wilderness study.

Some degree of consideration will need to be given to the desirability
and need for recommending that additional units be added to the National
Wilderness Preservation System.

8/ Forest Service, RARE Il Draft Environmental Statement and Montana
Supplement, 1978; Forest Service, RARE || Final Environmenta! Statement,
1979; and Land Areas of the National Forest System as of September 30,
1979,
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Mineral Potential 9/
MOUNT HENRY

1SSUE

What is the hard rock, oil, and gas potential of the area and how should
the area be managed for that potential?

SITUATION

Locatable Minerals

No mineral occurrences are known in the Mount Henry study area and only
one claim, which may lie within the study area, has been found in court-
house records. Traces of metallic minerals, primarily lead and copper,
were reported in float rock on the northwest side of Mount Henry, but the
Bureau of Mines has been unable to find such mineralization. 10/ The
Bureau of Mines analyzed 25 outcrop and 10 streambed samples and found no
metal values deviating from those normally expected to occur.

The dominant structural feature of the Mount Henry area is a large anti-
cline with a high angle fault along its axis. The fault is entirely con-
tained within Prichard strata in the study area. This combination of
fold, fault, and rock formation is similar fo that at the New Morning
Glory mines, 15 miles to the southwest. Moreover, claims with evidence
of mineralization lie 1 mile north and 5 miles south of the study area
along this same structure. Because of the obvious continuity of this
fault through these prospects, it is probable that this portion of the
Mount Henry area has been prospected by mining companies in recent years,
although no claims have been recorded. The Prichard Formation contains a
major stratabound deposit of lead, silver, and zinc north of the study
area In Canada. Similar occurrences are being investigated by mining
companies west and southeast of the study area. Although the area has
been prospected by mining companies in recent years, claims have not been
staked. Geological, geochemical, and geophysical studies would be nesded
to more precisely evaluate the potential for this type of deposit.

The Mount Henry study area is extensively underlain by strata of the
Raval |l Group which includes the Revett Formation. This is the host for-
mation for both the Spar Lake-type, copper=-silver deposit, and most of
the lead, zinc, and silver ore bodies of the Coeur d'Alene mining

9/ Forest Service, Consultations with USDI -Geological Survey and
Bureau of Mines, 1980; Forest Service, Instructions for the use of
Minerals Information and the Numerical Rating Indices, RARE || Resource
Analysis Process, 1978; and Forest Service, RARE || Minerals Data Base.

10/ Johns, W. M., Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology Bulletin 79,
1970; Geology and Mineral Deposits of Lincoln and Flathead Counties.
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district of idaho. The Revett Formation in the study area hasn't been
evaluated, but the formation is known to diminish northward and no
Spar-Lake deposits are known this far north. Stratabound occurrences of
copper and silver are also widespread in the Empire and Spokane
Formations. These formations are probably present in the eastern part of
the study area, but their potential for copper=-silver deposits has not
been determined.

Qil and Gas

Inasmuch as the Mount Henry area is immediately underlain by Precambrian
aged strata, it has no obvious oil and gas potential. However, 80 miles
east of the study area in Glacier National Park, the Precambrian rocks
have been thrust faulted at least 40 miles over younger strata that may
contain oil and gas.

There Is no direct geologic evidence that younger strata occur at depth
in the region lying west of Glacier Parke. However, it is possible that
younger strata l|ie beneath the Mount Henry study area, in which It would
have the potential for oil and gas. It is probable that oil and gas com-

panies will be interested in the Mount Henry area if drilling confirms
the presence of oil and gas farther east. In that case, seismic
prospecting would proceed any drilling near Mount Henry, and drilling

would be contingent on favorable seismic results.
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Protection from Fire and/or Insects and Disease
MOUNT HENRY

ISSUE

What is the present condition and the potential for serious fire and/or
insect and disease infestation; what are the current protection
measures, and what measures are neaded?

SITUATION

This study area has had a history of insect activity. Mountain pine
beetle infestations have occurred in the mid-1940's, late 1950's, and
early 1960's. The present infestation began in 1972 and is still
spreading. Within this unit, there are 16,575 acres of high risk lodge-
pole pine; 2,250 acres are now infested. Infestation within the Yaak
River drainage, of which Mount Henry is a part, increased from 19,820
acres in 1978 to 32,951 acres in 1979. It is predicted that ail high-
risk stands (16,575 acres) within the unit will be infested within the
next 5 years. 11/

Larch casebearer is present in lower elevation stands. Needle feeding
by the casebearer will result in growth loss to the larch stands.

Mount Henry lies in an area of low fire occurrence. However, large
accumulations of fuels which may result from insect-caused mortal ity
could increase the potential for future fires.

There are no current protection measures being applled to control moun-
tain pine beetle. Reduction of insect-caused damage may be accomplished
by applying cultural practices to prevent stand susceptibility or
population buildups; or chemicals or mechanical procedures to prevent
attack or directly suppress insect populations.

Refer to the Timber Resource map for the locatlion and severity of the
insect and disease Infestations,.

11/ Forest Service, Insect and Disease Considerations for the
Montana Wilderness Study Act. USDA-Forest Service, Northern Region,
1980,
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Recreation Potential 12/
MOUNT HENRY

|SSUE

What are the amount and kinds of recreation opportunities the area pres-
ently supports or is capable of supporting?

SITUATION

Recreation use in the study area is low with hiking, hunting, and fishing
the primary activities. In 1976, 650 visitor days were recorded.

Several tralls serve the area. The Vinal Lake-Fish Lakes and the two
tralls leading fto Mount Henry are the most popular.

Of the 23,450 acres in the Mount Henry study area, about 15,000 acres
have been Iidentified as suitable for dispersed recreation. Four thousand
two hundred acres have very high or high suitability, while 10,800 acres
are rated as moderate. The remainder of the area has a low rating for
dispersed recreations.

Four segments of the study area have significant natural beauty and
opportunities for solitude, primitive, and unconfined recreation. These
include Hoskins Lake with excellent cutthroat trout fisheries; Fish Lakes
Canyon and Vinal Creek with good fishing in three of the five Fish Lakes;
and the high mountain ridge around Mount Henry, extending south fo the
vicinity of Boulder Mountain. The high ridge from Mount Henry Lookout
and the southern ridge have a very pleasing subalpine setting and afford
an excel lent view.

The remaining acres in the study area offer limited opportunities for
recreation and are situated in a rolling, heavily timbered environment.

Estimates of recreation use in the area are:

Recreation Use

Type of Use Present Use Potential Use
Dispersed-motorized 100 RVD 's 100 RYD's
Dispersed-nonmotorized 1,100 RVD's 1,300 RVD!'s
(includes fishing and
hunting)

Refer to the Recreation Resource map for the locations of use patterns.

12/ Forest Service, East Fork Yaak, South Fork Yaak, West Kootenai,
and Big Creek Unit Plans: Final Environmental Impact Statements.
USDA-Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, 1973-1976.
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Timber Potential 13/
MOUNT HENRY

1SSUE

What is the timber potential of the area and where is timber management
most appropriate?

SITUATION

Of the 23,450 acres in the Mount Henry study area, 19,419 acres are
classified as commercial forest land while 4,031 acres are noncommercial
forest lande.

Under the four unit plans the Mount Henry area was allocated to various
usess Of those acres designated suitable for timber production, 14,064
were al located for timber harvest. There are 9,569 acres of mature and
3,622 acres of immature sawtimber stands. Total standing sawtimber
volume is 246,170 MBF. The estimated annual potential yield is 2.9 MMBF
(million board feet).

The site productivity of 75 cubic feet per acre per year is about
average for the Kootenal National Forest, but above average when com~
pared to other forested lands in Montana.

Timber harvest activities have been numerous in the last 20 years in
immediately adjacent areas. The study area contains some of the most
productive tTimber growing sites in the Yaak River Valley, and conven-
tional harvesting ability is generally high. Two timber sales within
the study area, North Vinal and Turner Creek (25,060 MBF total volume),
were halted with passage of the Montana Wilderness Study Act.

Refer to the Timber Resource map and the Economic Analysis section for
the results and procedures used to determine the economically efficient
areas. The following chart shows the acres within the economic analysis
units by productivity classes. No attempt was made to show land produc-
Tivity outside the analysis units.

13/ Forest Service, East Fork Yaak, South Fork Yaak, West Kootenal,
and Big Creek Unit Plans: Final Environmental Impact Statements,
1973-1976,
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Acres by Timber Productivity Class
Within Each Economic Analysis Unit
Mount Henry

Total Productivity Class®
Economic Acres 4 5 6
Analysis Scheduled 85-119 50-85 20-49
Unit for cuefte/ cuefte/ cuofte/
(EAU) Harvest ace/yre ace/yre ace/yre
1 3,025 1,644 1,381
2 4,138 2,608 1,530
3 1,872 1,256 616
4 499 33 466
5 3,783 1,579 2,204
6 1,275 1,183 92
Total 14,592 8,303 6,289

* Timber productivity classes range from 1-very high, to 6-low
productivity.



Issues/Mount Henry 19

Wilderness Suitabillty 14/
MOUNT HEARY

1SSUE

What are the wilderness attributes of the study lands and to what extent
are they suitable for wilderness?

SITUATION

The study area varies from steep, rocky cliffs near Fish Lakes and Mount
Henry to generally rolling topography with less than 40 percent slopes
over much of the area. An almost continuous forest cover, with lodgepole
pine the dominant tree species, blankets the land.

Under the four unit plans, the area was rated for dispersed recreation
suitablility. Very high sultabllity for wilderness is found in the imme-
diate vicinity of Mount Henry along the Vinal Creek Trail (including Fish
Lakes) and in the area of Hoskins Lake--about 3,500 acres in all.
Suitabilities were defermined by ratings for solitude, uniqueness of
natural beauty, and varlety of unconfined recreational opportunities.

During the RARE |l study, the 28-point Wilderness Attribute Rating System
(WARS) was used. This system evaluated natural integrity, apparent
naturalness, solitude opportunity, and primitive recreation opportunity.
Mount Henry received a rating of 19 under this system. This rating
reflects the general lack of opportunities for solitude because of roads
and timber clearcut areas adjoining the Mount Henry area. For a more
detailed discussion of WARS, see the Wilderness Qual ity section.

A constructed road exists on the south side of the Vinal Creek drainage
along with five various-sized clearcuts within the study boundary. A
constructed road and two clearcuts |ie on the south side of Bunker Hill
Creek while a large clearcut and road |le at the head of Solo Joe Creek,
both within the study boundary. A constructed road and clearcut intrude
into the area along the Hudson Creek dralnage, and various large clear-
cuts Intrude on the area's eastern boundary. A clearcut and constructed
road |ie within the boundary just west of Boulder Mountaln. Two clear-
cuts cross Info the area at the headwaters of the North Fork of Big
Creek. A constructed road and four clearcuts lie in the Yodkin and
Turner Creek dralnages which are within the study area boundary.

Refer to the Wilderness Sultability map for the location and types of
incompatible uses.

14/ Forest Service, RARE Il Wilderness Attribute Rating System—-A
User's Manual. USDA-Forest Service, Wilderness Attribute Rating System
Task Force, 1977,
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Wildlife and Habitat 15/
MOUNT HENRY

1SSUE

What are the principal game, nongame, and threatened and endangered spe-
cles and what are the opportunities for habitat improvement?

SITUATION

The Mount Henry study area 1s generally heavily forested with mature
timber broken only by open ridges and steep slopes. The timber stands
provide habitat for goshawks, pileated woodpeckers, barred owls, and
numerous songbirds such as warblers, vireos, and kinglets.

Game Specles

Use by big game species such as deer, elk, moose, and black bear Is pri-
marily restricted to late spring, summer, and fall. Approximately 1,400
acres are suitable for big game winter range, mostly located in lower
Vinal Creek and the Hoskins Lake arease.

Nongame Species

Small mammals, such as tree squirrels, snowshoe hares, weasels, and mar-
ten are common to timbered areas. In addition, larger and more mobile
mammals such as coyotes, llon, bobcat, and lynx are also present.

Because of its undeveloped nature, the area may afford habitat for
wolverines. In general, the area supports a healthy wildllfe community
but ranks only moderate in terms of species dlversity when compared with
other areas on the Forest.

Threatened and Endangered Species

While no essential grizzly bear or wolf habitat has been delineated In
the area, their occasional presence would not be unusual due to their
mobility and the proximity of other, more heavily used habitatss.

Habitat Improvement

Opportunities to improve habitat are very limited because of the nature
and season of wildlife use. Opportunities for big game winter range

15/ Forest Service, East Fork Yaak, South Fork Yaak, West Kootenai,
and Big Creek Unit Plans: Final Environmental !Impact Statements,
1973-1976.
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improvement by burning or cutting are limited to small areas in the Vinal
Creek and Hoskins Lake areas, approximately 350 acres. Timber cover Is
Important on these winter ranges because of use by moose and whitetail
deer, so opportunities for developing or Improving openings are limited.
Due to the value of sollitude on summer ranges and the fact that forage
development is not often a problem, blg game summer ranges offer |ittie

opportunity for Improvement.

The access required to reach areas suitable for habitat improvement to
convert vegetation would probably outweigh the benefits accrued. The
existing mature and old growth timber stands will provide the habitat for
related wildlife species without any direct management. Allowing a
limited amount of wildfire in the area to effect habitat changes would be
a potential management technique.

Refer to the Wildlife Resource map for the location of the key wildlife
rangese.
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Area Description

TAYLOR-HILGARD

This area of about 389,424 acres (84 percent Federal) is located in
south=-central Montana. It borders the northwest corner of Yellowstone
National Park and includes practically all of the Madison Range. The
center of the area is about 40 alr miles southwest of Bozeman and 20 air
miles east of Virginia City in Gallatin and Madison Counties respec-
tively. Some 99,000 acres of undeveloped lands contiguous to the study
boundary were lidentified in RARE || for further planning and will be
evaluated for wilderness as a part of this study. In addition, two
administratively endorsed wilderness proposals and a primitive area are
contiguous to the study boundary. These are: an 11,600-acre portion of
Yel lowstone National rark endorsed for wilderness, the proposed 653,000~
acre Spanish Peaks Wilderness, and the 4,015-acre Bear Trap Primitive
Area administered by the Bureau of Land Management.

Highways and development adjacent to the Madison and Gallatin Rivers
separate this area from another MWSA area, the Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo
Horn lying Jjust east of the Gallatin River, and the administratively
endorsed Lionhead Wilderness immediately south of the Madison River.

The study area, including additions, is about 55 miles long and 4 to 24
miles wide. Bordering the center of the study area on the east is the
Big Sky Resort. Here, roads and ski area developments extend to the top
of the Madison Range for about 5 miles, and one road crosses the range
and extends down the Jack Creek dralinage about 1.5 miles. A checkerboard
ownership pattern of Burlington Northern and National Forest lands is
characteristic of most of the northern two-thirds of the study area.

This accounts for most of the 62,000 acres of non-National Forest lande.

The study area includes five components studied in RARE Il and referred
to as areas E1-549, J1-549, N1-549, R1-549, and S1-549. These areas were
classified for "further planning" as a result of the RARE Il process.

In addition, five parcels of Bureau of Land Management land, totaling
1,509 acres, are Included in the study.

Topography Is highly varlables Glaciated relief is characteristic of the
western two-thirds with high jagged peaks, U-shaped valleys, and many
cirque basins. A more subdued and moderately rolling landscape charac-
Terizes the remaining area. Elevations range from 6,000 to over 11,000
feet,

The crest of the Madison Range dominates the study area with numerous
peaks rising to about 11,000 feet. Some of the prominent landmarks along
the range include Lone Mountain, the Helmet, Sphinx Mountain, Koch Peak,
and Hilgard Peake.
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Taylor—Hilgard area looking east
towards Lone Mountain. Jack Creek
drainage and Endorsed Spanish Peaks
Wilderness in the left background.
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Skyline Ridge, bordering Yellowstone National Park, dominates the eastern
portion of the study area. Elevations here are somewhat lower, up to
10,000 feet, and topography is much less rugged than the Madison Range.
Prominent landmarks include Monument and Snowslide Mountains and White
Peak, all about 10,000 feet in elevation.

Approximately 70 cirque lakes lle near the crest of the Madlson Range.
Most are in the southern portion near Hilgard Peak. Major streams drain-
ing the area are Teepee and Bacon Rind Creeks, flowing east into
Yellowstone National Park; Jack, Cedar, Bear, Indian, Wolf, Moose, Squaw,
Papoose, Beaver, and Cabin Creeks flowing south and west into the Madison
River; Sage, Taylor, and Buck Creeks and the South Fork of the Gallatin
River flowing east into the Gallatin River; and the extreme headwaters of
numerous other drainages.

Wildlife and fish are abundant and diverse. The southern portion of the
study area contains some grizzly bear habitat. Lower elevations near the
study boundary along the Gallatin and Madison Rivers are important win-
tering habitat for elk, moose, deer, and bighorn sheep.

Vegetation consists of sagebrush, grasslands, and scattered trees at
lower elevations. As elevation increases, |lodgepole pine becomes
dominant. Mountain meadows and open parkland are common at the higher
elevations. The southern two-thirds of the study area near the crest of
the Madison Range is dominated by exposed bedrock, sparse tree cover, and
brush and grasses where soils have developed.

Uses that detract significantly from the area's naturalness are minimal
and primarily concentrated along the periphery. These include about 15
miles of road on National Forest land, 6 miles on private land, and
another 14 miles of primitive roade Most of the mileage is on the
Gallatin River side.

Productive forest land is generally found at midslope above the sparsely
forested winter range. The largest concentration is 1n the northern two-
thirds of the study area and for the most part is coincident with the
checkerboard ownership pattern. An exception to this is a relatively
large block of productive forest land in the southeast portion of the
study area bordering Hebgen Lake and Yellowstone National Park.

Productive forested lands of all ownerships account for about 30 percent
of the fotal study acreage. Mountain pine beetle activity in lodgepole
pine is an ever-growing problem with major Infestations in Jack Creek,
the nelighboring Spanish Peaks Wilderness proposal, Buck and Tepee Creeks
in the southeastern portion bordering Yellowstone National Park.



Issues/Taylor-Hilgard 25

Major attractions are numerous lakes and peaks, the Madison Range crest,
abundant and diverse wildlife, varied geology, and a wide variety of
recreation opportunitiess These include mountalineering, fishing, rock
hounding, big game hunting, snowmobiling, and ski tfouring. The Big Sky
snowmobile trail is a favorite. It bisects the southeastern portion of
the area running from Taylor Creek south to Tepee Creek and leaves the
study area near Hebgen Lake.

The study area is part of the Overthrust Belt, which may contain substan-
tial oil and gas reserves. Oll and gas lease applications have been
received for much of the area.
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Access and Road Status
TAYLOR-HILGARD

| SSUE

What type, condition, and amount of road or trail access does the area
contain and what Is the need for roaded forms of access?

SITUATION

Public road access to the study area is afforded at a variety of points
around its periphery. Generally good access is provided on the Gallatin
Forest side. Potentlial road access to the Beaverhead Forest portion is
| imited because of the lack of rights-of-way across private lands to the
Forest boundary.

A reasonably good system of foot, horse, snowmobile, and motorbike trails
is provided within the study area. Motorbike use is restricted to dry
periods so that resource damage and erosion are prevented on Gallatin
National Forest trails; these same restrictions aren't presently applied
on the Beaverhead Nationa! Forest portion. An increasing number of road
access requests across National Forest lands to harvest timber from pri=-
vately owned lands are being submitted to the Forest Service for
considerations

The Jack Creek portion of the study area has been the subject of contro-
versy regarding development of the roadless area. The ownership pattern
is checkerboard, with Burlington Northern owning about 94 percent of the
private land, and the remainder owned by other small landowners.

On August 2, 1978, Burlington Northern made application to the Forest
Service for access across National Forest lands in the Upper Jack Creek
area. On September 19, 1979, the Forest Service denied this request,
indicating that Burlington Northern had adequate opporfunity to reach its
lands without crossing National Forest lands.

Bur lington Northern has constructed 1.5 miles of road on their own land
to harvest the beetle-infested timber on its holdings in the Jack Creek
drainagee This road enters the study area in the vicinity of Ulerys
Lakes from the Jack Creek-West Fork Road and terminates about three-
fourths of a mile north of Ulerys Lakes. About 1 mile of the road lies
inside the study area.

On May 6, 1979, Burlington Northern made application to the Forest
Service for a road easement in lower Jack Creek. The application was for
a 2,9 mile road in the Hammond Creek area which was approved on June 19,
1980. The portion of the road on National Forest land does not penetrate
the study area; however, it does as it crosses the Burlington Northern
section of land.
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On February 7, 1980, Burlington Northern made application for two road
easements involving about 6 miles on National Forest land in the West
Fork Jack Creek. Action is pending on this application.

The "further planning" status of the Jack Creek drainage precludes Forest
Service activities which might impair the wilderness character. Access
across National Forest land to private lands may be granted if the access
doesn't cause unacceptable damage to the Forest land. Burlington
Northern envisions a transportation system to serve its lands within the
Jack Creek drainages. A road permit has been requested by them to facili-
tate the overall long-term management of these private lands. The
request and need by Burlington Northern has been made more Immediate by
the amount of pine beetle infestation in this area and the resulting
desire to salvage the dead and dying timber.

On April 30, 1979, the Gallatin National! Forest Supervisor issued a spe-
cial use road permit to Burlington Northern Inc. (BN) for construction of
an access road across National Forest lands to intermingled BN lands In
the Buck Creek-Yellow Miles area. 16/ This road falls within areas iden-
tified for wilderness study according to the Montana Wiliderness Study Act
of 1977, The Gallatin Forest Supervisor's decision was appealed to the
Regional Forester and the Chief by the Montana Wilderness Association et
als The appeal was denied by the Chief of the Forest Service on

April 17, 1979,

The Montana Wilderness Assoclation et al. then filed suit in Federal
District Court in Butte, Montana, to halt construction of the roads.

Their complaint basically contends that the granting of access by the
Forest Service to infermingled private land is discretionary, rather than
mandatory. After review, the Department of Justice requested the Chief
of the Forest Service to suspend the special use permit pending further
review of legal aspects, and receipt of an Attorney General's opinion on
the question of access.

The special use permit was suspended by the Chief on August 31, 1979, On
November 29, 1979, Burlington Northern Inc. filed a complaint against the
United States alleging that the original United States land grants to
BN's predecessor, Northern Pacific Railway Company, created an easement
by necessity in favor of the lands granted, and that the United States
may not deny access or fail to designate a reasonable access route.

There has been no action fo date on either suit. On June 23, 1980, the
U. S. Attorney General issued an opinion in which he addressed several
Issues concerning access rights.

Briefly, he concluded:
16/ Forest Service, Buck Creek and Yellow Mule Special Use Road

Permit: Final Environmental Statement. USDA-Forest Service, Gallatin
National Forest, 1977.
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1. The Organic Act of 1897 only grants a right of access to actual
settlers.

2. The common law doctrine of easement by necessity does not apply
to Federal ly-owned lands.

3. A right of access may be implied from the terms of a Federal
land grant. Although Congress did not explicitly grant a right of access
to the lands, such right of access may exist fo the extent it is
necessary to carry out the purpose of the congressional grants

4. The Wilderness Act of 1964 did not modify any existing right of
access whether that right exists by virtue of an implicit or expressed
congressional grante.

5e The Wilderness Act requires that "adequate access" be given to a
private or State landowner of property within the Wilderness Preservation
System or the owner be offered to exchange the privately-owned lands for
Federal lands. The Secretary of Agriculture (Forest Service) makes the
determination whether to grant "adequate access" or offer a land
exchange.

6. Rights-of-way, pursuant fo the Federal Land Management Policy
Act (FLPMA), have not changed.

On July 14, 1980, the Office of General Counsel of the Department of
Agriculture issued an opinion applying to item 3 above. The General
Counsel stated:

The legislative history of the grant statue and the
more general history of the times demonstrate that
Congress assigned enormous importance to the
constrution of the transcontinental railroad, and
that its generous grants of lands to the railroad
companies were made with the clear expectation that
the lands would be used for commerical purposes.
Such use depended, then as now, on adequate access
across surrounding federal lands. We, therefore,
conclude that Burlington Northern has a right of
reasonable access to its lands implicit in the ori-
ginal statutory grant by Congress to the Northern
Pacific Railroad in 1864, Although this access may
be requlated by the Secreatary in order to minimize
any adverse impact on the national forest, it can-
not be totally denied.

Burlington Northern's right of access to lands ori-
ginally granted to the Northern Pacific Railroad is
not modified by any subsequent act of Congress,

including the Montana Wilderness Study Act of 1977,

Burlington Northern's Buck Creek-Yellow Mules road permit was reinstated
on July 30, 1980,
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Existing Wilderness or Proposed Wilderness 17/

TAYLOR-HILGARD

1SSUE

What other Federal

lands are classified or proposed as wilderness or are

under study as wilderness in the surrounding area and to what extent
should they Influence the classification of the study lands?

SITUATION

The Taylor-Hilgard study area Is contiguous or near to a number of pres-
antly classified or administratively endorsed wildernesses.
ing map depicts their location.

Below 1s an acreage summary of the areas which are identified

The follow=-

on the map.

Area
ldenti-
fication Name of Area Agency Acres Status
A Absaroka=-Beartooth Forest Service 920,377 Wilderness
High Lakes Addition Forest Service 41,800 Adm. Endorsed
Yel lowstone 4 Nat'| Park Service 87,237 *
Yel lowstone 5 Nat'| Park Service 50,140 *
TOTAL 1,099, 554
B Spanish Peaks Forest Service 63,000 Adm. Endorsed
c Lionhead Forest Service 22,400 Adm. Endorsed
D Red Rock Lakes Fish & Wildlife Ser. 32,350 Wilderness
E North Absaroka Forest Service 351,104 Wilderness
Yel lowstone 6 Nat'| Park Service 418,753 ¥
RARE Il Additions Forest Service 24,510 Adm. Endorsed
TOTAL 912, 117

* Wilderness recommendation from the Department of the Interior to the

President.

17/ Forest Service, RARE Il Draft Environmental Statement and Montana

Supplement, 1978; Forest Service, RARE || Final Environmental Statement,
1979; Land Areas of the National Forest System as of September 30, 1979;
Bureau of Land Management, Beartrap Canyon Draft Wilderness Suitability
Report and Environmental Impact Statement. USDI-BWM, 1980; and Forest

Service, Consultations and Coordination with the Bureau of Land Management,
1980,
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Area
Identi-
fication Name of Area Agency Acres Status
F Washakie Forest Service 686,584 Wilderness
Teton Forest Service 557,312 Wilderness
Yellowstone 10 Nat'!l Park Service 406,374 *
RARE Il Additions Forest Service 72,200 Adm. Endorsed
TOTAL 1,723,017
G Yel lowstone 1 Nat'| Park Service 11,640 *
Yel lowstone 2 Nat'!| Park Service 316,876 *
Yel lowstone 3 Nat'l Park Service 122,019 *
Yel lowstone 7 Nat'| Park Service 182,100 *
Yel lowstone 8 Nat'!| Park Service 419,582 *
Yel lowstone 9 Nat'! Park Service 7,500 *
TOTAL 1,059,717
H Jedediah Smith Forest Service 124,000 Adm. Endorsed
Grand Teton NP Nat'l Park Service 115,807 Adme Endorsed
TOTAL 239,807
| Gros Ventre Forest Service 280,000 Adm. Endorsed
J Bridger Forest Service 392,160 Wilderness
Fitzpatrick Forest Service 191,103 Wilderness
Popo Agie Forest Service 124,000 Adm. Endorsed
RARE Il Additions  Forest Service 182,000 Adm. Endorsed
TOTAL 889, 263

* Wilderness recommendation from the Department of the Interior to the President.
GRAND TOTAL

Wilderness 3,130,989
Adm. Endorsed Wilderness 3,071,938
TOTAL 6,202,927

Forest Service 4,032,550
National Park Service 2,138,027
Fish & Wildlife Service 32,350

TOTAL 6,202,927

In addition, there are 108,000 acres of National Forest land and 52,000
acres of Bureau of Land Management land in the immediate vicinity which
are under study. Of the BWM land under study, 4,015 acres in the

Bear Trap Canyon Primitive Area is contiguous to the Taylor-Hilgard R1-549
and J1-549 areas for about 4 miles along the National Forest boundary.

The Montana Wilderness Study Act interdisciplinary fteam has coordinated
with the BM in the study of Bear Trap Canyon and their Infensive
Inventoried Roadless Area, No. 079 (five units, 1,509 acres) contiguous
to areas J1-549 and $1-549,
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Fuel -and Energy Opportunities 18/
TAYLOR-HILGARD

1SSUE

What is the present use, location, and opportunities for cutting house-
hold firewood; and what other energy needs, such as energy transmission
corrldors, should be considered?

SITUATION

The potential for cutting household fuelwood in this area is goode How-
ever, there Is little use presently because of the lack of access. There
Is a large amount of dead timber as a result of recent insect infesta-
tions and considerable demand in the area for this fuel. Although much
of the area is some distance from the large population centers, people
could be expected to cut fuelwood if public road access was provided.
Residents of the surrounding areas probably would constitute a market for
commercial fuelwood operationse.

Potential electrical transmission corridors have been studied or Iden-
tified in separate studies by the Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation and the Bonneville Power Administration of the
Department of Energy. The State study evaluated the Montana Power
Company proposal for a southwest Montana 161 kilovolt electrical
transmission system and the Montana Board of Natural Resources selected a
route from Big Sky Ski Resort to Ennis via Jack Creek.

Approval was granted with Issuance of a certificate of environmental com-
patability and public need in 1977, under the Montana Major Facility
Siting Act of 1975, The Forest Service has not acted upon the applica-
tion from Montana Power Company for a fransmission line through Jack
Creek to Big Sky since the Montana Wilderness Act study of the
Taylor-Hilgard area is underwaye.

18/ Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Final
Environmental Impact Statement: Proposed Montana Power Company Clyde
Park = Dillon 161 Kilovolt and 69 Kilovolt Transmission Lines. Montana
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Energy Planning
Division, 1976; Bonneville Power Administration, Pacific Northwest Long
Range East-West Energy Corridor Study, Phase | Draft Report. Bonneville
Power Administration, 1977; and State of Montana Board of Natural
Resources and Conservation, Certificate of Environmental Compatability
and Public Needs Montana DNRC, 1977.



Issues/Taylor-Hilgard 33

In 1977, the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) studied potential
electrical transmisslon corridors from Montana and Wyoming coalflelds fo
the Pacific Northwest load centers. This study identified the Big
Sky=Jack Creek corridor as feasible, from an engineering standpoint, for
future electrical transmission. The BPA identified a second potential
corridor from the Gallatin River up the Taylor Fork and down Indian Creek
to the Madison River.

There Is much interest nationally in developing new energy sources. The
Department of Energy has programs which encourage development of l|ow-head
hydroelectric sites and wind generation. The Madison River Canyon which
forms the southern study area boundary is known locally for strong, con-
slstent winds,

On the southern boundary of the area is a powersite reservation 19/ of
2,204.9 acres near Earthquake Lake on the Madlson River. The lands were
withdrawn as a powersite reserve in April 19, 1912, The withdrawal was
made under the Pickett Act of June 25, 1910, as amended by the act of
August 24, 1912, which authorized the President fo withdraw public lands
and reserve the same for waterpower sites.

The withdrawal document, Power Site Reserve No. 184, withdrew all unsur-
veyad lands lying within 1 mile of the Madison River. Interpretation
Order No. 14, dated April 22, 1922, described the lands to conform with
the survey of the General Land Offices Public Land Order 2201, dated
September 14, 1960, revoked a portion of the original withdrawal. No
power development has been constructed on the reserves.

Another power project withdrawal along the Madison River in Section 4,
T4S, RIE was withdrawn on November 23, 1956, under the Federal Power Act
of 1920, There have been no developments on this 178.47-acre area.

Power withdrawals are open to location and entry under the mining laws
subject to the provisions of the Mining Claims Rights Restoration Act of
August 11, 1955, If It is determined that values for National Forest
purposes exceed those for the withdrawn purposes, or will not Injure or
destroy powersite withdrawal values, the withdrawal can be rescinded by
administrative action.

Refer to the Fuel and Energy Map for location of potential energy

transmission corridors and the powersite withdrawal.

19/ Forest Service, Land Status Records. USDA-Forest Service,
Northern Reglon Recreation and Lands, 1980.



34 |ssues/Taylor-Hilgard

Grazing Potential 20/
TAYLOR=-H | LGARD

| SSUE

What is the present range use of the area and what is the potential for
that use?

SITUATION

The Taylor-Hilgard area presently supports livestock grazing for some
2,300 catfle, 250 horses, and 980 sheep during the summer grazing season.
Present use fotals 11,428 animal unit months (AUM's). A slight increase
to 12,059 AM!'s could be achieved by more intensive range management,
including additional fence and water development,

In order to manage the animals presently permitted to graze in the study
area, some 46 miles of range fence and several water developments have
been constructed by the Forest Service and permittee ranchers. Also, two
riders' cabins have been constructed by the ranchers.

There is an additional potential grazing capacity of about 2,300 AUM's on
eight established allotments which were closed in the 1960's due to range
deterioration. These areas contain suitable livestock range, and could
be used with proper management. Areas not included in established al lot-
ments also have potential for additional livestock grazing. These are
Albino Lake Area, Stide Creek, and Tepee Creek, with an estimated capa-
city of 2,400 AM's,

Within the study area are 22 cattle allotments, 3 horse allotments, and 1
sheep al lotment. The cattle allotments are located on Trall Creek, Jack
Creek, Cedar Creek, Shell Creek, Tolman Creek, Indian Creek, Bear Creek,
Beartrap Creek, Cherry Creek, Spanish Creek, Twin Creek, Beaver
Creek-Onsel Falls, Cinnamon Creek, Cache Creek, Eldridge Creek, Taylor
Fork, Wapiti Creek, Sage Creek, Sun Ranch, and Trout Creek.

The administratively closed allotments are located on South Fork Cherry
Creek, Muddy Basin, Bride Creek, Carrot Basin, Cub Creek, Cabin Creek,
Kirkwood Creek, Red Canyon, and Bear Creek.

Refer to the Range Resource map for the location of livestock grazing

allotments.

20/ Forest Service, Hebgen Lake Unit Plan: Final Environmental
Statement. USDA-Forest Service, Gallatin National Forest, 1975.
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Landownership Patterns
TAYLOR-H I LGARD

I SSUE

What is the present landownership pattern, current access and use, and
what is the opportunity for acquisition or to manage potential wilderness
with inholdings?

SITUATION

As shown on the resource maps of the area, there is considerable private
land within the study area. Of the total 389,424 acres, 62,073 (16
percent) is other than Federal ownership. The private lands are in a
checkerboard ownership pattern with public landss This pattern is a
result of railroad land grants made prior to the establishment of the
National Forest System. The heaviest concentrations of private lands are
in areas J1-549, Jack Creek, and N1-549, Indian, Buck, and Cedar Creeks.

A checkerboard landownership pattern of intermingled private and public
lands is generally not compatible with present concepts of wilderness
management. Usually the private landowner, whether a large corporation
or a small owner, will desire, or in fact need, to utilize his land for
his own benefit, profit, or enjoyment in some manner that conflicts with
wilderness management.

Landownership adjustments have been made in the checkerboard areas of the
Taylor=Hilgard area through past land exchanges. Some Federal land where
the Big Sky Resort is located was exchanged to acquire private land in
the proposed Spanish Peaks Wilderness, within Yel lowstone National Park,
and in a checkerboard area in the Gallatin Range.

In 1975 Burlington Northern (BN) proposed a study of a series of land
exchanges aimed at trading all of its land within the Gallatin and
Beaverhead National Forests for National Forest lands intermingled with
its lands in western Montana. In January 1977 the Forest Service-
Northern Region decided that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was
necessary to deal with BN's proposal. Work on the EIS was suspended
November 22, 1978, to allow completion of a report to Congress pursuant
to Section 1301 of the National Parks and Recreation Act, Public Law
95-625,

The Secretary of Agriculture submitted a report to Congress regarding the
nature and extent of BN's proposal on February 22, 1979. In his lefter
to Congress which accompanied the report, Secretary Bergland directed the
Forest Service to abandon preparation of the EIS and conduct a land
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adjustment program in Montana in a normal manner utilizing appropriate
means, including purchases, donations, or small exchanges, on a case-by-
case basise.

The Reglon-wide landownership question is being addressed now in the
Northern Region's Plan. The Regional Plan and this environmental state-
ment are being done in concerte.

The Regional Plan is reviewing overall land adjustment policies within
the Region while this statement looks at the specific application of
these policies to the Taylor-Hilgard study area. The possibility of
purchasing large fracts of Burlington Northern lands for inclusion in the
National Forest System seems remote at this time. The company plans fo
manage its lands for resource outputs and is not willing fo sell its
holdings.

Bur | ington Northern has made applications to cross adjacent National
Forest System lands with roads in Jack Creek and Buck Creek in order to
manage their fimber resources. The discussion of the access question Is
also addressed in the Access and Road Status section.
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Mineral Potential 21/
TAYLOR=-H | LGARD

ISSUE

What is the hard rock, oil, and gas potential of the area and how should
the area be managed for that potential?

SITUATION

The U.Se Bureau of Mines has examined the National Forest portion of the
study area, except for R1-549. "Their report is in progress for the
remainder of the Taylor-Hilgard area, The USDI-Geological Survey has
examined area J1-549, but has not yet completed its mineral analysis of
the entire area.

Prospecting began In the 1880's, and two mining districts were organized
near the eastern boundary of the study area. These districts, the
Eldridge and Springhill, were centered on the Taylor Fork and West Fork
of the Gallatin River, respectively. Gold production from placers in
these areas amounted to less than 100 ounces. In 1916, the Gallatin
River between the Taylor Fork and the West Fork was examined for dredging
potentiale Gold content ranged from $0.18 to $2.25 per cublc yard, but
some of the gold was too finely divided fo be recovereds Mining was not
attempted. There have been no reports of mining activity since the
19301's,

A search for coal In the 1880's was encouraged by rallroad companies
seeking fuel supplies. Coal! was found in Mill Creek, Red Canyon, and
near the Cache Creek-Taylor Fork junction. The layers were thin and not
extensive. Production was |imited fto local heating uses, and interest in
the deposits waned by 1900. Coal-bearing lands were withdrawn from
mineral entry in 1903 but were made l|easable in 1920,

Rocks in the area include a thick sequence of shale, sandstone, and

| imestone lying over gneliss and schist. Subsequent folding, faulting,
and infrusion of igneous rocks provide a favorable environment for
copper deposits. Limited avallable Information suggests that little
copper actually accompanied the Intrusive rocks.

21/ Forest Service, Consultations with USDI-Geological Survey and
Bureau of Mines, 1980; Forest Service Instructions for the Use of
Minerals Information and for the Numerical Rating Indices, RARE II
Resource Analysis Process, 1978; and Forest Service, RARE Il Minerals
Data Base.
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Concern over the depletion of phosphate reserves in the Eastern United
States led to withdrawal of potential occurrences in 1917, including
lands in the study area. Phosphate and certain other nonmetals were made
leasable by the 1920 Minerals Leasing Act. Layers of phosphate rock are
noted in several locallties which are partly traceable for 27 miles in
the study area.

Phosphate-bearing horizons are found in thin-bedded chert and fossile
shale rockss The horizons are about 2 or 3 feet thick on the western
flanks but are thin or absent in the northern and eastern parts of the
study area. At Indian Creek, the phosphate-bearing horizons are about 6
feet thick. The phosphate generally occurs as two layers of brown or
black, loosely cemented aggregates of oolites, separated by low grade
phosphatic shales of 1 foot or mores

A fotal of 5.3 million tons of indicated and 6.1 million tons of inferred
submarginal resources is estimated for the traceable phosphate exposures.
An additional 70 million tons may be inferred between Shedhorn Mountain

and the Indian Creek exposure. Undiscovered resources are likely to
occur in the south southwestern parts of the study area, and would add
substantially to the resource.

Phosphate occurrences in the study area meet acid to furnace grade
specifications, but the thickness is less than typical mining widthse.
Limited tonnage, coupled with costs of mining, processing, access, and
transportation adversely affect profitable recovery in the foreseeable
future. Production, capacity, and known measured reserves are adequate
elsewhere in the western phosphate field and in the Eastern U.S.

About 2,205 acres of area S1-549 have been withdrawn from entry for non-
metal | i ferous minerals and are reserved for a powersite. Refer to the
Fuel and Energy Opportunities discussion In this section for more
complete information on powersite withdrawals.

Another 501,55 acres in Bear Trap Canyon, Section 4, T4S, RIE, was
withdrawn from all forms of mineral entry and leasing on June 1, 1971,
for the protection of public recreation values.

There are approximately 40,000 acres of Gallatin National Forest land and
23,000 acres of Beaverhead National Forest land under oil and gas lease
application in the study area. There are no oil and gas leases on the
five parcels of BLM lands This area lies near the Overthrust Belt which
has drawn much attention recently because of its oil and gas potential.
The high potential for oil and gas in the Taylor-Hilgard area is a result
of folded and faulted source and reservoir rocks, as well as its possible
relation to the Overthrust Belt.
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Motorized Vehicle Opportunities
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

I SSUE

What is the current type and amount of motorized vehicle use and what is
the potential for that use?

SITUATION

The area lacks developed and maintained roads; however, it is a popular
area for motorbike and snowmobide users. Tepee basin, Upper Sage Creek
basin, Carrot basin, Cabin Creek basin, Pika Mountain, and Buck Creek
ridge are all used heavily by snowmobiles. Two of the more popular
trails are machine groomed intermittently by the Montana Departmsant of
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. These trails are the Wapiti Creek Road to
Carrot basin and the lower part of the Buck Creek Ridge Trail. Most
snowmobile use--and all the groomed trails--are in the Gallatin River
dralnage portion of the study area. Snowmobile fravel is restricted fo
designated routes on certaln portions of the study area to prevent undue
disfurbance to game animals on winter range at critical times. These
restrictions are in Wapiti Creek, Slide Creek, Sage Creek, and Snowflake
Ridge.

Motorbike use has been resfricted in some areas. Motorbikes are not
allowed during wet seasons and in areas of fragile soil types on the

Gal latin Forest portion of the study area. The potential of both of
these motorized uses Is much higher than present use. To Increase motor-
blke use would require the construction of higher standard tfrails.

Closures and/or restrictions on motorized vehicles exist on areas, roads,
and trails generally located in Hammond Creek, Cedar Creek, Trail Fork of
Bear Creek, Cherry Creek, Alder Creek, Camp Creek, Falls Creek, South
Fork Spanish Creek, Spanish Peaks Primitive Area, Roaring Creek, North
Fork of Gallatin River, Cascade Creek, Tepee Creck-Albino Lake Area,
Waplti Area, and Cabin Creek. 22/ These restrictions may be modified as
conditions change, and are specified in current Forest travel plans.

Where four-wheel vehicles can gain access, such as lower Jack Creek, use
Is made of the area by those vehicles, where terrain and vegetation
permits Four-wheel vehicle travel is also permitted on an old oil-well
road located between Little Waplti Creek and Sage Creek from July 15 fo
August 31,

Total present motorized recreation use in the area is estimated to be
about 8,700 recreation visitor days per year. FPotential motorized
recreation use in the study area is estimated at about 18,600 recreation
visitor days per year. Most of the Increased potential would result from
Improved access and increased snowmobile use.

22/ Forest Service, Beaverhead Forest Travel Plan. USDA-Forest
Service, Beaverhead National Forest, 1979; and Forest Service, Gallatin
Forest Travel Plan. USDA-Forest Service, Gallatin National Forest, 1979,
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Protection from Fire and/or Insects and Disease
TAYLOR-HILGARD

1SSUE

What is the present condition and the potential for serious fire and/or
insect and disease infestation; what are the current protection measures,
and what measures are needed?

SITUATION

Records show infestations of mountain pine beetle in lodgepole and white-
bark pine stands have occurred as early as 1930 in the Gallatin River
drainage in North Fork of Spanish Creek, Swan-Squaw and Monument-
Lodgepole Creeks. Infestation persisted through 1940, The next reported
outbreak began in 1969 and is still in progress. Infestations usual |y
persist 10 years or until the old-growth, larger diameter, high risk
trees have been killed. Epidemic infestations usually occur at 20- to
30-year intervals.

Approximately 412,791 acres are infested within the Gallatin National
Forest and 119,360 acres within the Beaverhead National Forest. These
are gross acre figures which include commercial forest, noncommercial
forest, and nonforest land for both Federal! and non-Federal ownership.

The results of the mountain plne beetle survey 23/ on Taylor=Hilgard made
during the summer of 1979 are tabulated below:

Mountain Pine Beetle Infestation
Lodgepole Pine Type = Taylor=Hilgard

National % increase Non-Federal
Present infestation Forest land 1978 to 1979 land *
High risk 1,330 acres 1% - 300 acres
Moderate risk 24,455 acres 56% 2,458 acres
Low risk 11,991 acres 23% 1,414 acres
TOTAL 37,776 acres 4,172 acres
Potential infestation
High risk 360 acres Not available
Moderate risk 26,994 acres
Low risk 15,434 acres
TOTAL 42,788 acres

* Beaverhead NF
portion onlye

23/ Forest Service, Insect and Disease Considerations for the Montana
Wilderness Study Act, 1980,
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The infestation may decline in some areas; however, additional tree kill-
ing is expected to continue at least through 1982. The risk classifica=
tion of lodgepole pine stands to mountain pine beetie infestation Is
shown on the Timber Resource Mape.

There are no current protection measures being applied to control moun-
tain pine beetle. One strategy would be to accelerate the harvest of
high risk timber stands. This would also reduce the fire hazard and pro-
vide some economic benefits to the local economy.

The present potential for serlous fire, insect and disease infestation in
area S51-549 is considered low." The possible protection and control
measures indicated above are not considered necessary for S1-549 due to
the lack of dense timber.

The western portion of the Taylor-Hilgard unit, from Bear Creek to Quake
Lake, has in part become defoliated by spruce budworme. Infested stands
are at the lowest elevation and do not extend beyond 1 mile within the
western edge of the unit boundary. In 1978, a total of 11,168 acres were
defoliated by spruce budworm. The remaining porticon of the area is not a
problem because of its higher elevation.

Lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe occurs throughout the timber type and has
been present as long as the lodgepole. All sizes and age classes of
lodgepole are affected. Based on an Impact survey in 1978, dwarf mistle-
toe is causing an estimated loss of 7.6 cublic feet per acre per year.
Dwarf mistletoe is an important factor only where maximum timber produc-
tion is practiceds Impact on other multiple uses is either neuftral or
beneficial« Management strategies are to leave it as is, or reduce
Infection levels through silvicultural stand manipulations.

Large fires have been noted in the area from the earliest recorded
history. In 1881 a spectacular fire burned most of the Gallatin River
drainage and probably resulted in many of the present 100-year-old lodge-
pole pine stands.
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Recreation Potential 24/
TAYLOR-H | | GARD

ISSUE

What are the amount and kind of recreation opportunities the area pres-
ently supports or Is capable of supporting?

SITUATION

The undeveloped and generally unroaded nature of the area provides a wide
variety of dispersed recreation opportunities. The most popular activi-
ties include backpacking, hunting, fishing, horseback riding, cross-
country skiing, snowmobiling, and frailbiking.

Recreation use is considered below carrying capacity because the area is
relatively undiscovered. The contiguous wilderness, proposed
wildernesses, and primitive area receive larger numbers of visits because
they have been more publicized.

Elk hunting is popular in the area. Two large herds migrate Into the
area from Yellowstone Park during the late fall and winter. The area
also has a resident elk population. Deer, moose, bighorn sheep, and bear
are hunted to a lesser degree. Hiking, backpacking, and backcountry
camping are very popular recreation activities along most of the trails
and lakes. The area is essentially an unmodified, natural environment
that offers isolation from the sights and sounds of man, closeness tfo
nature, and challenging opportunities.

Fishing at high elevation lakes Is popular during the short, ice-free
summer perlod. Lake fishing is at or near capacity for a quality catche.
As future lake fishing increases, angler success will decrease.

Most of the streams inside the boundaries are too small fo maintain high
populations of catchable trout. However, they are spawning areas and do
provide high quality water to larger streams outside the study area.

Horseback riding Is popular in traveling to the more remote and higher
elevationss Several outfitters and guides serve the area, catering pri-
marily to recreatlionists from outside the local area. Increased use by
the general public is generating some conflicts with the established dude
ranch and outfitting operations. 25/

Cross-country skiers are finding the study area increasingly popular for
extended tourse.

24/ Forest Service, Hebgen Lake Unit Plan: Final Environmental
Statement, 1975,

25/ Montana State University, Impact of Large Recreational Develop-
ments Upon Semiprimitive Environments. MSU: Center for
Interdisciplinary Studies, 1973,
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Snowmobiling has become popular and is increasing. Marked and groomed
trails exist south of Taylor Creek to Cabin Creek in the E1-549 portion
of the Taylor-Hilgard. Open grasslands and ridgetops provide excellent
opportunities for the sport. These areas are |ocated around Flattop
Mountain in Carrot Basin and along Cabin Creek. Motorblke use Is popular
in the summer and is permitted on most roads and trails in the area.

Until otherwise extended or rescinded, closures and restrictions are
being applied to those portions of the unit receliving resource damage and
where necessary to minimize recreation conflicts. 26/ Closed yearlong fo
motorized vehicles are roads and trails in Cedar Creek and Trall Fork of
Bear Creek. Roads and trails in-Hammond Creek are closed to vehicles
over 40 inches wide,

Estimates of recreation use In the area are:

Recreation Use

Type of Use Present Use Potential Use
Dispersed-motorized 8,700 RVDs 18,600 RVDs
Dispersed=-nonmotorized 63,500 RVDs 128,700 RVYDs
(includes fishing and
hunting)

Refer to the Recreation Resource map for the location of the recreation
use areass

26/ Forest Service, Beaverhead Forest Travel Plan, 1979; and Forest
Service, Gallatin Forest Travel Plan, 1979.
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Timber Potential 27/

TAYLOR-HILGARD
| SSUE

What is the timber potential of the area, and where Is timber management
most appropriate?

SITUATION

The timber production potential of the Taylor-Hilgard study area Is
widely varied. The lower elevation moist sites have relatively high
timber management potential, whereas the dry rocky ridges and grasslands
have none. The National Forest land in the area contains 118,415 acres
of commercial forest land ranging in wood fiber growth potential from 28
to 56 cubic feet per acre per year. In addition, there are 46,205 acres
of non-National Forest land classified as commercial forest. Lands
classified as noncommercial forest and nonforested on all ownerships is
223,295 acrese.

Some of the area has had timber harvesting historically, mostly prior fo
1950, This timber was harvested primarily for rallroad ties, building
logs, posts, poles, local residents' firewood, or by small portable
sawmills operating onsite.

The Cherry Creek area (RARE Il component R1-549) contains the largest
relatively untouched stand of mature timber on the Gallatin National
Forest. This area also contains a large stand of green post- and pole-
size trees which are currently in demand. Selective cutting of posts and
poles could effectively accomplish the silvicultural thinaning need. The
mature timber Is heavily infested with mountain pine beetle and may be
lost unless harvesteds. A National Forest road extends 5 miles into the
area but there is no access across the adjoining private land.

Refer to the Timber Resource map and the Economic Analysis section for
the results and procedures used to determine the economically efficient
areas. The following chart shows the acres within the economic analysis
units by productivity classes. MNo attempt was made to show land produc-
tivity outside the analysis unitse

271/ Forest Service, Beaverhead Forest Land Management Plans: Final
Environmental Statement, 1978; Forest Service (in print), Gallatin Forest
Timber Management Plan. USDA-Forest Service, Gallatin National Forest;
and Forest Service, Hebgen Lake Unit Plan: Final Environmental
Statement, 1975,



Issues/Taylor-Hilgard 45

Acres by Timber Productivity Class
Within Each Economic Analysis Unit
Taylor-Hilgard, Beaverhead NF

Total Productivity Class*/

Economic Acres 4 5 6
Analysis Scheduled 85-119 50-85 20-49
Unit for cuefts/ cuefte/ cusfte/
(EAU) Harvest ace/Yre acs/yre ac./yre
1 304 0 180 124
2 4,140 0 3,100 1,040
3 1,813 0 1,247 566
4 3,116 o 2,500 616
Total 9,373 0 7,027 2,346

*/ Timber productivity classes range from 1-very high, to 6-low
productivitye.

Acres by Timber Productivity Class
Within Each Economic Analysis Unit
Taylor-Hilgard, Gallatin NF

Total Productivity Class*/
Economic Acres 4 5 6

Analyslis Schedul ed 85-119 50-85 20-49
Unit for cuefte/ cusfte/ cu.fts/
(EAU) Harvest ac«/yre ace/yre acs/yre
1 2,335 0 2,335 0

2 2,360 0 2,295 65

3 5,331 0 4,361 970

4 7,414 0 7,354 60

5 3,290 0 3,255 35

6 5,864 0 5,554 310

7 775 0 775 0

8 1,066 0 1,066 0

9 5,680 0 5,580 100

10 352 0 237 115

11 205 0 205 0

12 3,732 0 3,572 160

13 2,018 0 1,628 390

14 2,899 0 2,684 219

15 7,695 0 7,465 230

16 575 0 579 0

17 1,095 0 1,095 0

18 4,815 0 3,680 1,135

19 360 0 360 0

20 516 0 516 0

21 405 0 405 0
22 675 o 675 0
Total 58,665 0 54,880 3,785

* / Timber productivity classes range from 1-very high, to 6-low
productivitye.
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Watershed Management or Values

TAYLOR-H I LGARD

1SSUE

What are the present conditlon and uses of the area's watershed; what is
its relative sensitivity to development activities?

SITUATION

Since much of the study area !ies at the higher elevations, the water-
sheds are very important in producing large amounts of cold, clean water
to citizens downstream. Every acre within the study area produces from
0.6 to 3.0 acre-feet of water annually. (An acre-foot is equal to
326,000 gal lons.) This water supports vegetation and fisheries habitat,
as well as serving the needs of wildlife, domestic livestock, and pecople
within the study area boundary.

In both the Madison and Gallatin Valleys, this water 1s used for recrea-
tion, irrigation, municipal water supplies for about 40,000 people, and a
wide variety of businesses. Water draining from the area is used for the
generation of hydroelectric power at several powerplants downstream; the
closest Is the Madison Dam below Ennis Lake on the Madison River. There
are several thousand water rights claims to this water within Gallatin
and Madison Counties which should be allocated in State Water Court in
the next few years.

The study area Is not subject to flooding under normal climatic condi-
tions. Peak flows result from snowmelt in the spring (May-June) and are
typical ly much lower on a per-acre basis than valley streams. Minimum
flows usually occur in midwinter and some smaller streams freeze solid.
Lakes generally lie at the higher elevations, are generally low In pro-
duction of fishfood, and may remain frozen & months or more. They are
all quite small--under 100 acres.

Water quality has been measured at about 40 sites adjacent to the study
area and was found to vary over space and time. Best quality is found in
areas of granitic geology and the worst in areas of eroding soft sedimen-
tary rock, particularly during snowmelt runoff. Best water quality is
defined as low sediment concentrations and low dissolved mineral content
which is suitable for both the onsite and downstream water use. With
increasing human use of the area, the risk of bacterial and viral water
contamination and exposure to the contaminated water is also increasing.
Several cases of giardisis (severe diarrhea) in the Spanish Peaks area
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have been reported to local health authorities in recent years. However,
the Blue Ribbons Area-wide Planning Organization's monitoring in 1976-77
showed that Montana water quality standards for B-D1 streams are being
met in the MWSA areas of the Gallatin National Forest, at least for the
parameters tested.

The Blue Ribbons report 28/ also presented a map of sediment production sen-
sitivity ratings for the study area. This map shows that about 80 percent
of the area has high sensitivity to water pollution from development and

20 percent has low sensitivity, mostly In the area adjacent to the

Spanish Peaks and near Hebgen Lake. A later, more intensive survey 29/ shows
that the area contains about 25 percent high, 70 percent moderate, and

5 percent low sensitivity lands. The highly sensitive areas comprising

25 percent of the study area have unstable geologic and soil conditions.
Natural erosion In these areas causes several drainages to carry heavy
sediment loads during spring runoff.

There are seven existing snow course sites within the MWSA boundary.
These are at. Jack Creek, Taylor Fork, Sentinel Creek, Potomageton Park,
Carrot Basin, Bear Basin, and North Fork of West Fork Gallatin River.
The Taylor Fork and Carrot Basin snow courses include snow pillow
installation with a 10-foot pillow, a precipitation storage tank, and
4'X4" shelter. Water development includes several headgates for irriga-
tion ditches and the Cedar Lake, No Man Lake, and Albino Lake dams and
reservolirss,

28/ Blue Ribbons of the Big Sky Country Area-wide Planning
Organization, Final Report and Water Quality Management Plan. Big Sky
Country Area-wide Planning Organization. Bozeman, Montana, 1979.

29/ Forest Service, Nonpoint Pollution Survey of National Forest
Lands: Report to Montana Department of Health and Environmental
Sciences, Water Quality Bureau. USDA-Forest Service, Northern Reglon,
1977,



48 |ssues/Taylor-Hilgard

Wilderness Suitability 30/

TAYLOR-HILGARD

| SSUE

What are the wilderness attributes of the study lands and to what extent
are they sultable for wilderness?

SITUATION

The RARE 1| Wilderness Attribute Rating System (WARS) figures for the
study area vary from a low of 19 for the Jack Creek area to a high of 26
for the southern part. The highest possible WARS rating Is 28. Compared
with other wilderness study areas in the country, this area rates in the
upper half. The top 30 percent of WARS for the area scores are 22 or
higher. For a more detailed discussion of WARS, see the Wilderness
Quality section.

This rating indicates a fair representation of wilderness suitability for
the area. The large size of the area, its variety of landforms, its
unique geofogic features, its scenlc beauty, its abundance of large and
small animals, and its undeveloped character all contribute to its high
suitability for wilderness. The abundance of private lands (approxi-
mately 62,000 acres) with their potential for development could make some
of the area less suitable for wilderness unless the land is acquired by
the government.

Listed below are several structures and roads which may be incompatible
with wilderness values. Some of the structures may have historical
significance.

le Old wooden splash dams remaining from railroad tie operations at
the head of Taylor Creek and in Buck Creek.

2. The main Wapiti Creek road which separates about 1,500 acres
behind the Nine Quarter Circle Ranch from the rest of the area.

3. The Lightning Creek road extending one-half mile Into the area.

4, The Burlington Northern=Upper Jack Creek road extending 1.5
mitles Into J1-549,

5. Three small rock and earth dams and reservoirs at Cedar, No Man,
and Albino Lakes.

6. Clearcut logging on Burlington Northern land in sec. 35,
Te 8 Se, Re 3 Eo, and sece 3, Te 9 Se, Re 3 Ea, and the Taylor Fork-Buck
Creek road.

30/ Forest Service, RARE || Wilderness Attribute Rating System--A
User!'s Manual, 1977,
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7. The Cherry Creek road extending into R1-549 for 5.5 miles.

8. Six administrative site cabins and associated buildings, and the
Cinnamon Mountaln fire lookout tower.

9, Six Soil Conservatlon Service snow courses, two of which have
snow pillows and attendant structures located in Carrot Basin and Upper
Taylor Forks

10. Two Jeep tralls; one In Buck Creek and the other leading fo Pika
Mountaine

11+ An abandoned oil well in Carrot Basine.

12, A dude ranch cabin and the ruins of an old tie camp in Buck Creek.
13 An old mining claim cabin in sec. 34, Ts 9 S., Re 5 Es

14, A_Iine camp cabin in the Cowboy Heaven area of J1-549,

15. The Spanish Creek road extending about 2,000 feet into R1-549
and the Spanish Creek campgrounde.

16. The Karst Asbestos mine road which extends about one-quarter
mile into R1-549,

17 The Dudley Creek road which provides access to a summer home
lying about 1=1/%2 miles Inside R1-=549,

18, The North Fork road which parallels and lies inside R1-549 for
about 1 miles

19. The Left Fork Creek road extends one-quarter mile within N1=549
and continues to private timber harvest areas outside the boundary.

20. The Cache Creek road extends for about four-tenths mile within
N1-549 and continues to private timber harvest areas outside the
boundary.

21, The Papoose Creek road of 21/ miles and 1 mile of irrigation
ditch in S1-549,

Overall, the influence of adverse Impacts on natural integrity is medium,
with a high feasibility of correction except for the several roads
constructed with cuts and fills and metal culverts. The major part of
the area is apparently natural fo most visitors and offers a very high
opportunity for solitude and primitive recreation. As a result of these
attributes the overall suitabillity of the area, except for R1-549 and the
Gallatin portion of N1-549, is relatively high.

Refer to the Wilderness Sultability map for the locations and types of
Incompatible uses.
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Wildlife and Habitat
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

1SSUE

What are the principal game, nongame, and threatened and endangered spe-
cies and what are the opportunities for habitat improvement?

SITUATION

An abundance of wildlife 1s found in the study area, including the
grizzly bear and bald eagle protected by the Endangered Species Act of
1973, There are significant big game species and diverse populations of
nongame species in the area. Most of fthe larger streams and many of the
lakes contain trout.

Game Species

Major big game species in the area are elk, deer, moose, black bear,
mountain goat, bighorn sheep, and mountain llone In the upland game and
waterfow! categories are snowshoe hare, blue grouse, Canada goose,

mal lard, and golden eye. Furbearers Include marten, otter, mink, beaver,
coyote, bobcat, badger, raccoon, fox, lynx, and wolverine. Common trout
species are the ralnbow, cutthroat, golden, and brook frout.

The most hunted game species in the Taylor-Hilgard is elk. During the
summer and fall elk concentrate in the upper basins of Tepee Creek,
Cabin Creek, Wapiti Creek, Beaver Creek, and Taylor Fork. The upper
Gal latin migratory elk herd summers in Yellowstone National Park and
migrates to winter and calving areas in the study area. Management and
conservation of this herd is of national significance.

There is winter range for deer, elk, and bighorn sheep on the western
side of the Madison Range along the National Forest boundary. Moose
winter In most of the major stream bottoms. The high lakes of the
Hilgards are popular fisheries. These lakes generally don't sustain
trout populations and must be restocked.

Nongame Specles

A wide variety of mammals, blrds, amphibians, and reptiles, numbering
over 200 species, are not classified as game animals. Nongame species of
interest Include the golden eagle, sandhill crane, numerous shorebirds,
and cavity nesting species.
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Threatened and Endangered Species 31/

The grizzly bear and bald eagle are protected under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973. Both are found in the study area. Other species
classified under the Act aren't resident in the area.

Grizzlies, classified as "threatened," may be found in the southern por-
tion of the study area. Their status is "resident." Essential habitat
for the grizzly bear is shown on the Wildlife Resource map. Approxi-
mately 95,000 acres in the study area were proposed as essential habitat
in 1977,

Bald eagles, classified as "endangered," are winter residents in the
study area. They are found primarily along the Gallatin and Madison

Rivers and may be observed from the study area.

Habitat Improvement 32/

Habitat improvement in the study area may include modifying forest and
rangelands to favor diversity and maximum production of palatable
berries, grass, and flowering plants; improving manmade |ake facilities
and waterfowl habitat; protecting nest sites of species using specialized
habitats, such as sandhill cranes; and improving lake and stream fish-
eries. Areas which may have potential for big game habitat improvement
are Taylor Fork, Wapiti Creek, Albino Lake, and winter game ranges along
the eastern and northern boundaries of the study area. There are an
estimated 127,200 acres suitable for habitat improvement within the study
area.

Habitat improvement potential for the grizziy bear exists where forage
production can be increased without diminishing species cover require-
ments. Carrot Basin is such an area.

Refer to the Wildlife Resource map for the location of key ranges and
areas suitable for habitat Improvement.

31/ Fforest Service, Essential Habltat Proposal - Grizzly Bear.
USDA-Forest Service, Northern Reglon, 1978; Forest Service, Hebgen Lake
Unit Plan: Final Environmental Statement, 1975; Forest Service, Criteria
for Grizzly Bear Critical Habltat Identification: A State of the Art
Compendiume. USDA-Forest Service, Northern Reglion, 1975,

32/ Forest Service, A Program for Fish and Wildlife Habitat on the
National Forests in Montana. USDA-Forest Service, Northern Reglon, 1978.
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Area Description
WEST PIONEER

This study area is about 148,150 acres. All but 192 acres are National
Forest land. It is located about 40 air miles northwest of Dillon In
Beaverhead County, Montana.

Roads and development along the Wise River and Grasshopper Creek
general ly bisect the two relatively short East and West Pioneer Mountain
ranges. Approximately 94,000 acres of the East Pioneer Mountains was
recommended for wilderness classification in RARE i,

Topography is not highly variable in the West Pioneer area. The
landscape Is generally gently rolling and elevations vary from about
6,500 to 9,500 feet.

The crest of the West Pioneer range dominates the area with Odell, Shaw,
and Stine Mountains rising to about 9,500 feet. Approximately 10 cirque
|akes lie near the crest, and numerous wet meadows adjacent to stream
coursaes dot the landscape. Major streams draining the area are Steel,
Doolittle, Pattengail, Wyman and Warm Springs Creeks, and the extreme
headwaters of numerous others. These are tributaries of the Big Hole and
Wise Riverss

Major attractions include lakes, meadows, and crest of the mountain
range. Big game hunting is very popular. Extensive snowmobiling occurs
during the winter months.

Vegetation consisting of sagebrush and mountain grasslands covers about
20 percent of the study area near the boundary. Sedge-covered wet
meadows are in the high basins and adjacent to stream courses. Lodgepole
pine is the dominant tree species blanketing most of the remaining area
except for whitebark pine on high ridgetops.

Approximately 60 percent of the area is heavily forested with lodgepole
pines Although the mountain pine beetle population is currently endemic,
approximately three-fourths of the acreage Is considered highly suscep-
tible fo beetle infestations due to advanced age of the timber. Site
productivity on about half the total acreage Is average for the Region,
with remaining acreage below average.

Past and current minerals activity, particularly in the central portion,
suggest a high potential with a probable increase in exploration
activities.

Uses that detract significantly from the area's naturalness are con-
centrated at several polints along the periphery. These include all or
portions of four timber sale cutting units fotaling 413 acres with about
4.25 miles of associated access roads in Alder Creek, and about 4 miles
of primitive road in Pattengail and Odel!l| Creeks.
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West Pioneer area looking west up
Pattengail Creek.
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Access and Road Status

WEST PIONEER

ISSUE

What type, condition, and amount of road or trail access does the area
contain and what is the need for roaded forms of access?

SITUATION

Jeep trails provide access up Pattengail Creek to Cow Creek, up Lacy
Creek to Bobcat Creek, and up Wyman Creek to Odell Creek. The Lacy Creek
Trail is closed to four-wheel vehicles at Bobcat Creek. A jeep trail
goes to Jerked Prairie, a 158-acre private homestead managed for

| ivestock forage. A four-whee! road connects Steel Creek to Stewart
Meadows. Cross-country vehicle access is available on lower elevations
over a large portion of the area.

Trails extend west from the Wise River-Polaris Road #484 to the Big Hole
Basin and |ink up with roads from the west. The trails were designed for
light to medium foot and horse traffic. Present use, including trail
bikes and off-road vehicles, is causing localized erosion. This is
caused by a high perched water table, poor trail location, steep grades,
or a combination of these factors. This problem has been partially
remedied by road closures in the Forest travel plan. Localized heavy
trail maintenance, erosion control work, and reconstruction are needed if
present levels of use are retained.

Access to the area is provided by nearby State and Federal highways.
Roads and developments along the Wise River and Grasshopper Creek
general ly provide ready access to the eastern portion of the area. On
the remaining portions there Is public access on a few roads serving the
area, but most roads are controlled by private landowners. The main
Steel Creek Road and campground is a primary access point on the area's
west side.

Although a major network of trails provides entrance to the entire area,
additional road rights-of-way are needed to insure public access to the
area boundary on the west sides Primary and secondary road construction
would be necessary if intensive timber management was implemented.

About 4.25 miles of access road is associated with the Alder Creek Timber
Sales Also, a jeep trail leads to Homestead Entry Survey 447, but does
not traverse the wilderness study area.
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In December 1979, the Chief of the Forest Service designated the Ploneer
Loop Trail as a National Recreation Trail. This trail enters the West
Pioneer area in Section 16, T1S, R12W near Roundtop Mountain and traver-
ses the West Pioneer Divide. It terminates at the Lacy Creek Road at
Section 2, T35, R13W. The total length is 35 miles with 30 miles within
the study area. Refer to the Wilderness Suitability map for location of
the jeep trails, and the base map for permanent roads.

Refer to the Wilderness Suitability map for location of the jeep trails,
and the base map for permanent roads.
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Existing Wilderness or Proposed Wilderness 33/

WEST PIONEER

ISSUE

What other Federal lands are classified or proposed as wilderness or are
under study as wilderness in the surrounding area and to what extent
should they influence the classification of the study lands?

SITUATION
Several existing and proposed wildernesses lie in close proximity to the

study area. Below is an acreage summary of the areas which are iden-
tified on the following map.

Area
ldenti-
fication Name of Area Agency Acres Status
A Anaconda Pintler Forest Service 157,874 Wilderness
Additions to
Anaconda Pintler Forest Service 15,952 Admin. Endorsed
B Torrey Mountain
(RARE |1 01-008,
Es Pioneer) Forest Service 93,859 Admine. Endorsed
C Big Hole (RARE 11|
11-943) Forest Service 53,375 Admin. Endorsed

In addition, there are 276,000 acres of National Forest land in the
vicinity which is under wilderness study.

33/ Forest Service, RARE || Draft Environmental Statement and Montana
Supplement, 1978; Forest Service, RARE |l Final Environmental Statement,
1979; and Land Areas of the National Forest System as of September 30,
1979,
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Existing Wildernesses & Administratively
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Fuel and Energy Opportunities
WEST PIONEER

1SSUE

What is the present use, location, and opportunity for cutting household
firewood, and what other energy needs, such as energy fransmission
corridors, should be considered?

SITUATION

The cutting of household firewood within the area has been negligible
because access is lacking. The potential for cutting fuelwood is good.
There is a large amount of dead, down and standing timber from current
and past insect infestations. The area was swept by a mountain pine
beetle epidemic in the 1930's. Although much of the area is some
distance from large population centers, people would fravel to cut
fuelwood if public access were provided.

There is no expressed need to consider the area for an energy
transmission corridore

Grazing Potential
WEST PIONEER

ISSUE

What is the present range use of the area and what is the potential for
that use?

SITUATION

All or portions of 14 cattle allotments are within the study area.
Livestock grazing occurs primarlly on open grassland at lower elevations,
and wet meadows at higher elevations. Grazing use amounts to about 5,000
Animal Unit Months (AUM's) during the summer season with a slightly
higher potential with intensive management. A 158-acre private
homestead, located in Jerked Prairie, is waived to the Forest Service and
managed as a portion of the Jerked Prairie Livestock Allotment.

Livestock movement is limited by downfall in many overmature timber
stands. Range improvements to meet potential or sustain existing AWM's
could include fences for pasture management, water developments fo
improve distribution, undesirable plant control in selected areas, and
cultural practices such as sagebrush controle.

Refer to the Range Resource map for livestock allotment locations.
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Landownership Patterns
WEST PIONEER

I SSUE

wWhat is the present landownership pattern, current access and use, and
what is the opportunity for acquisition or to manage potential wilder-
ness with inholdings?

SITUATION

The present landownership pattern is a solid block of National Forest
land, except for the 158-acre homestead (Homestead Entry Survey 1017)
located in Jerked Prairie and 34 acres of a homestead (Homestead Entry
Survey 447) on Warm Springs Creek, both managed for |ivestock forage.
Jjeep road provides access to Jerked Prairies. This trall traverses
about three-fourths mile of the study area. Access to the 34 acres on
Warm Springs Creek does not enter the study area. The opportunity for
acquisition of these areas is probably not favorable.
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Mineral Potential 34/
WEST PIONEER

1SSUE

What is the hard rock, oil, and gas potential of the area and how should
the area be managed for that potential?

SITUATION

The mineral potential of the West Pioneer study area is high. The
regional setting with respect to mining districts and geologic features,
the local geology so far as it is known, the known mineral deposits, and
the mineral prospects being actively explored all show clearly that the
entire study area is favorable for the discovery of additional mineral
deposits. Figure 1 shows the location of mines, prospects, and claims in
the study area.

The study area is in a highly mineralized region. Many very productive
mining districts are associated with the Boulder, Tobacco Root, Pioneer,
and Philipsburg batholiths and with many smaller bodies of intrusive,
igneous rocks. Butte, Highland, Rochester, Silver Star, Sheridan,
Argenta, Bannack, Hecla, and Philipsburg Districts, all within 40 miles
of the study area, have each produced more than $2 million worth of
metals. These are mainly gold and silver, except for copper at Butte.
Lead, zinc, tungsten, and manganese have also been mined in large quan-
tities in the surrounding region. The locations of several nearby
tungsten deposits are shown on figure 1. After the discovery of the
large molybdenum deposit at Cannivan Gulch a few miles east of the study
area, other attractive prospects for molybdenum have been found in the
Pioneer Mountains and have been or are being investigated by mining
companies.

The geology of the study area is not well known, geologic features indi-
cate the area is favorable for the occurrence of gold, silver, tungsten,
molybdenum, copper, lead, and zinc. The potential for oil and gas pro-
duction is probably low. However, a test wel! southwest of Wisdom has
shown indications of oll and gas, and lies in a different geologic
setting.

The Pioneer batholith extends into the area, and several other bodies of
intrusive rock are known. The fungsten deposit at Calvert Hill is at the
boundary of one of these bodies, and analogous favorable relations are
expacted to be found within the area.

The study area is currently being actively explored for molybdenum
deposits. Two molybdenum prospects, Armor Creek (Odel| claims) and Stone
Creek (Cob claims) are currently active drilling programs. Other molyb-
denum prospects, such as Tim Creek, are present within and adjacent to

34/ Forest Service, Consultations with USDI-Geological Survey and
Bureau of Mines, 1980; Forest Service, Instructions for the Use of
Minerals Information and the Numerical Rating Indices, RARE || Resource
Analysis Process, 1978; and Forest Service, RARE || Minerals Data Base.
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the study area. Of the 290 active mining claims in the area, 255 are in
the Odell and Cob claim groups. The Armor Creek prospect involved Cyprus
Exploration Company and Molycorp (formerly Minerals Exploration Company).
Drilling began In 1972 and is continuing. The Stone Creek prospect was
staked by Bear Creek Mining Company in 1973 and restaked by Utah
International in 1978, Drilling by Utah International began in 1979 and
will continue in 1980.

Mining In the study area has been confined to small deposits of gold and
silver in veinse. An economic analysis of mineral resources was made to
estimate the inplace value of gold, silver, and molybdenum that may be
present in exploitable concentrations in the area.

Gold and Silver Resources

Four of the 11 vein deposits shown on figure 1 are believed to contain
resources of silver and gold that are potentially economic. These depos-
its are small, narrow veins in quartz monzonite or quartzite. This anal-
ysis was made using a price of silver at $30 per froy ounce and of gold
at $550 per troy ounce. Table 1 shows the number of ftons of ore that
each deposit contains estimated at a high (95 percent) and fow (5 per-
cent) probability. Also shown is the dollar value of ore in each proba-
bility category, assuming the ore would be shipped directly to a smelter
(approach 1) or concentrated near the mine before shipping (approach 2).

Mining of such deposits is typically underground by small-scale drifting
or cut and fill stopings The ore would probably have to be hand sorted.
The cost of mining and sorting is estimated to be about $200 per ton of
sorted ore. Average transportation charges to smelters at Anaconda or
East Helena, Montana, would be about $20 per fon. Charges for smelting
are figured by a complex formula according to composition and grade of
ore; an average charge would prob-ably be about $80 per fon. Thus, the
total cost of production (not including road construction) would be $300
per ton, and only ore that is worth more than $300 per ton could be
profitably mineds The grade of ore necessary to achieve this return can
be calculated by using the $300 cost of production and the payment for-
mulas used by the smelters as follows:

For gold, $300 = (assay value - 0.02 oz) (0.925°$550-§1)
therefore, assay value = 0.6! ounce per ton

For silver, $300 = (assay value - 1.0 oz) (0.95°3$30-30.07)
therefore, assay value = 11.6 ounces per ton.

Gold and silver commonly occur together so that some fraction of each of
the two assay values would apply depending on the ratio of gold to silver
in the ore.

If the ore were concentrated near the mines, the costs of production
would be decreased appreciably, and hence the value of the ore would be
increased as shown on table 1. The concentration process would involve
heap leaching using cyanide solution, precipitation on charcoal, and
refining. Recovery by this process is assumed to be 85 percent of the
values in the unmined ore, and would cost about $20 per ton. Transporta-
tion cost would be reduced to $5 per ton, and smelting charges would be
eliminated.
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Using these calculations discounting revenues and costs at 4 percent, the

expected value of gold and silver resources is about $5.4 million if the
ore is not concentrated at the site, or $7.6 million if the ore is
concentrated.

A subjective assessment by Forest Service geologists indicates that an
equal amount of gold and silver is present in deposits not yet discov-
ered. Because of costs related to their discovery and because production
will begin at a later point in time, the inplace value of undiscovered
deposits is estimated to be only 60 percent of the value of the known
prospects.

Molybdenum Resources

Molybdenum resources in the study area were calculated using the tonnage
and grade of nearby molybdenum deposits as typlcal of those that might be
found in the West Pioneer. The Cannivan Gulch and Thompson Creek (Custer
County, Idaho) deposits each contain about 200 million tons of ore having
an average grade of 0.1 percent molybdenum. Using these figures of ton-
nage and grade and considering other factors such as royalty rate, recov-
ery ratio, and price, a monetary value can be placed on molybdenum
deposits inferred in the study area. Royalty rates are assumed to be
about 4 percent, recovery is typically 75 percent, and the price used is
$9 per pounds Thus, the net worth of a 200-million-ton ore body contain-
ing 0.1 percent molybdenum can be calculated as follows:

Net worth = royalty rate x tonnage x grade x recovery ratio x
(price/1b) + lbs/ton

0.04 x (200 x 10%) x 0,001 x 0.75 x 9 x 2,000

108 million,

or 3.6 million per year, assuming a 30-year |ifetime for the ore body.
The present value would be about $62.25 million after discounting to 1980
at a rate of 4 percent, and assuming production begins in 1989,

I

Of course, not all prospects that are drilled become producing mines.
General ly, about 1 mine results from 10 prospects which are sufficiently
promising to justify drillinge The estimated value of the molybdenum
resources in the Stone Creek and Armor Creek prospects can be calculated
as follows:

Resources = 0.1 (probability) x 2 deposits x $62.25 million per
deposite
12.45 milllon,

]

Favorable geology indicates that other molybdenum deposits are probably
present in the study area. Although evaluating resources in undiscovered
deposits is less precise than in known prospects, it can be done by
making certain assumptions. A subjective assessment by Forest Service
geologists indicates a 25 percent probability for one molybdenum deposit



Issues/West Pioneer 63

and a 5 percent probability of two mclybdenum deposits, in addition tfo
the Stone Creek and Armor Creek prospects. The present net worth inplace
of such a hypothetical deposit is 0.66 percent of the value placed on the
known prospects.* The present net worth of the undiscovered molybdenum
resource is calculated to be $14.4 million.

Summary

Probabilistic techniques are used to estimate the inplace value of part
of mineral resources in the study area to be made from knowledge of the
geology. Molybdenum is probahly the most valuable mineral resource, and
gold and silver are of lesser value. The gross net worth of these com-
modities is believed to be over $37.2 millions. Information on copper,
lead, zinc, tungsten, and oil and gas is not presently available in a
form that would permit calculation of the inplace value of these
resources.

* Assuming a 20 percent reduction In value due to the cost of discov-
ery and a further 18 percent reduction as a result of the revenue stream
starting later.
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Table 1.

ORE RESERVES-

Estimated Tonnage and Dollar Value of Silver
and Gold Veins in the West Ploneer Study Area

DEPOSIT M TONS APPROACH 1 APPROACH 2
95% 05% $ value $ value- $ value- $ value-
proba- proba-| 95% proba- 5% proba- 95% proba-| 5% proba-
bility | bilityl bility bi lity bility bi l ity
BLACK 5 50 341M 3,410M 660M 6, 600M
BEAR
COEUR 4 40 1,420M 14, 200M 1, 596M 15,960M
D'ALENE
FRANKL IN 4 40 813M 8,128M 1,07eM 10, 760M
MART IN 5 50 2, 794M 27, 940M 3, 080M 30, 800M
TOTALS Rounded 5, 000M 50, 000M 6,412M 64, 120M
+ +
7,000M 35/ | 70,000M 35/

35/ Adjustment for added production from small high-grade portions
of deposits that can be produced only under assumptions of approach 2.
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Motorized Vehicle Opportunities

WEST PIONEER

I SSUE

What is the current type and amount of motorized vehicle use and what is
the potential for that use?

SITUATION

Motorized vehicle use on the area generally consists of trail cycling and
snowmobilinge Snowmobiling is popular in Anderson Meadows, Upper
Pattengail Creek, Upper Lost Horse Creek, Stewart Meadows, Steel Creek,
and the trail to Odell Lake.

Present motorized recreation use in the area is about 700 Recreation
Visitor Days (RVD's) and the potential is for 7,300 RVD's for all types
of motorized uses. Motorbiking has been restricted to assure resource
protection. To increase motorbike use would require the construction of
higher standard trails.

Snowmobil ing has grown rapidly in the past few years. The area most pop-
ular with snowmobilers is located generally in the southern two-thirds of
the area from Pattengail Creek and Steel Creek south to the study
boundary.
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Protection from Fire and/or Insects and Disease 36/
WEST PIONEER

| SSUE

What is the present condition and the potential for serious fire and/or
insect and disease infestation, what are the current protection measures,
and what measures are needed?

SITUATION

Beetle infestations in high risk lodgepole pine date back to 1926 and
continued through 1935 in the West Pioneer Range. During that period,
over 1 million lodgepole pine were killed. Infestation has remained at
endemic status since 1935.

Within ths study area, there are 63,800 acres of high risk lodgepole,
33,835 acres of moderate risk, and 3,264 acres of low risk lodgepole
pines Infestation is predicted to occur within the next 3 years. Unless
the high risk stands can be logged, there is a high probability that a
good portion of the moderate risk and some of the low risk stands could
be killed. Over 90 percent of the volume in the high risk stands will be
killed once the epidemic occurs. There are no current protection
measures being applied to control mountain pine beetle. Harvesting high
risk stands could also reduce the risk of fire.

Spruce budworm has never been a problem in this area. Most of the area

is lodgepole pine and the elevation too high for budworm infestation.

36/ Forest Service, Insect and Disease Considerations for the Montana
Wilderness Study Act, 1980,
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Recreation Potential

WEST PIONEER
1SSUE

What are the amount and kinds of recreation opportunities the area
presently supports or is capable of supporting?

SITUATION

The undeveloped and relatively roadless nature of the area provides
opportunities for a wide variety of dispersed recreation, especially
hunting, fishing, snowmobiling, and cross-country skiing. Major
recreational uses are hunting and fishing In the high mountain lakes.
Recreation use currently is about 10 percent of the area's potential.

Recreation Use

Type of Use Present Use Potential Use
Dispersed-motorized 700 RVD's 7,300 RVD's
Dispersed-nonmotorized 2,900 RVD's 28,500 RVD's
(includes fishing and
hunting)

Maverick Mountain Ski area is located adjacent to the study area, and
a well-developed trail system enhances cross-country skiing in the
study area. All of the dispersed recreation uses that are listed
occur extensively over the study area.

Refer to the Recreation Resource map for the location and types of
recreation use in the area.
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Timber Potential 37/
WEST PIONEER

| SSUE

What is the timber potential of the area, and where Is timber management
most appropriate?

SITUATION

Approximately 60 percent of the area is heavily forested, with lodgepole
pine the dominant free species. Some timber harvesting occurred in

Alder Creek about 1976. This harvesting included all or portions of
Alder Creek timber sale cutting units, totaling 413 acres, and 4.25 miles
of associated access roads.

The area contains 127,857 acres of commercial forest land, 10,613 acres
of noncommercial forest, and 9,522 acres of nonforest. The commercial
forest land has an estimated total standing net volume of 696,658 MBF
(thousand board feet). The present annual net growth is 17,952 MBF,
There is a potential annual growth of 46,146 MBF. Of the 127,858 acres
of commercial forest land, about 88,222 acres are sultable for manage-
ment, Suitable productive timber sites occur throughout the area.
Although the mountain pine beetle population is currently endemic in the
study area, approximately two-thirds of the forested acreage is con-
sidered highly susceptible to beetle infestations in the near future.

Refer to the Timber Resource map and the Economic Analysis section for
the results and procedures used to determine the economically efficlient
areass. The following chart shows the acres within the economic analysis
units by productivity classes.s MNo attempt was made to show land produc-
tivity outside the analysis units.

37/ Forest Service, Montana Wilderness Study Act, Timber Data for
Economic Analysis, USDA-Forest Service, Northern Region, 1979.
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Acres by Timber Productivity Class
Within Each Economic Analysis Unit
West Ploneer

Total Productivity Class*
Economic Acres 4 5 6
Analysis Scheduled 85-119 50-85 20-49
Unit for cusfte/ cuefte/ cusfta/
(EAU) Harvest ace/yre ace/yre acs/yra
1 3,316 0 2,991 325
2 2,984 0 2,674 310
5 545 0 235 310
4 4,672 0 4,129 543
5 6,940 0 6,230 710
6 5,302 0 4,749 553
7 3,633 0 3,202 431
8 1,551 0 1,414 137
9 3,408 0 2,801 607
10 1,888 0 1,696 192
11 9,581 0 9,107 474
Total 43,820 0 39,228 4,592

* Timber productivity classes range from l-very high, to 6-low
productivity.
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Watershed Management or Values
WEST PIONEER

|SSUE

What are the present condition and uses of the area's watershed; what is
its relative sensitivity to development activities?

SITUATION

Since much of the study area |ies at the higher elevations, the water-
sheds are very important in producing large amounts of cold, clean water
to citizens downstream.

Water sustains fish populations in most larger streams within the study
area. Water is an important use outside the National Forest and contrib-
utes to irrigation of land in the Big Hole Valley. Water also 1s used
downstream for irrigation and hydroelectric power.

Approximately 70 percent of the precipitation within the study area is
snow, with February to April the heaviest snow months. The present con-
dition of the area's watershed is good. State water quality standards
classify the water as suitable for drinking, culinary, and food process=-
ing purposes after simple disinfection.

The study area is not subject to flooding under normal climatic condi-
tions. Peak flows result from snowmelt in the spring (May-June) and are
typically much lower on a per-acre basis than valley streams.

Minimum flows usually occur in midwinter and some smaller streams freeze

solids Lakes generally lie at the higher elevations and may remain fro-

zen 6 months or more. They are all quite small, under 100 acres in size.
One snow course (Foolhen) and a Soil Conservation Service snow pillow are
located in section 11, Ta 1 Se, Re 13 W,

Current primary uses of water are wildlife habitat, dispersed recreation,
and livestock grazing. Two mining claims in the head of Warm Springs
Creek have received some use, and additional claims have been located in
the last several years. Although the area Is virtually roadless, some
trails and open areas receive limited vehicle use for prospecting and
recreational activity. Except for the rocky uplands and the numerous
stringers of wet meadows, about 60 percent of the area can be developed
with minimum adverse effects.
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The 1977 Montana Legislature passed House Joint Resolution 80 instructing
the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation to study the feasi-
bility of off-stream storage on the upper Big Hole River 38/. Of the
sites recommended for further study, the old Pattengail Creek site was
the most favorable.

Water released from a reservoir on Pattengail Creek (sections 9 and 10,
Te 2 Se, Re 12 Ws) would yield 7,145 acre-feet annually from a reservoir
of 9,040 acre-feet. The surface area of the reservoir would be approxi-
mately 400 acres. Originally this was the site of a Montana Power dam
constructed in 1901 which failed in 1927. The Bureau of Reclamation

bel ieves the dam could be expanded to 10,000 acre-feet or more, and be
filled and released twice yearlyes This site could provide additional
irrigation water and a minimum flow in Wise River.

38/ Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Potential Off-
stream Reservoir Sites in the Big Hole River Basin. Montana Department
of Natural Resources and Conservation, Water Resources Division, 1978,



Issues/West Pioneer 73

Wllderness Suitability 39/
WEST PIONEER

1SSUE

What are the wilderness attributes of the study lands and to what extent
are these sultable for wilderness?

SITUAT ION

The roadless area would rate high In naturalness to most visitors, only
limited indicators of unnaturalness exlist. The overall opportunity for
solitude in the area is outstanding, and the overall opportunity for
primitive types of recreation is very highs On a composite basis, the
area is considered highly suitable for wilderness.

The Wilderness Attribute Rating System (WARS) used in RARE |l shows the
rating of this study area to be 26 in a range of 1 to 28, For a more
detailed discussion of WARS see the Wilderness Quality section.

Uses that detract from the area's naturalness are concentrated at several
points along the periphery. These include all or portions of the Alder
Creek Timber Sale cutting units totaling 413 acres with 4.25 miles of
associated access roads in Alder Creek, and about 4 miles of primitive
road in Pattengail and Odell Creeks.

The Foolhen administrative cabin (12'x16') lies near the northern bound-
ary and is used primarily by Forest Service frail maintenance crews when
they work in the area. A Soil Conservation Service snow course and snow
plllow are located in the same vicinity.

The overall effects of these uses on natural processes are low; generally
less than 15 percent of the area is impacted. The duration of impact is
usual ly less than 5 years with high or very high feasibility for
correction.

Refer fto the wilderness suitability map for the location and types of
incompatible uses.

39/ Forest Service, RARE || Wilderness Aftribute Rating System=--A
User's Manual, 1977.
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Wildlife and Habitat
WEST PIONEER

1 SSUE

What are the principal game, nongame, and threatened and endangered
species, and what are the opportunities for habitat improvement?

SITUATION

A variety of wildlife is found in this study area. The major game ani-
mals include elk, mule deer, moose, mountain goats, Franklin grouse, blue
grouse, eastern brook trout, yellowstone cutthroat trout, rainbow trout,
and southern grayling.

Game Species

The area provides widespread elk summer range; however, elk favor the
heads of drainages. The old homestead in Jerked Prairle Is a very Impor-
tant elk calving site. Winter snows tend fo push the elk out to sage-
brush ridges that border the area.

Mule deer summer throughout the area and Table Mountain seems to be pre-
ferred for deer summer range. Moose use Anderson Meadows and Upper
Pattengail year longs Mountain goats use the high country between Sand
Lake and Odell Mountain year longe

Franklin grouse and blue grouse are found at higher elevations. Eastern
brook trout populate all streams, and yellowstone cutthroat trout have
been observed in Odel! Creeks. All lakes, except Elbow Lake, support
fishe Odell Lake, most of the Bobcat Lakes, and Schwinegar Lake have
been studied extensively and research indicates that native populations
of the rare southern grayling inhabit these lakes. 40/ The remainder of
the lakes have been planted to rainbow trout. Cutthroat have hybridized
with rainbow trout in the Lake of the Woods.

Threatened and Endangered Specles

No endangered or threatened animal or plant species are known to occur.

Habltat Improvement

Wildlife habitat improvement opportunities would include opening up many
dense timber stands to provide more openings and edge-effect. The
general area where this could occur amounts to about 24,359 acres.

Refer fto the Wildlife Resource map for the location of key ranges and
areas suitable for habitat improvement.

40/ Eriksen, Ce H., Physiological Ecology and Management of the Rare
"Southern" Grayling, Thymallus Arcticus Tricolor Cope. The Claremont
Colleges, Claremont, Calif., 1974.
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Community Stability 41/
ALL STUDY AREAS

I SSUE

What consideration should be given to maintaining current employment
levels for dependent communities?

SITUATION

Employment and income Impacts of all wilderness and all nonwilderness
designations for each study area were estimated from secondary data
input-output models. The models provide estimates of economic impact
resulting from changes in resource outputs. The basic unit of analysis
is a multicounty economic Iimpact area developed from resource flow data.

The Mount Henry study area is a part of the multicounty area that
includes Flathead, Lake, and Lincoln counties in Montana. The
Taylor-Hilgard and West Pioneer areas are In a multicounty area that
includes Beéverhead, Gallatin, Madison, and Park counties in Montana.
Impacts are estimated to occur within the multicounty area. An important
assumption in the development of the model is that there will be no
change in the structure of the area's economy.

A brief overview of the economy of the two multicounty areas follows:

Flathead, Lake, and Lincoln Counties

Projected 1980 population for the area is 84,800 and represents a 17.8
percent increase since 1970, Total labor force in January 1980, was
astimated to be 38,066 with an unemployment rate of 11 percent - far In
excess of the State-wide average of 7.6 percent.

Major economic sectors and their respective percentages of total
employment (1975) are:

Trade - 16.6 percent

Manufacturing - 19.5 percent

Services - 11,6 percent

State and local Government - 12.9 percent
Federal Government - 4.8 percent

Total wage and salary income for the area was $223,764,000 in 1976. The
wood products industry is the most Important segment of the manufacturing
sector. In 1976, wood products employment totaled 3,610 out of 5,580
Jjobs In manufacturinge.

41/ Forest Service, Montana Wilderness Study Act Economic Analysise
USDA-Forest Service, Northern Reglon, 1980,
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Beaverhead, Gallatin, Madison, and Park Counties

Projected 1980 population of the area is 66,900 and represents a 17.6
percent increase since 1970. The total labor force was estimated to be
29,717 in January 1980, with an unemployment rate of 7.1 percent.

Major economic sectors and their respective percentages of total
employment are:

Trade - 18,0 percent

Agriculture - 20.7 percent

Services - 15,0 percent

State and local Government - 21.1 percent
Federal Government - 3.0 percent

Total wage and salary income for fthe area was $178,839,000 in 1976. The
wood products industry is less important in this area than in the north-
western Montana area. The Beaverhead, Gallatin, Madison, and Park multi-
county area had 600 employees in the wood products Industry in 1976.

Table 2 shows the employment in person years and income in thousands of
dol lars for both maximum wilderness and nonwilderness designation. The
employment and income shown is the total generated for each designation.
Impacts include direct, indirect, and induced effects so the effect of
respending income by households is explicitly considered.

Table 2. Employment and Income Levels for Wilderness
and Nonwilderness Designation

Mount Henry Taylor-Hilgard West Pioneer
Employment Income  Employment Income  Employment Income
(Person (Person {Person
Years) (%) Years) ($) Years) ($)
Max imum
Wilderness 5.7 66,982 49,6 464,553 5.2 54,774
Max imum

Nonwi | derness 25,3 303,995 132.3 1,402,863 54.7 611,045

Significant changes would be in employment and income leading to a large
(50 percent) variation (growth and decline) from the historical rate of
change in population. Changes of this magitude are not projected for
either multicounty impact area. The difference between wilderness and
nonwi | derness designation for the Mount Henry area is 19.6 person years
of employment and $237,013 of income. This is less than one-tenth of one
percent of total employment in the multicounty impact areae.
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Total change in employment between wilderness and nonwilderness for the
Taylor-Hilgard area and West Pioneer area is 135.8 person years of
employment in the impact area. This is one-half of one percent of total
employment in the multicounty area. The difference in income for the
southwest Montana multicounty area is $1,537,708,

This change does represent a significant impact in the wood products
industry since about 17 percent of the current employment in that
industry is involved. This would be a locally significant impact.
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Opportunities for Physically Handicapped and Elderly Persons 42/
ALL STUDY AREAS

| SSUE

How much need is there for the study lands to contribute to recreation
opportunities for physically handicapped and elderly persons?

SITUATION

The Region's National Forests are making every effort to insure that all
developed sites are located, planned, developed, and maintained for
accessibility to handicapped and elderly persons.

A Northern Region objective Is to have all recreation sites and faclli-
ties accessible and usable as much as possible by the physically handi-
capped and elderly. New construction and rehabilitation of existing
sites and facilities will accomplish this objective, with the exception
of sites on steep land.

Although the emphasis is to provide opportunities for the handicapped and
elderly in the mainstream of National Forest recreation, the search con-
tinues for speclal developments, such as the Palisade Falls Braille Trail
on the Gallatin National Forest.

42/ Forest Service Manual 2331.11e: Design for Use by the Physically
Handicapped and Northern Region Supplement 63. USDA-Forest Service,
1979.
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Resources Planning Act 43/
ALL STUDY AREAS

ISSUE

What resources do the areas contain and how should the study area's
resource outputs be al located toward meeting the Resources Planning Act
(RPA) program goals?

SITUATION

A consideration In the development of the alternatives in this environ-
mental impact statement will be the ability of the study lands to help
meet the 1980 RPA program goals projected to the year 1985 for the
Northern Region and the study Forests. Each goal is shown as a high and
low boundse. These goals can be directly compared with potential outputs
for the MWSA, contiguous roadless areas, and additional RARE 1l "Further
Planning" areas. The five outputs are wilderness, timber sale of ferings,
developed recreation use, dispersed recreation use (includes wildlife and
fishing recreation use) and grazing, as shown in the accompanying table.
Only the wilderness goal has not been assigned fo the Forests; therefore,
the Regional goal is shown in this resource.

I'f the 1985 wilderness goal for the Region were to be met, it would
require all of the 1,217,900 acres of study lands in the Region be allo-
cated to wilderness. The range of alternatives displayed in this state-
ment will be responsive fo both the wilderness and nonwilderness goals.

43/ Forest Service Tentative 1980 RPA Program. USDA-Forest
Service, Northern Region, 1980; and Forest Service, Regional Flan.
USDA-Forest Service, Northern Reglon, 1980.
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Table 3. RPA Goals, Outputs, and Measurements

Timber Sale| Developed | Dispersed
Wilderness | Offerings Recreation | Recreation| Grazing
(M Acres)*| (MMBF)* (M RVD)* (M RVD)* (AUM) *
R=1 RPA Goals (Projected tc 1985) H¥®* 7,100 1,224 3,900 7,500 1,434,000
e L 5, 600 1,000 2,400 5, 300 1,390, 000
RPA Goals by Forest
Beaverhead NF H-L —— 25-20 217-134 284-201 194,450~
188, 480
Gallatin NF H=L - R 13-11 7152-463 1,199-847 43,680~
e] 42,340
0 Kootenal NF H-L =k 225-184 114-=70 384-2T1 12,580~
A 12,190
L| Existing and Endorsed Wilderness 5,846 - = = -
5
Additional Acres Needed to Meet
Wilderness Goal H 1,254 - - - -
| L 0 - - - -
P | Potential Outputs
0| MWSA Study Areas and Contiguous
Tl RARE Il Lands 988, 4 27.4 85,2 450.8 24,573
E
N West Pioneer (BVHD) (148.0) (2.7) ( 0.0) ( 36.4) (5, 117)
1 Taylor-Hilgard (BVHD) (120.2) (2.2) ( 0.0) ( 32.1) (2,519)
| Taylor-Hilgard (GAL) (205.6) (4.3) (43.2) (115.2) (9,460)
A Mount Henry (KOOT) ( 23.4) (2,0) ( 0.0) ( 1.4) ( 0)
K
Additional RARE Il "Further Planning" 229.5 9.6 1.8 63.8 2,031
.

*/ M = 1,000, MMBF = Million Board Feet, RVD = Recreation Visitor Day, AUM = Animal Unlt Month
*%/ H = High Bounds, L = Low Bounds.
*¥%/ No widerness goals assigned fo Forests.
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Wilderness Diversity 44/
ALL STUDY AREAS

ISSUE

What consideration should be given to a diversified National Wilderness
Preservation System when proposing lands for wilderness?

SITUATION

Characteristics were identified in the RARE Il process that would insure
the diversity of areas fo be added to the Nationa! Wilderness
Preservation System (NWPS). Suggested goals and targets to maintain
diversity of ecosystems and wilderness-associated wildlife were iden-
tified for National Forest lands in Montana. The RARE || targets were
based on the characteristics of existing and probable NWPS areas.
Therefore target assignments considered those gaps in representation of
aecosystems and wildlife that National Forest roadless areas seemed best
suited to fill.,

Targets established to provide new or additional representations of the
characteristics were applied to all RARE || areas throughout the Region.
Many RARE |l areas contained the same target. One example is the lynx,
which is present in eight of the nine study areas, yet only three repre-
sentatives were needed at the high target level. None were selected from
Montana Wilderness Study Act areas because other areas met multiple
targets, provided a better or larger representation, or reflected a
better geographical distribution within the State and Region.

In the RARE Il Draft Environmental Statement Alternative G, which was the
high level of target achievement, five MISA areas were selected to meet
specific wilderness diversity targets. The following were among those
five MASA areas selected:

MWSA Area Target
West Pioneer, 01-006 Grayling
Taylor-Hilgard, 01-549 Grizzly Bear

Mountain Goat

As part of the RARE II Final Environmental Impact Statement analysis, the
low level of achievement for ecosystems and wilderness-associated
wildlife species were used to determine appropriate wilderness
candidates. None of the above areas were selected for wildlife or eco-
system representation.

44/ Forest Service, RARE || Draft Environmental Statement and Montana
Supplement, 1978, and Forest Service, RARE || Fina! Environment
Statement, 1979,
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Wilderness Quality 45/
ALL STUDY AREAS

1 SSUE

What consideration should be given fo wilderness quality in determining
which lands are proposed for wilderness?

SITUATION

Consideration of the quality of the National Wilderness Preservation
System (NWPS) was a major factor in the RARE || process. A basic prin-
ciple underlying the formulation and analysis of alternatives in this
study is to insure the presence of qualities furthering the purposes of
the Wilderness Act when selecting areas for wilderness. The RARE ||
process was based on characteristics the NWPS should contain and insured
their consideration when selecting eligible areas.

To utilize components of the Wilderness Act as evaluation criteria a
system was developed in RARE Il that assigned a numerical rating for each
of the attributes mentioned below. It is called the Wilderness Attribute
Rating System (WARS). The factors rated were combined to give a poten-
tial WARS range of 4 to 28, from the lowest to the highest measure of
quality.

The Wilderness Atfribute Rating System consists of these components:
natural integrity, apparent naturalness, solitude, and primitive recrea-
tion. Natural integrity is defined as the extent to which long-term eco-
logical processes are intact and cperating. Apparent naturalness is
whether the roadless area appears natural to most people; solitude is
defined as being isolated from the sights, sounds, and presence of others
and from the development and evidence of man. Primitive recreation Is
that which provides opportunites for isolation from the evidence of man,
a vastness of scale, feeling a part of the natural environment, having a
high degree of challenge and risk, and using outdoor skills. It is
characterized by meeting nature on its own terms, without comfort and
convenience facilites. Each of the wilderness attribute components are
rated from "1 to 7" with "I" providing no opportunites and "7" providing
extreme or outstanding opportunities for wilderness experience.

Presence of ecological, geological, or other features of scientific,

educational, scenic, or historical value are a part of this analysis.

45/ Forest Service, RARE || Wilderness Attribute Rating System--A
User's Manual, 1977,
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Natural Apparent Primitive
Area # WARS Rating Integrity Naturalness Solitude Recreation
Taylor-Hilgard
J1-549 19 6 5 4 4
N1-549 23 6 5 6 6
S1-549 26 7 7 6 6
E1-549 25 7 6 6 6
R1-549 21 6 5 5 5
West Pioneer
01-006 26 7 6 7 6

Mount Henry
01-666 19 b L 4 8
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SOC |OECONOMIC ENV IRONMENT

The Social Situation
MONTANA

ISSUE

What Is the social structure of the communities and counties adjacent to
the study area, and what potential effects should be considered?

SITUATION

As shown in table 4, Montana's population was 694,000 in 1970. This is
less than one=half of 1 percent of the United States' ftotal population.
By 1976 the population was 755,000, an increase of 8.4 percent, while the
national growth rate was 4.4 percent. The more rapid growth in the
western mountainous region of Montana is largely attributed to the area's
scenic attraction and rural character, and the national urban to rural
population shift that has been happening since 1970.

Residents of small communities in waestern and southwestern Montana are
general ly engaged in logging, farming, ranching, recreation, and mineral
and related work activities. Most people in the Butte-Anaconda area are
associated with mining and metals processing. The business, medical, and
educational service center for the western part of the state is Missoula,
Missoula is the state's third largest city and home of the University of
Montana.

East of the Continental Divide farming and ranching prevail in the plains
and foothillse. Grain farming dominates the northern part of the state,
while livestock ranching is dominant in southern Montana. East of
Billings coal development is underway and expected to have a major
impact.

Within Montana are seven Indian reservations. These are the Flathead
Reservation in western Montana; the Blackfeet Reservation just east of
Glacier Park; the Rocky Boy, Fort Belknap, and Fort Peck Reservations
located in northern Montana between the Missouri River and the Canadian
| ine; and the Crow and Northern Cheyenne Reservations south and east of
Billings in southwestern Montana.

Montana's natural beauty, abundant recreational opportunities, and
general lack of crowding attract new residents and thousands of vaca-
tloners each year. Montana is rich In natural resources. In addition to
millions of acres of range and cropland, other prominent resources are
water, copper, timber, coal, lead, oil, and natural gase.



Soclal/Montana 85

Land use has become increasingly important to Montanans with Increases In
the state's population and national demands for natural resources.
Striking a stable balance among providing goods and services to the state
and nation, maintalning and strengthening the state's economy, retalning
the scenic beauty and undeveloped nature of the land has become a major
concern wWith many residentse.

To some people the balance Is reached by designating more areas as
wilderness with no developed use, in combination with National Forest
System lands already allocated for developed uses. For others the econ-
omy has always been somewhat uncertain and unstable, and a broader l|and
base dedicated to resource devetopment would provide commodities more
efficlently. Still others want no change, but would use the areas as
they have traditionally been used.

There 1s widespread public concern for the future of the Montana
Wilderness Study Act areas. The areas have a history of public use, and
the public wants a voice in the land use decisions being made for the
areasa.
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The Social Situation
MOUNT HENRY

The Mount Henry area is located in Lincoln County 35 miles north of Libby
and Troy near the East Fork Yaak River.

Unlike other counties in western Montana, Lincoln County's population Is
declininge When construction of a dam on the Kootenal River began In
1966, many people moved to the area. Since completion of the dam In
1973, the unemployment rate has risen to about 15 percent. From 1970 to
1976 the population has decreased 9.2 percent.

Many of the people who worked on the dam established homes and want to
stay. Like the rest of western Montana, Lincoln County offers undevel-
oped, uncrowded, peaceful beauty with the attraction of "getting-away-
from=-it-all." Some people are concerned about the consequences of
development, but there is also a need for more employment sources and a
more stable economy. The timber industry is one of the major sources of
long-term employment. In recent years the opportunity for mineral devel-
opment has offered another major source of employment.

Mount Henry gained recognition with an administrative appeal and court
challenge of two planned timber sales In 1974. The area Is largely an
attraction because of Its lakes. Fishing, big game hunting, and cross-
country skiing are the most popular activities. Some residents in the
Yaak River Valley would like to see the area protected from further
development.
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The Social Situation
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

Located in Madison and Gallatin Counties, the Taylor-Hilgard area in the
Madison Range runs north and south between the Madison and Gallatin
Rivers.s The area has long been a focal point of discussion between
interest groups because of its wilderness qualities. There is also con-
cern for the conservation of its wildlife, especially the elk migration
routes from Yellowstone Park to winter range in the Gallatin and Madison
valleys. Big game hunting Is significant throughout the area.
OQutfitter-guide operations are headquartered in the Gallatin and Madison
val leys.

This area has been managed as roadless since the early 1960's when the
Forest Service reached an agreement with a group of local conservation-
ists and dude ranchers and designated the Taylor-Hilgard "hold" area.
That area was not as large as the present wilderness study area nor did
it contain the intermingled privately owned lands. Because of this pre-
vious agreement and subsequent use of the area, the Taylor-Hilgard has
attained a degree of local and regional significance as an excellent
"backcountry" or "wilderness-type" recreation area.

A strong recreation industry, including outfitters, guides, and dude
ranches, has been supported by the availability of the Taylor-Hilgard
area. Along with state and national environmental groups, this group is
lobbying for wilderness designation.

Buriington Northern has much intermingled land which has provided some
timber to local Gallatin County sawmillse. They have announced plans to
harvest timber from their lands in the Taylor-Hilgard area. The objec-
tTives of wilderness management on National Forest land may conflict with
Burlington Northern's objectives for managing lands encompassed within
the study area. There would be some impact on the local timber industry.

Snowmobiling is an important recreation activity. Snowmobilers are well-
organized and have made their desires known on the Gallatin National
Forest. The greatest use occurs in Carrot and Sage Basins, and the Cabin
Creek area. To include these areas, and part of the Big Sky Trail, in
wilderness would decrease the area available for snowmobilers! use.

The proposed access route for roads and a powerline via Jack Creek, which
would bisect the Madison Range, is a major issue. The area Is valued for
its undeveloped nature; however, some interest groups would like an access
route. One such interest group is the Burlington Northern Railroad who
want access to their land. Another interest Is the Big Sky ski area in
the Gallatin Canyon. As taxpayers and residents of Madison County they
would like access fto the valley for schools, other public services, and
possible employment sources. Some Madison valley residents would like
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more direct access to the Big Sky area. Another concern is the proposed
Clyde Park-Ennis-Big Sky powerline which would supply Ennis and the Big
Sky resort area with a more stable source of power than what they have
nowWe

The Forest Service recently studied the feasibility of the exchange of
177,000 acres of Burlington Northern land in the northern part of the
Taylor-Hilgard area for other National Forest land. Environmental groups
hoped the consolidation of National Forest land would allow better
options for wilderness in the area. The Secretary of Agricultfure
directed the Forest Service to abandon preparation of the environmental
impact statement for the large land exchange in March 1979.

Communities and Counties |nvolved

The two counties directiy affected by the Taylor-Hilgard study area are
Gallatin and Madison Counties. The towns and communities most affected
are Ennis, West Yellowstone, Big Sky, and Bozeman. A short discussion of
the social structure and social setting of each town or community
follows:

Ennis. Ennis is the center of a large and stable ranching community in
the Madison valley. It has a population of 550 people. General business
and trade are largely oriented toward ranching and agriculture. There is
no industry. The timber that is logged goes to Dillon or ldaho for
milling. Ennis is also oriented to the tourist trade with a large number
of summer travelers passing through going to Yellowstone Parke. There are
a few dude ranches and the area draws a large number of fishermen to the
Madison River and hunters in the fall. Many people earn at least part of
their tivelihood as hunting and fishing guides.

Like many rural Montana communities, this area is experiencing an influx
of residents as local ranches are being subdivided.

West Yellowstone. The main orientation of West Yellowstone is the four-
ist industry. The existence of the town, and most of its 800 residents,
depends upon tourisms Until about 5 years ago, a sawmill operated and
employed 30 men, but that has closed. The residents have generally shown
support for any kind of recreation development. They have increased
winter business fremendously by promoting snowmobiling and more recently
cross-country skiing in the area. They heavily favor the development

of Ski Yellowstone. Nonrecreation development is viewed differently.
There was loud opposition to geothermal leasing and possible development
on the Targhee National Forest to the south. Possible oil and gas leas-
ing in the Hebgen Lake area has been viewed with mixed feelings up to
this pointe.

Big Sky. The majority of this community are relative newcomers; the
remainder are long-time Gallatin Canyon residents. The newcomers are
there because of the setting and the recreational opportunities, and many
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are not dependent on the l|ocal economy for their livelihoods The old-
time residents consist of dude ranchers, motel and resort owners whose
way of I|ife depends on people who are looking for a recreation
experience. Both new and old residents have a stake in keeping the
surrounding area like it is.

Bozeman. Bozeman is growing fast. People seem to be attracted to the
area because of its scenic beauty and natural setting, rather than job
opportunities. The 1980 population is estimated as 35,400. One measure
of the rate of growth is the 44 percent increase within the city limits
of Bozeman over the 1970-1980 decade. This growth rate has meant an
increase of 8,400 peopls in the city during the past 10 years.

The general populace of Bozeman and the surrounding area uses the
National Forests primarily for recreation. Only a few residents are
directly dependent on the Forests for their livelihood; 2.5 percent of
the work force is employed in the wood products industry. This woods and

sawmill employment is directly related to the Yellowstone Pine mill in
Belgrade. In the past, this company has obtained much of its timber from
private lands. In the future, it will probably have to rely more on
National Forest timber fo maintain sawmil| capacity.

Because of the complex social structure and rapid influx of new resi-
dents, it is difficult to accurately predict the views of the many new=-
comers about land management. But, past experience indicates that the
trend will be toward placing greater value on amenities than commoditiess.
As Bozeman's reputation for being a summer, fall, and winter recreation
center and an amicable place to live becomes more widespread, the resi-
dents will most likely put more pressure--make more demands-=-on the
National Forest for recreation related activities.

Montana State University serves as an educational center for 10,000
students, so the university community is large enough to be a significant
and permanent part of Bozeman. So far, they have not been very involved
in land management decisions. On the other hand, other groups have
become involved, and some are taking strong antidevelopment positions.

These local groups have joined efforts with the Montana Wilderness
Association and other state and national organizations interested in
slowing development. One group has formed locally for the express pur=
pose of working foward wilderness designation for the two MWSA areas on
the Gallatin National Forest.

The snowmobile clubs and four-wheel-drive groups are also very well-
organized in the Bozeman area. These groups were well represented at the
MWSA public workshops in Bozeman and Livingston. They expressed their
concerns about wilderness designation in places where they now snowmobile
or use their four-wheel drive vehicles.
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Consideration of Potential Social Effects

Depending on the management options, it is apparent that several areas of
potential social effects will have to be examined. These are:

1« Restrictions on the use of motorized vehicles;

2. Effects on access to the National Forest;

3. Demand for dispersed recreation;

4, Potential for population increase near the Taylor-Hilgard area;

5. Timber supply potential in relation to wood products industry
amp |l oyment;

6. Effects on grazing and dependent ranchers;
7. Effects on the family ranch way of life;

8. Effects of subdivisions and housing development close fo or
adjacent to the National Forest;

9. Effects of changing the combination of present National Forest
land uses;

10. Effects of oil, gas, and mineral potential on classification and
subsequent use of the Taylor-Hilgard area; and

11. Effects of proposed action on oil, gas, and mineral exploration
and potential developments.

These and other potential social effects need to be examined to help
maintain those that are most desirable and mitigate adverse social
impactse.
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The Social Situation
WEST PIONEER

The West Pioneer area lies east of the Big Hole Valley and Big Hole River
in Beaverhead County. The private land surrounding the Beaverhead
National Forest is generally devoted fo ranching. Small communities such
as Jackson, Wisdom, and Wise River are nearby. Bufte and Anaconda are
about 50 miles northeast of the area, and Dillon is 30 road miles east of
the its southern end. Beaverhead County has experienced near zero popu-
lation growth from 1970 to 1976.

The West Pioneer area is used heavily during hunting season. Snowmobil-
ing is popular because of the gentle ferrain, numerous meadows, and
general ly good snow conditions. Two favorite snowmobile routes are from
Wisdom to Maverick Ski Area and Maverick to Jacksone. There is also heavy
motorbike use during the summer.

Generally local people are against full development of the area, but in
favor of maintaining motorized recreation opportunities. Others, mainly
wood products employees, are concerned that additional wilderness classi=
fication in the county could force closure of the Dillon sawmill.
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Economic Analysis 46/
ALL STUDY AREAS

1SSUE

How important is economic efficiency and other economic impacts in defer-
mining the leve!l and location of resource development in the study areas?

SITUATION

The measure of economic efficiency is present net worth. The alternative
with the highest present net worth represents the most efficient alloca-
tion of resources. Present net worth of an alternative is determined by
examining the costs and benefits of fimber, recreation, and mineral
production. Each alternative represents a different combination of costs
and benefitse

Timber:

Method of Analysis. The basic unit of analysis for timber resources in
each study area is the Economic Analysis Unit (EAU}s An EAU is defined
as an area served by a road network with a single point of entry into the
study area. National Forest personne! developed the road networks on the
basis of existing plans and knowledge of the study areas. Each EAU (and
road network) is independent of every other EAU in a study area. Road
networks are mapped sequentially in segments from the single point of
origin to the various terminal points.

Economic Analysis Units are in turn subdivided into timber stands
attached to the road segments. Data on each stand including photo
interpretation type, habitat type, harvest method, date of harvest, and
probable logging method enabled estimation of costs and value on a site
specific basise.

The calculation of present net worth for the ftimber resource Is deter-
mined by both land expectation value, i.e., the bare land value of an
infinite series of timber rotations, and the value of the existing stand
at harvest date.

In sequence, the calculation of present net worth Is as follows:

1« The value of existing timber stands at the scheduled dates of
harvest and the land expectation value of associated sites are
determined.

2. The existing stand and land expectation values are discounted tfo
the present then summed. This sum Is the present value of the stand plus
sites

46/ Forest Service, Montana Wilderness Study Act Economic Analysise
USDA-Forest Service, Northern Region, 1980,
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3 The present value of the stand plus site is summed for all
stands attached to each road segment.

4. Road construction, reconstruction, and maintenance costs are
discounted to the present and subtracted from the summed timber valuese.
This produces a present net worth for the land and timber associated with
each road segment.

5. The present net worths associated with the road segments are
summed from the terminal points toward the origin. In this process,
areas that cannot be accessed without incurring an economic loss are
identifiede

The result is that no road segment terminates In an area of negative pre-
sent net worth. Also, road segments with a negative present net worth
may be built if access is provided fo sufficient positively valued timber
beyond the negative segment. When complete, the only porfion of an EAU
that will be managed is the area that generates a positive present net
worthe

Valuation Methodology. Stumpage value equations, which predict the

market price of timber using stand, site, and market variables, were
developed for this study. These equations are based upon historical
timber sale data collected from the respective Forests.

The timber value must be adjusted to reflect future changes in the real

value of stumpage. The softwood tTimber market assessment model used in

the 1980 Resources Planning Act Assessment provided the basic projection
data for making this adjustments.

Cost Methodology. Regression equations were developed to predict
planting costs for all three study areas as a function of specific site
characteristics.s Other management costs including site preparation, pre-

commercial thinning, and annual management costs are averages derived
from National Forest data.

Road Costs. Road construction costs were developed by National Forest
engineering personnel with direction from the Reglonal Office. All cost
estimates were based on a minimum standard road and include the costs of
meeting environmental constraints. Road reconstruction and maintenance
costs were also calculated.

Yield Information. Forest inventory data specific to each study area was

used fo determine existing net per acre volumes by habitat type and photo
interpretation class. The growth prognosis model (Stage) was then used
to predict volumes, median deb.hs (diameter at breast height), and spe-
cies mix at the planned time of harvest.
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Regeserated stand yield tables are required to provide the volumas used
i1 "he catculation of land expactation value. Regional Office Timber
Manajement staff worked with Nationa! Forest timber planners to devalop
fhese Fadbles hased on growth prognosis models.

Furest Regulation. Since each study area is but a portion on an entire
Hationa! Forest, nondeclining even~flow was not used to constrain the
harvest schedule for cach EAU. The oven-fiow constraint applies to the
2ntire Forest, and the harvest fron the study area would be a portion of
the annual allowable harvest for the Forest, On the study areas, the cut
in the first decade is usually in excess of the mean annual increment
because tnhe study areas have large concentrations of old=-growth timber.

This analysis permits the calculation of annual smpioyment and income
impacts. The impact of the study area on the potential yleld calcula-
tions for the entire Forest can also be determined.

Area Summary. The analysis was done using rea! discount rates of 4,
7-1/8, and 10 percent. The results obtained, when applying a 4 percent
discount rate, are as follows:

Within the Mount Henry study area 14,206 acres of commercial forest in
six EAUTs were analyzed. All areas were positively valued with a total
present net worth of $24,170,765. This corresponds to an average value

of $1,701 per acre.

Tota! timber valies in the Taylor=Hilgard study area were estimated to be
$58,846,273, This present value is based on *he planned harvest of
58,527 acres of commercial forest contained in 25 EAU's. One EAU, con-
taining 304 comnercial acres, was negatively valued. The average per
acre value, axcluding this negative EAU, is $859.

Present timber valugs for the West Ploneer study area, based on 43,276
acres in 10 EAU's, are $17,842,010. The average per acre value is $412.
One EAU, containing 545 commercial acres, was negatively valued.

The positively valued acreage declines slightly when 7-1/8 and 10 percent
discount rates are applieds The results for all three discount rates are
summarized in tabl2 5. A detailed description of the results is con-
tained in a tfechnizal report, the ™Montana Wilderness Study Act Economic
Analysis,"
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Table 5. Timber Economic Analysis Summary

Study Acres Acres Total Value/*

area + PNW = PNW PNW _acre
------------------------ 4 percent discount rafe-~ess=cscresamemoneemsaa-
Mount Henry 14,206 0 $24,170,765 $1,701
Taylor-Hilgard 68,527 304 58,846,273 859
Wast Pioneer 43,276 545 17,842,010 412
——————————————————————— 7-1/8 percent discount ratg-——=-==sss=e=-m-o—mo—ow=-
Mount Henry 14, 206 0 $12,589, 131 $886
Taylor-Hilgard 66,714 2; 117 22,912,047 343
West Pioneer 43,276 545 8,490,745 196
------------------------- 10 percent discount pafg===es=ssussansnssensn e
Mount Henry 14,206 Q $8, 436,672 $594
Taylor-Hi | gard 66,277 2,554 11,673,342 176
West Pioneer 42,750 1,071 3,541,788 83

*Negatively valued areas were not included when calculating total PNW
(present net worth) and value/acre.

Recreation:

The basic unit of recreation is the Recrsation Visitor Day (RVD).

Fishing and hunting are included in the dispersed nonmotorized estimatase
Current estimates of recreation for the three study areas are shown in
table 5.

Table 6. Estimated 1979 RYD's by Study Area

TOTAL

Mount Henry Taylor-Hilgard West Pioneer

Developed 0 2,000 0

Dispersed Motorized 100 8, 700 700

Dispersed Nonmotorized 1,100 63,000 2,900
PER ACRE

Dispersed Motorized 004 027 005

Dispersed Nonmotorized 047 « 195 +020
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Foraecasts of recreation use through 2025 were prepared for the Regional
2lan. These forecasts were made for the subregional areas: northern
|daho, western Montana, central/eastern Montana, North Dakota, and South
Dakotae Table 7 shows the percentage increase in RVD's for the latter
two areas which contain the three study areas of concern here.

Table 7. Percentage Increase in RVD's from 1979 to 2025 47/

Central/Eastern Montana

Western Montana North Dakota/ South Dakota
Developed 121 120
Dispersed 232 145
Wilderness 425 511
This analysis assumed that sach Montana Wilderness Study area will expe-

rience the same growth rates in RVD's as the subregion in which it is
tocateds It is assumed that wilderness desijnation would result in
growth of dispersed nonmotorized recreation at the same rate as the fore-
cast for wilderness recreation in the appropriate subregion. Developed
and dispersed motorized RVD's are assumed to be losts The Mount Henry
study area is located in the western Montana subregione. West Pioneer and
Taylor-Hilgard are located in the central/eastern Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota subregions.

Table 8 shows the per acre recreation use forecast for 2025 in each of
the study areas. It is assumed that the year 2025 forecast values are
the result of constant annual growth rates compounded over the 45-year
interval« Constant use lavels are assumed after 2025,

Table 8. Forecast RVD's Per Acre for Year 2025

Nonwilderness Alternative

Mount Henry Taylor-Hilgard West Pioneer
Dispersed Motorized 013 . 067 +012
Dispersed Nonmotorized « 156 . 480 .049

Wilderness Alternative

Dispersed Nonmotorized 247 1.192 o 122

47/ Forest Service, Regional Plan. USDA-Forest Service, Northern
Region, 1980.
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Spanish Creek campground is the only developed site in the Taylor=Hilgard
area. Estimated 1979 use is 2,000 RWD's. Projected 2025 use s 241995
times the 1979 use and is 4,399 RW's, Annual rate of increase in use is
expected to be 1.757, basad on the average for central and eastern
Montana from the Regional Plan analysis. The Gallatin National Forest
estimated current use of the site is 30 percent of capacity.

Dol lar Value per*RVD's

Mount Henry Taylor-Hilgard West Pioneer
Developed 3.00 3.00 3,00
Dispersed Motorized 3,00 3,00 3,00
Dispersed Nonmotorized 14,38 10. 38 13,82

Cost estimates for recreation activities are based on Forest-wide aver-
ages for the various types of recreation. Costs include most activities
necessary for operating and managing the recreation activity. Developed
site construction is excluded. Fish and wildlife expenditures are
included in the averages for dispersed nonmotorized recreation. Costs
are expressad in 1980 dollars per RVWD's, No Increases in real costs are
assumed over the analysis period.

Cost per RVD's (Forest Average)

Mount Henry Taylor-Hilgard West Pioneer
Devel oped «53 59 34
Dispersed 29 .04 «28
Wilderness «28 =19 029

The Taylor-Hilgard area is the only study area where recreation consti=-
tutes a significant portion of the present net worth - $32,692,477 for
wilderness designation. By comparison, the indicated present net worth of
nonwi lderness designation is $21,996, 148,

Minerals:

Mineral resources are valued on the basis of in-place value of desposits
expacted to be developed. The $36,930,000 present net worth is the
pofential value of molybdenum, gold and silver in the West Pioneer study
area. Mineral values for the other two areas are relatively insignifi-
cant, The West Pioneer Minerals lIssue section contains a detailed sum-
mary of fthe analytical methodologye
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Wildlife:

Changes in wildlife related recreation were not included. Reduction in
quality of big game habitat, as a result of roads offset by the increasss
in forage from logging can be mitigated by good road management. Net
changes cannot be calculated without specific plans.

Range:

Changes in range resource costs and benefits are not significant relative
to total costs and benefits on any of the study areas.

It must be noted that not all resource values and costs can be included
in the efficiency analysis. Nonvalued resources can only be reflected in
terms of physical changes.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

Purpose:

In formulating this environmental impact statement, the Forest Service
developed criteria for Identifying alternatives, evaluating them, and
selecting a preferred alternative. The evaluation criteria were based
on:

- Laws, executive orders, regulations, and policye

Reglonal goals and objectives.

Public issues and management concernse.

Environmental, sconomic, and social feasibilitiess

Present and anticipated management situation.
Many of these criteria are firmly established, particularly those basad
on law. Some are flexible and may change as additional public comment is

received.

Specific issues which relate to the criteria were described in the pre-
ceding AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT sections

The evaluation criteria developed for this study are:

Criteria applying to all alternatives:

A1l alternatives will comply with existing laws and regulations.

Criteria to be used in selecting the preferred alternative:

1a Provide for quality additions to the Naticnal Wilderness
Preservation System through consideration of:

-- Geographical disfribution {(weekend visitation opporfunities from
population centers) in relation to presentiy classified areas or areas

under study for wilderness.

-- Diversity of scosystem representation and wilderness-associated
wildlife speciese.

-— Wilderness suitability.

-- Wilderness quality as determined by the Wilderness Attribute
Rating System (WARS).

2. Provide opportunites for nonwilderness commodity output poten-
tial through consideration of:

-~ Diverse recreation opportunities in combination with visitor day
potentialse.
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== Opportunites for management of essential and key wildlife habitat,
== Opportunities for off-road motorized recreation.

== Watar supply.

-- Sustained timber production under present technology.

== Opportunity for exploration and development of mineral resources
where the potential is significant.

-- Sustained potential level of firewood production.

-= Opportunities for other energy needs, such as energy transmission
corridors,.

-- Sustained grazing capacity potential.
—-- Recreation opportunities for handicapped and elderly persons.

3 Provide opportunites for wilderness commodity output potential
through consideration of:

=~ Diverse dispersed recreation opportunities in combination with
visitor day potentials,.

-- Sustained grazing capacity under wilderness management.

4. Provide for equitable consideration of private inholdings
through consideration of:

-~ Management options avallable for private land exchange or manage-
ment of inholdings.

== Access opportunities fo private land for commodity extraction and
land uses, primarily recreation.

5. Provide for resource protection through:

-=Minimizing the loss of resource values resulting from fire,
insects, and diseasa.

== Protecting soil productivity by minimizing soil lossa

6.  Contribute towards meeting the Northern Region's Resource
Planning Act program goalse

Te Maximize net benefits to society, subject to meeting the cri-
teria for community stability and land use patterns.

8. Provide for resource uses and outputs levels that minimize rapid
change in the existing economic structure of local communities and in
land use patterns.
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

GUIDELINES

In this section, the alternatives for management of Nationa! Forest and
Bureau of Land Management lands within the study area are described.
Five alternatives each are shown for Mount Henry and West Pioneer, and
eight alternatives for Taylor-Hilgard. The alternatives for the areas
are independent of one another.

The alternatives were developed using the guidelines for the design and
formulation of alternatives established by the interdisciplinary team.
The guidelines are:

I o Alternatives will be designed to explore a reasonable range of
management options. Each alternative must be feasible in terms of
social, economic, physical, biological, and legal constraints.

2. The nonwilderness alternatives or nonwilderness portions of
alternatives will be consistent with the management as contained in
completed land management plans, or Part | of the Miltiple Use Plans, or a
combination of thesc.

3. Information obtained from the public workshops, the social
assessment, and the analysis of fthe management issues will help determine
a reasonable range of alternatives.

4. Alternatives chosen for evaluation will be presented in the
draft and final environmental statements. The reasons why the nonchosen
alternatives were not selected for evaluation will be documented.

Se Each identified major public issue and management concern will
be addressed in one or more alternatives.

6. The number of alternatives presented to the public for each area
will be that needed to adequately address public issues and management
concerns, and be responsive to information obtained during public
involvement activities.

7. One alternative must reflect continuation of management under

existing direction. This alternative will represent the "no action"
alternative requirement (Forest Service Manual 1920.85a). The "no
action" alternative will reflect the current output levels.

The current management direction is considered to be that contained in
section 3(a) of the Montana Wilderness Study Act which states M"...the
wilderness study areas.s.shall, until Congress determines otharwise, be
administered...so as to maintain their presently existing wilderness
character and potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System."
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8. Each alternative must be described in sufficient detail to allow
a comparison of the short- and long~term outputs and effects.

Another consideration In the development of alternatives is the location
of boundaries between areas of differing management goals and objectives.
These boundaries have been located to allow the efficient management of
resources and permitted uses under each alternative.

Although nonwilderness management goals are described for various por-
tions of the study areas in each of the alternatives, tThis should not be
considered to represent final land management decisions. These manage-

ment goals or intents are included to illustrate potential nonwilderness
uses within each of the aifernatives. Additional nonwilderness manage-
ment decisions will be made through subsequent Forest Land and Resource
Planning.

The management intent is described below for wilderness, no action, and
nonwi lderness and will apply to all appropriate alternatives. The mix of
these strategies varies between alternatives and is depicted on the
alternative maps and in the alternative descriptions.

MANAGEMENT AREAS

Management Area No. | 48/
MANAGEMENT INTENT (NO ACTION)

In accordance with the Montana Wilderness Study Act (Public Law 95-150),
manage to maintain the presentiy existing wiiderness character and poten-
tial for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The
no action or current management alternative entails continued recreation
use including the use of off-road vehicles, and the continuation of
livestock grazing as specified by Senate Report 95-163 and House of
Representatives Report 95-620.

Management Area No. 2
MANAGEMENT INTENT (WILDERNESS)

Manage to preserve the natural character of these areas as defined in and
directed by the Wilderness Act of 1964, Allow natural processes to
operate to the extent possible; keep man's influence essentially unno-
ticeables Keep the objective to provide an enduring wilderness resource
foremost while providing for legitimate use and enjoyment of these areas.

48/ Some additional RARE || acreage, J1-549 and RI1-549, and Bureau
of Land Management acreage are included in this management area.
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Management Area No. 3
MANAGEMENT INTENT (NONW ILDERNESS)
WEST PIONEER and TAYLOR-HILGARD

Manage in accordance with the Beaverhead Forest Land Management Plan,
Hebgen Lake, and Spanish Peaks Unit Plans, or Part | of the Multiple Use
Plan for the Beaverhead and Gallatin National Forests to provide a broad
range of resource opportunities on suitable sites including timber manage-
ment and associated road construction, wildlife habitat management,

| ivestock grazing, and all forms of nonmotorized dispersed recreation and
motorized forms of recreatione.

Bureau of Land Management lands would be managed in accordance with the
Dillon Resource Area Management Framework Plan.

Management Area No. 3
MANAGEMENT INTENT (NONWILDERNESS)
MOUNT HENRY

Manage in accordance with the East Fork Yaak, South Fork Yaak, West
Kootenal, and Big Fork Unit Plans to provide a broad range of resource
opportunities on suitable sites including timber management and asso-
ciated road construction, wildlife habitat management, and all forms of
nonmotorized dispersed recreation and motorized forms of recreation.



105 Alternatives/Mount Henry

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A
MOUNT HENRY

This alternative proposes the area be managed to maintain the presently
existing wilderness character and potential for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. This is a "no action" alternative or no
change from the present management as described by Management Area No. |.
This alternative is depicted on alternative map A.

Wilderness Nonwi |l derness No Action
Gross Acres 49/ 0 0 23,450
Net Acres 50/ 0 0 23,450

Alternative B
MOUNT HENRY

This alternative proposes designation of the entire study area as wilder—
ness, with the exception of 2,930 acres of land that contain incompatible
uses, principally maintained or constructed roads, and evidence of recent
timber harvest activities. The area proposed as wilderness is identified
as Management Area No. 2 and the area excluded is identified as
Management Area No. 3 on alternative map B.

Wilderness Nonwi lderness
Gross Acres 20,520 2,930
Net Acres 20, 520 2,930

Alternative C
MOUNT HENRY

This alternative proposes the entire study area be managed as nonwilder-
ness for a broad range of resource uses as indicated by the description
in Management Area No. 3 on alternative map C.

Wilderness Nonwi | derness
Gross Acres 0 23,450
Net Acres 0 23,450
49/ Gross Acreage includes all lands, both Federal and non-Federal,

in the study area.
50/ Net acreage Includes only Federal lands In the study area.



Alternatives/Mount Henry 106

Alternative D
MOUNT HENRY

This alternative proposes a somewhat smaller wilderness than alterna-
tive Bs This alternative was formulated fto retain the primary features
and wilderness recreational attributes within the wilderness while
placing the boundary on more definitive topographic features thus pro-
viding a more manageable boundary than alternative B.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2,
and the nonwilderness portion is shown as Management Area No. 3 on alter-
native map D,

Wilderness Nonwi lderness
Gross Acres 15,590 7,860
Net Acres 15,590 7,860

Alternative E
MOUNT HENRY

This alternative proposes a wilderness smaller than alternative D. The
wilderness is a central core area that comprises about 50 percent of the
total study area. A major consideration in the formulation of this
alternative was to maintain the key wilderness atfributes and features in
a wilderness within a logical configuration while retaining in nonwi|der-
ness most of the timber management and motorized recreation potentials of
the area.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area No.
3 on alternative map E.

Wi lderness Nonwi | derness
Gross Acres 11,550 1,900

Net Acres 11,550 11,900
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Alternative A
TAYLOR=H | LGARD

This alternative proposes the area be managed fo maintain the presently
existing wilderness character and potential for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System subject to existing private rights. The
area contains about 62,000 acres of non-Federal land largely in a check-
erboard pattern and owned principally by Burlington Northern, Ince
Bur | ington Northern is not interested in selling their lands but wishes
to acquire good timber-growing lands on the Beaverhead and Gallatin
National Forests or elsewhere in western Montana to consolidate their
ownership. Access to the Burlington Northern lands will continue to be a
problem if the present ownership pattern is maintained. Discussion of
exchange possibilities must be general in nature until actual negotia-
tions are begun with landowners regarding the values involved.

This is a "no action" alternative or no change from the present condition
as described by Management Area No. |. This alternative is depicted on
alternative map Ae

Wilderness Nonwi | derness No Action
Gross Acres 51/ 0 0 389,424
Net Acres 52/ 0 0 321,351

Alternative B
TAYLOR-HILGARD

This alternative proposed designation of all the Federally owned land
within the study area as wilderness except 7,528 acres which contain
incompatible uses such as roads, recent timber harvest activities, or
campgrounds. |t also excludes 80 acres of National Forest land needed
for development of end-of-road recreation access facilities in Bear Creek
for the wilderness user.

51/ Gross acreage includes all lands, both Federal and non-Federal,
in the study area.

52/ Net acreage includes only Federal lands in the study area, and
includes 1,509 acres of Bureau of Land Mangement lands.
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The alternative is based on the assumption that the private lands,
located principally in Cedar, Indian, Bear, Buck, and Jack Creeks would
be acquired through purchase or exchange, or would remain in private
ownership and be managed as wilderness. |If the Burlington Northern lands
were acquired by exchange, their priorities for consolidating their
ownership appear to be for the acquisition of good timber-growing sites
in western Montana. As mentioned under alternative A, the sale of their
lands to the government is not acceptable to Burlington Northern under
any alternative.

Possible general locations in which Burlington Northern may wish fo con-
solidate their ownership in western Montana include: the 3-mile and 8-
mile drainages in the Bitterroot National Forest; the Island Unit and the
Swan River drainage on the Flathead National Forest; the Fisher River
drainage and the McGregor Peak area on the Kootenai National Forest; and
the Mill, Gold, Miller Creek, the Thompson River drainage, and the Muir
Peak area on the Lolo National Forest; or other locations of checkerboard
ownershipe

In order to effect this alternative, the Forest Service may need
condemnation authority to acquire the large acreage of private land
within the proposed wilderness boundary.

In this alternative, five separate parcels totaling 1,509 acres of Bureau
of Land Management lands lying along the west boundary of the study area
are proposed for wilderness. The area proposed as wilderness is iden-
tified as Management Area No. 2 and the area excluded is identified as
Management Area No. 3 on alternative map B.

Wilderness Nonwi lderness
Gross Acres 377,059 12,365
Net Acres 319,823 7,528

Alternative C
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

This alternative proposes the entire study area be managed as nonwilder=
ness for a broad range of resource uses as indicated by the description
in Management Area No. 3 on alternative map C. The management and
development of the National Forest lands would be coordinated with that
of the intermingled private lands.

Wilderness Nonwi | derness

Gross Acres 0 389,424

Net Acres 0 327,351
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Alternative D
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

This alternative proposes designation as wilderness the portion of the
area south of J1-549 (Jack Creek) except for that part of NI-549 lying in
the Gallatin River drainage, all of EI-549, and the part of S51-549 which
includes the Beaver, Wyethia, Cache, and Rose Creek drainages. It also
excludes 80 acres of National Forest land for end-of-road facillties
described in alternative Be About 7,243 acres are also being proposed as
additions to the administration-endorsed Spanish Peaks Wilderness. The
proposed additions lie in two locations: on the north-side of J1-549
(Jack Creek), and in R1-549 directly west of the Gallatin River. About
1,541 acres of National Forest land in J1-549 and RI-549 contiguous fo
the Bureau of Land Management's Bear Trap Canyon Primitive Area are belng
proposed as part of BLM's proposed wilderness. The Bear Trap portion
includes Sections 3, 4, 9, 10, and 16, T4S, RIE, which approximates the
major physiographic break in topography east of the Madison River.

Four separate parcels totaling 1,469 acres of Bureau of Land Management
lands lying along the west boundary of the study area are proposed for
wilderness. A fifth parcel, totaling 40 acres, |ying adjacent to J|-549
is proposed as nonwilderness.

In this alternative, the area not proposed for wilderness would be
avallable for timber management, motorized and nonmotorized recreation
use, oil and gas exploration, and wildlife habitat management activities
on suitable sites.

This alternative envisions a land adjustment plan that would acquire the
Burlington Northern and other private lands in Cedar, Bear, and Indian
Creeks In exchange for National Forest lands in J1-549 (Jack Creek) or in
other locations. The area proposed for wilderness is identified as
Management Area No. 2 and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified
as Management Area No. 3 on alternative map D.

Wilderness Nonwi |l derness
Gross Acres 157,826 231,598

Net Acres 129,941 197,410
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Alternative E
TAYLOR-HILGARD

This alternative proposes designation as wilderness the Federal land in
the southern core area (S51-549) that contains the highest wilderness
quality within the study area as measured by WARS. Most of the high
mountain lakes are located in this unite Nearly all the land in S1-549
is Federally owned. As in alternative D, this alternative also proposes
as wilderness, 7,243 acres of additions to the administration-endorsed
Spanish Peaks Wilderness and about 1,541 acres in J1-549 and R1-549 as
part of the Bureau of Land Management's proposed Bear Trap Canyon
Wilderness and 1,469 acres of Bureau of Land Management lands lying along
the west boundary of the study area. A fifth parcel totaling 40 acres,
adjacent to JI1-549 is proposed as nonwilderness. Timber management
potentials can be realized and the popular Big Sky Snowmobile Trail and
play areas are available for continued use. Opportunities for wildlife
habitat improvement are provided.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area
No. 3 on alternative map E.

Wilderness Nonwi | derness
Gross Acres 83,244 306, 180
Net Acres 82,604 244,747

Alternative F
TAYLOR=H | LGARD

This alternative proposes designation as wilderness the Federal land in
the same area as altfernative E with the addition of parts of EI-549 and
NI1-549 in the Madison River drainage. The parts of EI-549 to be included
are the Cabin Creek, North Fork Creek, Tepee Creek, Sink Creek, Bacon
Rind Creek, Migration Creek, and Snows|ide Creek. The part of N1-549 to
be included lies south of the ridge separating the North and Middle Forks
of Bear Creek. End-of-road facility exclusion described in alternative B
is also proposed.

Areas that scored the highest in the WARS rating are proposed for
wilderness.
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Timber management potentials can be realized on the higher quality timber
producing areas proposed for nonwilderness.

The Big Sky Snowmobile Trail and many of the more popular snowmobile
activity areas are included in the area proposed for wilderness and thus
would be closed to that use.

This alternative envisions a land adjustment plan that would acquire the
Bur | ington Northern lands in Bear and Indian Creeks in exchange for
National Forest land in Jack Creek.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area
No. 3 on alternative map Fe

Wilderness Nonwi | derness
Gross Acres 159, 701 229,723
Net Acres 144,034 183,317

Alternative G
TAYLOR-HILGARD

This alternative is the same as alternative E except it also includes as
wilderness the part of E1-549 |ying east of Sage Creek that drains into
the Gallatin Rivere.

This alternative would reftain for snowmobiling the Big Sky Snowmobile
Trail and the popular snowmobile activity areas of Carrot Basin and
Sunlight Basin. Most of the areas rate as having high wilderness quality
under the WARS system. A portion of the more productive timber producing
areas and the areas with the most potential for wildlife habitat
improvement are retained for other uses.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2,
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area
No. 3 on alternative map G.

Wilderness Nonwi | derness

Gross Acres 123, 344 266, 080

Net Acres 122,704 204,647
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Alternative H
TAYLOR=-H |LGARD

This alternative proposes designating as wilderness the Federal land in

the same area as alternative E with the addition of that portion of

EL-549 which includes Snowslide and Bacon Rind Creeks. This additional area
lies adjacent to Yellowstone National Park which has been administra-
tively endorsed for wilderness.

Timber management potential from the higher quality timber producing
areas can be realized, and the popular Big Sky Snowmobile Trail and play
areas are available for continued use. Some trail bike use along the
trail between Monument Mountain and White Peak would be foregone.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2,
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area
No. 3 on alternative map H.

Wilderness Nonwilderness
Gross Acres 98, 244 291,180

Net Acres 97,604 229,747
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Alternative A
WEST PIONEER

This alternative proposes the area be managed to maintain the presently
existing wilderness character and potential for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. This is a "no action" alternative or no
change from the present condition as described by Management Area No. !.
This alternative is depicted on alternative map A.

Wilderness Nonwi | derness No Action
Gross Acres 53/ 0 0 148, 150
Net Acres 54/ 0 0 147,958

Alternative B
WEST PIONEER

This alternative proposes designation of the entire study area as wilder-
ness, with the exception of 3,840 acres of land that contains incompat=
ible uses, principally maintained or constructed roads, and evidence of
recent timber harvest activities. The area proposed as wilderness is
identified as Management Area No. 2 and the area excluded is identified
as Management Area No. 3 on alternative map B.

Wilderness Nonwli | derness
Gross Acres 144,310 3,840
Net Acres 144,118 3,840

Alternative C
WEST PIONEER

This alternative proposes the entire study area be managed as nonwilder-
ness for a broad range of resource uses as indlcated by the description
in Mangement Area No. 3 on alternative map C.

Wilderness Nonwi|derness
Gross Acres 0 148, 150
Net Acres 0 147,958
53/ Gross acreage includes all lands, both Federal and non-Federal,

in the study area.
24/ Net acreage includes only Federal lands in the study area.
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Alternative D
WEST PIONEER

This alternative proposes designation as wilderness a core area that
compr ises about 60 percent of the study area. The fringe surrounding
the core has the potential on suitable sites for timber management,
minerals management, wildlife habitat management, and motorized and non-
motorized recreation activities. The majority of the highly scenic core
area with the high mountain lakes is proposed as wilderness.

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2,
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area
No. 3 on alternative map De

Wilderness Nonwi | derness
Gross Acres 90, 542 57,608
Net Acres 90, 542 57,416

Alternative E
WEST PIONEER

In this alternative, the area proposed for wilderness would be reduced
from that in alternative D. It would contain the core area, but only
from Odell Mountain northward. Much of the high potential mineralized
area in the vicinity of Odell Mountain, the popular snowmobile recreation
areas in Stee!, Warm Springs, and Lacey Creek, and the potential timber
management sites in the southern portion would remain in nonwilderness.

The Cob group of mining claims near the head of Stone Creek would be
inside the proposed wildernesss,

The area proposed for wilderness is identified as Management Area No. 2,
and that proposed for nonwilderness is identified as Management Area
No. 3 on alternative map E.

Wilderness Nonw i | derness
Gross Acres 49,573 98, 577
Net Acres 49,573 98, 385

Alternatives considered but which were eliminated from a detailed study.

One alternative was considered for each of the three areas that would
have proposed each entire study area as wilderness, including areas
containing uses incompatible with wilderness. The interdisciplinary team
decided not to complete a detailed study on this alternative because, in
their judgment, it was not a feasible alternative. It was the contention
of the team that the major incompatible uses, principally constructed or
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maintained roads, and associated timber harvest areas, did not meet the
spirit or intent of the Wilderness Act and, therefore, any alternative
that contained these uses should be considered infeasible.

Alternative B is the maximum wilderness alternative that was analyzed

for each study area. Nonconforming use areas have not been proposed as
wilderness and have been excluded. The acreage summary for alternative B
for the three areas is:

Acres Proposed Acres Excluded

As Wilderness (Nonconforming Uses)
Mount Henry 20, 520 2,930
Taylor-Hilgard 316, 141 7,528*%
West Pioneer 144,118 3,840

*Includes 80 acres excluded to provide for end-of-road recreation access
facilitieses



EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

The purpose of this section Is to describe the anticipated effects
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resulting from implementation of each of the alternatives for each of the

study areas presented in the previous section.

To facilitate comparsion of these effects, they are presented
(1) acreage summaries, (2) estimated current and potential outputs of
commodities and services, and (3) expected changes in the environment.

Acreage by Management Area
Mount Henry

in terms of

Management Area

(NO Action)
Alts A

Alt. B

Alt. C

Alt.s D

Alts E

Management Area
No. 1 (No Action)

Gross Acres

23,450

Net Acres

23,450

Management Area
No. 2 Wilderness

Gross Acres

20,520

15,590

11,550

Net Acres

20,520

15,590

11,550

Management Area

No. 3 Nonwilderness

Gross Acres

2,930

23,450

7,860

11,900

Net Acres

2,930

23,450

7,860

11,900
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Projected Programed Timber Harvest (MMBF)
Mount Henry

Alternatives

rE;cade L A¥ l B C D E
1 L 0 13,392 69.226 32.437| 38.600
2 . 0 3.218|  38.065| 12.829| 15.440
3 o 0 7.544 60.613 15.411] 32.996
4 L 0 6,549 49.477 18.,785| 15.613
5 ~ 0 6.120 39.849 15,526 | 26.146
6 . | o0 6.403| 18.828 9.622| 11,241

* Although no timber is programed for harvesting under this alternative, the

area does contribute to the total potential

Table
{(Present Net Worth

4 Percent Discount Rate)

ount Henry

yietd for the Forest.

10, Economic tfficiency by Alternative
in Doliars at

Alternatives
raésource or Commodity A B [ C D E __[
T imber - 4,114,261 | 24,170,765| 9,066,795 | 12,723,131
Minerals* A T m—= e e e
Recreation** | 502,227 _L 630,510 514,358 632,643 596,512
* The dollar valug is too difficult to estimate.
*%* All costs and benefits through the year 2025 are included.
Tabla 11, Total! Annual Employment and Income
Generated by Alternatives
Mount Henry
Alternatives
A B C D E
Empltoyment
(person years) 0.8 57 2543 10.6 152
1581 1ars) 7,560 66,982 303,995 | 126,388 181,935
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Alternative A = No Action
MOUNT HENRY

Soil and Water. Under alternative A, only natural erosion, sedimenta-
tion, and water yield is expected to occur because no activities or
development will be taking place. The other factors would have zero out-
puts or impactse

Air. Because of the small size of the study area, periodic degradation
of air quality could occur. This would be primarily in late summer and
fall during periods of prescribed burning adjacent to the area.

Wildlife. A very small portion (350 acres) of the study area is con-
sidered suitable for habitat improvement. Vegetation on this acreage
would not be managed under alternative A.

There would be no significant opportunities to improve fisheries habitat
in lakes or streams among all the alternatives.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The study area hasn't been designated
as essential grizzly bear habitat although grizzlies may use the area
occasionally. The present roadless status which would continue with
alternative A contributes to the area's potential value for grizzlies.

Fire. Approximately 16,000 acres of mature lodgepole pine stands are
being attacked by mountain pine beetle. This will result in a buildup of
downfall timber and snags which may increase the risk of wildfire. Under
alternative A, fuels management is limited by the requirement that the
wilderness character of the area be maintained.

Insect and Disease. The major insect problem in the Mount Henry area Is
the mountain pine bestle which has infested stands within and adjacent to
the study area. Opportunities for managing stands adjacent to the area
in an effort to slow the spread of the beetle is the same for all
alternatives. However, under alternative A there is no opportunity to
harvest infested stands within the study area. |t is expected that the
infestation will move throughout the area in 10 years.

Wilderness Quality. Mount Henry received a Wilderness Attribute Rating
of 19 during the RARE || process. Under alternative A, the qualities for
wilderness would not change. The study area now contains some develop-
ments which are not compatible with wilderness. Should the noncompatible
developments be excluded from the area, the wilderness quality would
increase.

Recreation. |t is estimated that Mount Henry presently receives about
1,100 visitor days per year for nonmotorized recreation and about 100
visitor days for motorized recreation. Nonmotorized recreation use
includes hiking, roadless hunting, and fishing. Motorized recreation use
includes hunting, woodcutting, and sightseeing.
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Timber. Impacts to the timber resource under alternative A are measured
under opporfunities foregone. There is no programed harvest (see
glossary) in the area, but it is estimated that the area has the poten-
tial to contribute 25 MMBF per decade to the sustained yield capacity for
the Xootenai National Forest. Under alternative A, no harvesting will

QCCUr e

Employment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Table 11 shows the esti-
mated employment and income figures for all alternatives. These figures
were derived from the input-output analysis of employment and income
impacts. Under alternative A, the total annual person years are esti=
mated to be 0.8 with a total annual income of $7,560. The measure of
aconomic efficiency 15 present net worth (table 10). For alternative A,
the present net worth is $502,227 and is entirely recreation costs and
benefits.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. FPopulation growth and
distribution in Flathead, Lake, and Lincoln Counties is not expected to
be significantiy affected by implementation of alternative As Likewise,
there would not be a significant impact on minorities, women, or other
qroups protected by ejual employment opportunity and/or civil rights

legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Acts The Kootenai-5alish Indian Tribe
has been consulted and has indicated that there are not ar; locations of
cultural significance within the Mount Henry study area. Under

alternative A, no activities will occur and thus no impacts are expected.

Other Effects. Under alternative A, the existing roadless recreation use
would continue. No management would take place and thus enhancement of
long=term productivity would be foregone, although long-term productivity
of resources would be maintained at natural levels.

Because mineral potentials are apparently low, a no action status should
result in no significant impacts to the mineral resources.

There are no expected impacts to prime farmlands, range, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative A.

Under the no action status of alternative A, resource potentials are not
committed for management. However, this status does not represent an
irretrievable commitment of resources.

With alternative A, no planned development management would occur and
thus energy requirements would be minor, except in the case of a major
wildfires

There are no expected impacts to urban quality, or historic and cultural
resources under alternative A.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing alterna-
tive A and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land use
plans or policies for the study area.
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Alternative B = Full Wilderness
MOUNT HENRY

Soil and Water. Expected increases In watershed impacts over alterna-
tive A are attributed to activities in areas excluded from the proposed
wilderness because of prior noncompatible development. Impacts on water-
shed factors under alternative B are expected to fall below the average
for impacts under the other alternatives. This is attributed to minimal
developments that would occur under this full wilderness alternative.

Air. Because of the small slze of the area, periodic degradation of air
quality will occur primarily in late summer and fall during periods of
prescribed burning adjacent to the area.

Wildlife. Impacts to wiidlife under alternative B would be the same as
in alternative A« The 350 acres of potential winter game range would be
unavailable for habitat improvement. The lack of roads would contribute
to the area's potential value to grizziies.

Fire. As with alternative A, there Is |ittle opportunity to manage fuels
under the full wilderness alternative. It is not expected that implemen-
tation of a fire plan would reduce fuels accumulation to a significant
degree.

Insect and Disease. The effects of insect and dissase under alterna=-
tive B are the same as under alternative A; no opportunities would exist
to harvest infected stands within the area. Opportunities to manage
stands adjacent fo the area to slow the spread would remain under
alternative Be

Wilderness Quality. Under alternative B, wilderness quality as repre-
sented by the Wilderness Attribute Rating should increase because
existing prior developments would be exciuded.

Recreation. Under alternative B, nonmotorized recreation use Is expected
to increase to 3,320 visitor days as shown on table 9. The expected
increase is attributed to the attraction a wilderness classification
would have for wilderness userse.

Motorized recreation use is axpected to remain constant. The roads
excluded from the wilderness which remain inside the study area boundary
would still be available for motorized recreations.

Timber. Under alternative B, most of the timber would not be harvested,
1T is expected that on lands excluded from the wilderness, an estimated
1.3 MMBF will be harvested in the first decade with an annual potential
yield of 0.5 MMBF,
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Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. The employment and income
figures for alternative B are estimated to be 5.7 total annual person
years and $66,982 total annual income. This change Is not considered
significant In terms of the three-county economy. Present net worth for
alternative B is $4,114,261 for timber and $630,510 for recreation (table
10), compared with $502,227 present net worth of recreation under
alternative A.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. Since the change in
local income and employment is not considered significant, population
growth and distribution in the three counties is not expected to be
significantly impacteds There would not be a major Impact on minorities,
women, or other groups protected by clivil rights and/or equal employment
opportunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Alternative B, full wilderness,

would have no developments affecting tribal sites.

Other Effects. Under alternative B, roadless recreation use would con-
tinue and increase. Other resource management will not be substantial.

Because mineral potentials are apparently low, a wilderness classifica-
tion should not significantly Impact the mineral resource.

There are no expected impacts to prime farmlands, range, wetlands, and
flood plains under alternative B.

Under alternative B, little developmenta! management would occur. It is
estimated that approximately 7,500 gallons of fuel per year would be
needed for administrative, road construction and reconstruction, and
associated recreation costs.

There are no expected impacts to the urban quality or historic and
cultural resources under alternative B.

No conflicts are known between the effects of implementing alternative B
and Federal, Regional, State, and focal land use plans and policies.
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Alternative C - Nonwilderness - Manage According fo Existing Plans
MOUNT HENRY

Soil and Water. Alternative C represents the full development alter-
native should the unit plan for Mount Henry be fully Implemented.
Compared with the other alternatives, alternative C is estimated to have
the greatest impact on soil and water although the increases over the no
action alternative are not considered to be unacceptables.

Air. Periodic degradation of air quality will occur primarily in late
summer and fall during periods of prescribed burnings. As logging
occurs, localized amounts of road dust will become airborne but should be

controlled somewhat.

Wildlifes« Under alternative C, opportunities to improve winter range
(350 acres) would exists Conversely, developmental activities could
affect potential grizzly bear habitat.

Fires Alternative C would allow an opportunity for fuels management,
specifically in those areas which contain the bulk of infested lodgepole.

Insect and Disease. Opportunities to salvage infected stands would occur
under alternative C on the portion of the area specified in the unit

plane.

Wilderness Quality. Wilderness would be foregone under this alternative;

however, roadless allocation would preserve the primitive character of
the Mt. Henry core area, the Vinal Creek Trail, and the area around
Hoskins Lakee

Recreation. Nonmotorized recreation under alternative C would be asso-
ciated with the Mt, Henry core area, the Vinal Creek-Windy Creek Canyon,
and Hoskins Lakes. It is estimated that 2,200 nonmotorized visitor days
could be expected annually under alternative C. Motorized recreation is
expected to increase 180 visitor days over the no action alternative
because of additional road constructions

Timber. The timber resource under alternative C would be managed subject
to hydrologic and other environmental constraints. It is expected that
69 MMBF of timber could be harvested during the first decade. The poten-
tial yield of fthe area managed for Timber is 2.5 MMBF annually. Harvest
in the first decade would be higher than the potential yield due to age
of the timber and insect buildup in the lodgepole pine.

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Table 11 shows the
employment and income figures for alternative C. The total annual
employment supported by this area is estimated to be 25.3 person years
with a total annual income of $303,995. Under alternative C, present net
worth for timber would be $24,170,765 and $514,358 for recreation. This
present net worth Is the highest for any of the alternatives and thus
represents the most economically efficient allocation of resourcese.
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Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. The change in local
omployment and income will not be significant with implementation of
alternative C, and there are no major effects expected on population
growth and distribution. There would not be a significant impact on
minorities, women, or other groups protected by civil rights and/or equal

employment opportunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. The Kootenai-Salish Indian Tribe

has been consulted and has indicated there are not any locations of
cultural significance within the Mount Henry study area. Projects sched-
uled under alternative C would be reviewed by the Kootenai-Salish Tribe
prior to beginning.

Other Effects. Management of the resources in the area should result in
the maintenance and enhancement of iong-term productivity. Temporary
impacts caused by developmental activities could be expected to occur
under alternative C. Development of portions of the area would represent
an irreversible commitment of the resources and a loss of the wilderness
option on those portions.

The expected energy requirements for alternative C are estimated to be
about 27,000 gallons of fuel annuallye. This includes costs of
administration, road construction and reconstruction, and recreation use.

There are no expected impacts to urban quality or historic and cultural
resources under alternative C.

Although there is little apparent mineral potential, alternative C allows
for mineral development should mineral resource be found through addi-
tional investigation.

There are no impacts expected on prime farmlands, range, wetlands, and
flood plains under altfernative C.

There are no known conflicts between ths effects of implementing
alternative C and Federa!, Regional, State, and local land use plans or
policies.
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Alternative D = Modified Wilderness
MOUNT HENRY

Soil and Water. Alternative D represents a reduced wilderness boundary
that excludes noncompatible uses and other areas of high resource values.
This alternative would generally result in fewer watershed impacts than
alternative C, but slightly more than could be expected under the Full
Wilderness Alternatives.

Air. Periodic degradation of air quality could occur, primarily in late

summer and fall, during periods of prescribed burning adjacent to the
area.

Wildlife. Habitat improvement opportunities would be lost around Hoskins
Lake as well as in other scattered portions. The area remaining as
wilderness may favor grizzly bears.

Fire. Fire management opportunities are similar to those under
alternative B (Full Wilderness); little or no opportunity exists to

manage fuels.

insect and Disease, With a reduced wilderness boundary, there are more

opportunities to harvest infected stands within the study area, but not
to the extent as under alternative C.

Wilderness Quality. The wilderness quality under alternative D would

only be affected in terms of reduced acreage. Natural integrity,
naturalness, and opportunities for solitude would remain.,

Recreation. MNonmotorized recreation is expected fo increase slightly
over the Full Wilderness Alternative because of an increase in hunting
and fishing. This increase in hunting would reflect habitat Improvement
activities which would result in more game. Motorized use under
alternative D would not change.

Timber. Expected timber output under alternative D is 3,2 MMBF annually
the first decade, with an annual potential yield of 1.0 MMBF, This is
less than half of what would be expected under alternative C (ses

table 9).

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative D, the
total annual employment is estimated to be 10.6 person years, and the
total annual income is $126,388. This Is not significant in terms of the
total three-county economy. Present net worth for alternative D is
$9,066,796 for timber and $632,643 for recreation. This economic effi-
clency rating Is less than alternative C, but greater than A, B, or E.




Effects/Mount Henry 126

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. Population growth and
distribution should not be significantly influenced by the implementation
of alternative D« There would not be a significant impact on minorities,
women, or other groups protected by equal employment opportunity and/or

civil rights legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. No impacts to sites of cultural

significance are expected to occur.

Other Effects. Those portions of the area being managed for resources
will maintain and enhance long-term productivity. Temporary impacts
caused by developmental activities could be expected to occur. Impacts
could also result from fuels accumulation and bug infestation. Those
areas developed would represent an irreversible commitment of resources
and a loss of the wilderness option.

The expected energy requirements for alternative D are estimated fo be
about 10,000 gallons per year, including administrative, road construc-
tion and reconstruction, and recreation costse.

Inasmuch as the mineral potential in the area is low, no significant
impacts are expected to occur under alternative D.

There are no impacts expected on prime farmlands, range, wetliands, or
flood plains under alternative D.

There are no expected impacts to the urban quality or historic and
cultural resources under alternative D.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing
alternative D and Federal, Regional, State, and local land use plans or
policies.
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Alternative E - Modified Wilderness
MOUNT HENRY

Soil and Water. Alternative E represents a more reduced wilderness
classification than alternative D. Alternative E would result in water-
shed impacts second only to alternative Cs More development would be
occurring than under alternative D but not as much as alternative C.

Air. Air quality degradation caused by prescribed burning and logging
adjacent to the wilderness could occur intermittently.

Wildlife. Under alternative E, all acres suitable for winter game range
would be available for habitat improvement. That part remaining wilder=
ness could be valuable for grizzly bears.

Fire. Alternative E ratés slightly better than alternatives B and D in
terms of fuels management because more acres are available for freatment.

Insect and Disease., More acres are available for management under
alternative E than alternatives B and D, and thus more opportunities
exist to salvage infected stands.

Wilderness Qualitys. Hoskins Lake and Vinal Creek Trail are excluded from
wilderness designation under alternative E. Because Vinal Creek is
important to the solitude and recreation opportunity of the study area,
the Wilderness Attribute Rating could be reduced from 19 to 18.

Recreation. Nonmotorized recreation use in the wi lderness is expected to
be about 2,540 visitor days and in the nonwilderness portion, about 585
visitor days. This reflects the management of Vinal Creek and Hoskins
Lake for roadless recreation. Motorized use is expected to increase to
140 visitor days over the other wilderness alternatives because more
roads would be constructed under alternative E.

Timber. Timber production under alternative E would increase slightly
over alternative D, but would be substantially less than alternative C
(see table 9).

Emp loyment, lncome, and Economic Efficiency. The total annual estimated
employment figure for alternative E is 15.2 person years, with a total
annual income of $181,935. This change would not be significant within
the three-county economy. Present net worth for alternative E is
$12,723,131 in timber and $596,512 in recreation, which is greater than
alternatives A, B, and C but less than D.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. Population growth and
distribution would not be significantly affected by implementation of
alternative E. Likewise, the impacts on women, minorities, and other
groups protected by equal employment opportunity and/or civil rights
legislation are not expected fto be significant.
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American Indian Religious Freedom Act. No impacts to sites of cultural
or religious significance are expected to occur.

Other Effects. Those portions of the area being managed for resources
will maintain and enhance long-term productivity. Temporary impacts
caused by developmental activities are expected to occur. Impacts could
also result from fuels accumulation and bug infestation. Those areas
being developed would represent an irreversible commitment of resources
and a loss of fthe wilderness option.

Inasmuch as the mineral potential of the area is low, no significant
impacts are expected under alternative E.

Under alternative E, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood
plains should not be significantly affected.

The expected energy requirements for alternative t are estimated to be
about 13,300 gallons annually, including administrative, road construc-
tion and reconstruction, and recreation costs.

There are no expected impacts to the urban quality or historic and
cultural resource under alternative E.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing
alternative E and Federal, Regional, State, and local land use plans or
policiess
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Acreage by Management Area
Taylor=Hilgard

(No Action) | )

Alter- Alter- Alter=- Alter- Alter- Alter- Alter=- Alter-

native native native native native native native native
Management Area A B C D E F G H
Management Area No. |
{(No Action)
Gross Acres 389,424 oy = = - ~— - —
Net Acres 327,351 =5 - = —— i pie -
Management Area No. 2
Wilderness
Gross Acres - 377,059 - 157,826 83,244 159, 701 123,344 98, 244
Net Acres 319,823 - 129,941 82,604 144,034 122,704 97,604
Management Area No. 3
Nonwi | derness
Gross Acres - 12,365 | 389,424 | 231,598 | 306,180 | 229,723 | 266,080 | 291,180
Net Acres - 7,528 | 327,351 197,410 | 244,747 183,317 | 204,647 | 229,747
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Acreage Summary by Owner
Taylor=Hilgard

Acres
National Forest 325,842
Bureau of Land Management 1,509
State of Montana 3,249
Burlington Northern, Incorporated 46,208
Other Private 12,616
Total 389,424

Acres by Alternative, County and
Owner for Possible Adjustment Action
Taylor=Hilgard

Acres to Acquire

BNI Other Private Total
Alternative B
Mad ison 37,934 6,931 44,865
Gallatin 6,714 2,430 9,144
Total 44,648 9,361 54,009
Alternative D
Madison 21,916 3,412 25,328

Alternative F

Mad ison 12,470 640 12,110
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Projected Programed Timber Harvest (MMBF)
Taylor-Hilgard

ALTERNATIVES

Decade A* B c D E F G H
1 6,18 132.92 116.62 130,46 104,96 106,14 128.07
2 726 176,09 167.73 169,86 150,94 132,94 166.43
> 5.94 234,92 214,95 227.69 197.01 183,96 224.19
4 7.46 213,29 203,13 205.36 177.18 169,76 201,43
5 5.22 205,85 189.49 198.79 165,96 165,38 194.30
6 5.86 146.18 136.24 138,92 115,12 116458 134,03

*Although no timber is programed for harvesting under this alfernative,
the area does contribute to the total potential yield for the Forest.

Table 13. Economic Efficiency by Alternative
(Present Net Worth in Dollars at 4 Percent Discount Rate)

Taylor-Hilgard

ALTERNATIVES

Resource or

Commod 1ty A B c D
T imber - 2,582,461 58,846,270 55,115,983
Minerals* ——— — — —
Recreation** 21,996,148 32,692,473 21,996,148 27,268,961
Range*** s —— e e

Resource or

Commod 1ty £ F G H
Timber 56,967,732 49,422,259 46,713,495 55,598,248
Minerals* ——— —-— - —
Recreation** 25,588,317 27,769,335 27,014,153 26,120,860
Range**#* — —-— — N

* The dollar value is too difficult to estimate.

*% All costs and benefits through the year 2025 are Included.
**% The difference in change between alternatives is not significant,
therefore no value is shown.
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Table 14. Total Annual Employment and Income
Generated by Alternatives
Taylor-Hilgard

ALTERNATIVES

A B C D
Employment
(person years) 42.4 49.6 13243 130.4
I ncome
(In dollars) 392,050 464,553 1,402,863 1,371,481
E F G H
Employment
(person years) 131.4 123.4 122.9 133.8
I ncome

(In dollars) 1,429,822 1,329,266 1,327,150 1,408,278
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Alternative A = No Action
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

Soil and Water. Since there would be no developmental activity under
alternative A, the existing soil and water conditions are likely tfo
remain the same. Only natural changes or actions on private lands will
affect the existing condition. There will be no opportunities for

soil and water Iimprovement projects on the National Forest lands.

The possible development of some private lands exists with this
alternative. The effects of private land development on soil and water
cannot be estimated because the extent and nature of the activity is
unknown «

Aire Under alternative A, there would be little change in the present
air quality conditions of the area. Effects on air quality could come
from development on private inholdings or from wildfires.

Wildlifee Alternative A would result in no change in fish or wildlife
habitat or management. Management would be to preserve the wilderness
character of the area. Movement of big game would be obstructed by
insect-infected timber falling in the area.

Threatened and endangered species, grizzly bear and bald eagle, would be
protected as required by the Endangered Species Act. Opportunities for
habitat Improvement would be confined to future fire management areas
where unplanned prescribed fire starts.

Fire. Fires In the area would be suppressed as under present management.
The present buildup of deadfall and snags is expected to Iincrease the
risk of wildfire in the area. The potential for large fires is
Increasing as more timber is killed by the mountain pine beetle.

Insect and Disease. The study area is presently affected by a major
infestation of mountain pine beetle. MNo action would be taken under
alternative A to salvage insect-killed trees within the study area. !T
is expected that the current epidemic will continue until at least 1982,
and the mature stands of lodgepole will be lost to the beetie. Tree
planting of lands containing Insect-kilied timber would not take place
under this alternative.

Minerals. Under alternative A, 63,000 acres of existing oll and gas
lease applications and all new applications would be considered as though
the area were already a designated wilderness. The Forest Service would
make recommendations to the Bureau of Land Management considering Section
4(d)(3) of the Wilderness Act, and mitigating measures and stipulations
would be developed to protect the area's wllderness character. A full
range of alternatives would be considered from withdrawal from mineral
entry fo leasing with standard stipulations.
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Wilderness Quality. Under alternative A, the present wilderness quality
would not change. Management would continue to preserve the wilderness
character of the area. It is possible that some private lands would be
developed.

Recreation. Under alternative A, all present recreation uses would
continue. Nonmotorized use Includes hiking, cross-country skiing,
hunting, fishing, and horseback riding, and motorized recreation use
includes snowmobiling, trail bike riding, and other off-road vehicle use.
All forms of recreation use are expected to increase.

Timber. Under alternative A, all opportunities for timber harvest and
management activities are foregone. A potential harvest of approximate!y
13 million board feet per year on a sustained yleld would be lost.

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Table 14 shows the esti-
mated employment and income figures for all alternatives. These figures
were derived from the input - output analysis of employment and income
Impacts. Under alternative A, the total annual person years is estimated
to be 42.4 with a total annual income of $392,050. The measure of eco-
nomic efficiency is present net worth (table 13). For alternative A, the
present net worth is $21,996,148 (recreation costs and benefits only).

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. Population growth and
distribution in Gallatin and Madison Counties is not expected to be
significantly affected by implementation of alternative A. Likewise,
there would not be a significant effect on minorities, women, or other
groups protected by equal employment opportunity and/or civil rights
legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. The Indian tribes known histori-
cally to have inhabited the area have been asked to review projects in

the Madison Range. At this time there is no Indication that there are

sites significant to their culture within the study area boundary.

Landownership. Under alternative A there would be no change in the sta-
tus of the 62,000 acres of non-Federal land within the study area. No
land adjustment measures would be acted upon. Owners of private lands
within the study area may seek rights of access across National Forest
lands to utilize their lands.

Range. Under this alternative there would be no change in the present
grazing use. No new range improvements would be made on the National
Forest lands. Present use of motorized vehicles to manage the grazing
use and maintaln the existing fences and water developments would
continue.

The present level of domestic grazing is 11,428 animal unit months.
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Other Effects. Under alternative A, the existing motorized and non-
motorized recreation uses would continue for the short term.

Energy requirements would be minor because no developments are planned.

There would be no man~caused adverse environmental effects associated
with alternative A.

There would be no adverse effects to urban quality, or historic and
cultural resources under alternative A. There are no expected effects to
prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and floodplains under alternative
AB

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing alter-
native A and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land
use plans or policies for the study areae.
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Alternative B - Full Wilderness
TAYLOR-HILGARD

Soil and Water. Minor increases in adverse watershed impacts over alter=-
native A are attributed to activities in areas excluded from proposed
wilderness because of prior noncompatible developments. Adverse impacts
on watershed resources are expected to be below the average for the other
alternatives. Some development or resource use on private lands would be
expected, including timber harvest, private land subdivision for
recreation development, and oil and gas exploration and possible
development,

Adverse watershed impacts to National Forest lands would be from natural
causes such as landslips or large wildfires. Road development across
National Forest lands fo private lands may also occure

Alr. Possible degradation of air quality would be the same under this
alternative as in alternative A. Any adverse effects on air quality
would come from outside the area or from prescribed slash burning on
private lands within the area. Temporary air quality degradation may
also occur from wildfire In the area.

Wildlifes Effects on fish and wildlife under this alternative would be
the same as under alternative A.

Habitat improvement in lands recommended for wi!derness under this alter-
native would be permitted only to enhance the wilderness resource and/or
promote the perpetuation of a threatened or endangered species. Projects
would require approval of the Chief of the Forest Service. Some 127,500
acres of the lands proposed for wilderness have been identified for
potential habitat improvement. Wildlife habitat improvement would be
confined to future fire management areas where unplanned prescribed fire
starts.

Threatened and endangered species found within the study area (grizzly
bear and bald sagle) would receive specific consideration in a subsequent
wilderness management plan. All wilderness management activities would
consider the welfare of these species. Decisions as to trail locations,
outfitter permits, campsites, and other wilderness user controls would be
careful ly analyzed for possible adverse effects on these species, as
required by the Endangered Species Acte

Fire. The possibility for large wildfires Is expected to increase due to
the creatlon of large areas and heavy concentrations of dry fuel by the
mountain pine beetle infestation. Fire control efforts would be dif-
ficult in large areas without access roads.

Insect and Disease. The present epidemic of mountain pine beetle Is
expected to continue killing lodgepole pine until at least 1982, No
opportunity would be available to salvage the dead trees for lumber pro-
duction or firewood under alternative B.
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Minerals. Under alternative B, the area would be available for mineral
development and leasing until December 31, 1983, in accordance with the
Wilderness Act. No decision will be made in this statement regarding
recommendations for granting or denying the 63,000 acres of oil and gas
lease applications pending in the study area. Following this study, an
environmental analysis will determine the effects of oil and gas leasing
and make recommendations. A full range of alternatives would be
considered from withdrawal from mineral entry to leasing with standard
stipulations.

Landownership. The area proposed for wilderness in alternative B con-
tains 54,009 acres of private land and 3,227 acres of State of Montana
lande Of the private land some 45,000 acres are owned by Burlington
Northern Inc., and the remaining 9,000 acres are in other private
ownershipe. Burlington Northern has applied for access across the National
Forest land to harvest insect-killed and other timber on their lands.
Since such use would be incompatible with wilderness management and
wilderness classification applies only to Federal |y-owned lands within
the wilderness boundary, this alternative assumes that the Burlington
Northern lands would be acquired info Federal ownership. Under the
Wilderness Act acquisition may be by purchase from a willing seller,
exchange for other Federal lands outside the wilderness, or by
Congressional action.

It is not known if management of the other private lands would be incom-
patible with wilderness management of the Federal lands. Presently
existing incompatible uses on the private lands have been excluded from
the area proposed by wilderness under alternative B,

Management of the 3,227 acres of State land would probably not be incom-
patible with wilderness management of the Federal land.

Wilderness Quality. Under alternative B, wilderness qualilty as repre-
sented by the Wilderness Attribute Rating System should increase because
existing prior nonconforming development would be excluded.

Recreation. Under alternative B, nonmotorized recreation is expected to
increase to 122,100 recreation visitor days. Developed recreation use at
the Spanish Creek campground is expected to increase to 9,600 recreation
visitor days.

Existing snowmobile and frail bike use would be curtailed. The popular
"Big Sky Trail" would no longer be available to snowmobilers within the
area identified for wilderness.
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Timber. Under alternative B, most of the commercial timber and firewood
would be unavailable for use. It is expected that some timber would be
harvested from National Forest lands excluded from the proposed
wilderness. The area excluded could produce a sustained yield of
approximately 570,000 board feet per yeare.

Employment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative B,
employment is expected to be 49.6 person years annually. Total annual
income is expected to be $464,553. Present net worth is estimated at
$35,274,934 considering timber and recreation values. There is an addi-
tional value for domestic grazing, but opportunities for range improve-
ments would be restricted. Minéral values are not known.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. Implementation of
alternative B would result in about the same number of jobs as in alter-
native A.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Alternative B would have no
effect on any known tribal sites.

Range. Under this alternative there would be no change in the present
grazing use as a result of designation of the National Forest iand for
wilderness. There could be some small increase in grazing as a result of
range improvements on the National Forest land proposed for
nonwi | derness.

Existing water developments and fences would be maintained. Use of
motorized vehicles for monitoring National Forest land proposed for
wilderness would be evaluated to determine the need for established
| ivestock grazing operations.

The potential for domestic grazing under alternative B is estimated to be
11,615 animal unit months.

Other Effects. Under alternative B, nonmotorized roadless recreation
management would continue and increase. Long-term productivity of the
area for timber production would be foregone.

Adverse environmental effects caused by man-made development would not
occur. Adverse environmental effects from natural causes such as insect,
disease, and wildfire would continue and would not be lessened by manage-
ment except to enhance the wilderness resource.

Alternative B does not represent an irretrievable commitment of
resources.

Under alternative B, only a minor amount of developmental management
would occur. It is estimated that approximately 4,500 gallons of fuel
per year would be needed for administration, road construction, and
recreation management.
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There are no expected adverse effects to the urban quality or historic
and cultfural resources and prime farmlands, range, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative B.

This alternative would eliminate the possibility to consider application
for construction of a 161-kV fransmission line from Ennis to 8ig Sky
across National Forest land in Jack Creek or Cedar Creek.

The management objectives for the Burllngton Northern lands are different
from that proposed for the National Forest lands in this alternative.
Therefore, It appears necessary to acquire those non-Federal lands. No
other conflicts are known between this alternative and the objectives of
Federal, Regional, State, and local land use plans or policies.
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Alternative C - Nonwilderness
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

Soil and Water. Compared to the other alternatives, alternative C is
estimated to have the greatest potential for adverse impacts to soil and
water resources. Projects or activities which would cause unacceptable
effects to the soil or water would not be permitted. State and Federal
standards for water quality would be met.

Alternative C would retain the potential where feasible to rehabilitate
areas of natural landslips to mitigate natural siltation of the area's
waters.

Aire. Alternative C would have the greatest potential for air quality
degradation of all the alternatives.

Possible sources of air degradation would include dust from road
construction and use as well as perlodic smoke from prescribed burning
and wildfires. Alr quality degradation may also result from activities
associated with oil and gas leasing should such leases be granted.

Wildlife. Under alternative C, the greatest opportunities would exist
to improve fish and wildlife habitat. The Albino Lake area would also
be avallable for habitat improvement. In any planning which may affect
threatened and endangered species, the Forest Service would consult with
other agencles having responsibility and expertise in wildlife manage-
ment to Insure protection as required under the Endangered Species Acte

Fire. Alternative C would allow an opportunity for fuels management in
those areas of high fire risk resulting from the mountain pine beetle
epidemice

Insect and Disease. Alternative C would allow the greatest opportunity
to salvage timber killed by mountain pine beetle and provides the best
opportunity for controlling future Infestations. The insect infestation
is expected fo continue killing large amounts of trees until at least
1982,

Minerals. Alternative C would provide for a future environmental analy=
sis of the 63,000 acres of pending oil and gas lease applicationse. It
would also provide the greatest opportunity to consider any new lease
applications in the area.

Wilderness Quality. Wilderness designation would be foregone under this
alternative. Subsequent Forest land management planning would consider
nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities. Under alternative c,
the potential exists to preserve the primitive character of high quality
areas for roadless recreation.




Effects/Taylor-Hilgard 142

Recreation. It Is estimated that the area would have a potential for
190,500 recreation visitor days annually under alternative C as shown In
table 12.

Timber. Under alternative C, the timber resource would be available for
management and harvest. It is estimated that the area may have a poten-
tial yield of 10,580,000 board feet annually under alternative C, and a
potential harvest of 132,920,000 board feet in the first decade of the
80~year analysis period. Harvest in the early decades is assumed to be
higher than the sustalned potential annual yield because of the advanced
age of the timber and the insect epldemic.

This alternative also provides the best opportunity for improvement
through thinning, planting, and other silvicultural freatments. The
greatest potential for firewood gathering would be provided with this
alternative.

Employment, Income, and Economic Efficiencys As shown in table 14, the
total employment under alternative C is estimated to be 132.3

person years. The estimated fotal annual income is $1,402,863. These
values would have only minor significance in the Gallatin-Madison County
area when considered on a percentage basise.

Under alternative C, the estimated present net worth for timber is
$58,846,270, and for recreation is $21,996,148, This alternative pro-
vides the greatest opportunity to increase l|ivestock grazing through
more Intensive management practices and range improvement projects. The
opportunity for hard rock, oil and gas development is highest with this
alternative.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. The change In local
employment, when considered on a percentage basis for the two-county
area, is not significant in expected effects on population growth and
distribution. Likewise, there would not be a significant effect on
minorities, women, or other groups protected by civil rights and/or
equal amployment opportunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Indian tribes have been con-
tacted and asked fo review projects in the Madison Range. At this time,
there is no indication that sites significant fo thelr culture wouid be
Jjeopardized by alternative Co Continued careful attention would be
given to this concern in subsequent management and resource plans.

Landownership. Under alternative C there would be no change In the pre-
sent landownership pattern. The present 62,000 acres of private and
state land would remain in that ownership and would be manged as the
owners choose. The management and development of the National Forest
lands would be coordinated with that of the intermingled private lands.



143 Effects/Taylor-Hilgard

Range. Alternative C provides the greatest opportunity to Increase the
production of domestic grazing and realize the grazing potential of the
area. Under this alternative new fences and water developments could be
constructed to control and regulate grazing to obtain better utilization
of the grazing allotments. Range management plans would also consider
needs of wildlife. Range Improvements could benefit wildlife by better
controlling and limiting domestic animal grazing on important wildlife
rangess.

The potential to domestic grazing under alternative C is estimated to be
12,059 animal unit months.

Other Effects. Management of the resources under future Forest planning
would result in the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivitye

Under alternative C, some femporary adverse Impacts could be expected to
occuUre

Designation of the study area as nonwilderness would represent an irre-
versible commitment of the wilderness resource.

Alternative C would be expected to have the highest energy costs of all
the alternatives. These costs would include fuel for administration,
road construction, and recreation activities.

There are no expected adverse effects to urban quality, historic and
cultural resources, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative C.

This alternative would provide the opportunity to consider an applica-
tion for construction of a 161 kV transmission line from Ennis to Big
Sky through Jack or Cedar Creeks.
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Alternative D - Modified Wilderness
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

Soll and Water. Alternative D represents a reduced wilderness area that
excludes noncompatible uses, some areas of low wilderness quality, and
other areas of high resource valuss. This alternative would generally
result in fewer adverse effects to watershed values than alternative C,
but slightly more than could be expected wunder alternative B.

Adverse impacts to the watershed on l|ands proposed for nonwilderness
could occur as a result of road construction for timber harvest or other
developments on Nationa! Forest and private lands. Natural landslips or
large wildfires could also contribute to adverse watershed effects.

Air. This alternative represents less potential for air quality degra-
dation than alternative C but greater risk than alternatives A and B.
Temporary alr quality degradation could result from slash burning on
both National Forest and private lands. Wildfires on either the lands
designated for wilderness or nonwilderness could also contribute to air
qual ity degradation. Localized dust from road traffic would also be
expected. Air quality degradation may also result from activities asso-
ciated with oil and gas leasing should such leases be granted.

Wild!ifes Lands proposed for wilderness under this alternative include
some 9,000 acres identified as potential habitat Iimprovement area.
Habltat improvement on these lands would be only to enhance the wilder-
ness resources On the lands designated for nonwilderness, habitat
improvement potential has been identified on 118,000 acres, which
includes a large portion of Jack Creek.

Specific decisions on management of wildlife and threatened and
endangered species would be made in subsequent wilderness and Forest
land management plans. The Albino Lake area would be available for
fish, waterfow!, and wildlife habitat improvement.

Fire. Alternative D would permit planned fuels management activities on
those areas designated for nonwllderness. This would provide the oppor-
tunity to reduce fire hazards resulting from the present beetle
epidemic. Salvage of beetle-killed trees for timber products and
fuelwood would also contribute to reduction of the fire risk. Roads
constructed for timber harvest and other activities would provide for
more efficient fire control than altfernative B, but less than
alternative C.

Insect and Disease. Alternative D would allow a greater opportunity to
salvage timber killed by the mountain pine beetle epidemic than
alternative B and would provide increased capability to control future
outbreaks. This ability would be only slightly less than alternative C
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because most of the lands classifled as commercial forest are proposed
for nonwllderness under this alternatives

Minerals. Approximately 20,000 acres are presently under application
for oll and gas leasing In the area proposed for wilderness under
alternative Do While leases are permitted on the lands proposed for
wilderness designation, those lands would only be available for con-
sideration until December 31, 1983, Further environmental analysis
following this study will be required to consider the pending and future
lease applications.

The asbestos mine in Section 35, T55, R4E is the area proposed for non-
wilderness management by alternative D. This is the only mineral
deposit in the study area which has been commercially developed,
although there have been other discoveries of asbestos.

Phosphate and coal reserves in the area are not thought to be commer-
clally productive. There are no other known commerclial mineral deposits
in the study area.

Landownership. Implementation of alternative D would require acquisi-
tion In Federal ownership by exchange of 21,916 acres of Burlington
Northern lands In Cedar, Bear, and Indlan Creeks for National Forest
land in J1-549 (Jack Creek). This requires a willingness to relinquish
Federal lands in Jack Cresk with equal value to acquire the private
lands proposed for wilderness. Other private lands of 3,412 acres would
need to be acquired by purchase or exchange. If the lands were acquired
by exchange, other National Forest lands of equal value would be trans-
ferred to private ownershlp,

There are also 2,557 acres of State land within the boundary proposed
for wllderness under alternative D. Management of this land by the
State would probably not be incompatible with wilderness management of
the National Forest l|ands.

Wilderness Quality., The wilderness quality of those areas as repre-
sented by the Wilderness Afttribute Rating System should increase because
surrounding areas which lower the rating are excluded.

Recreation. Under alternative D, opportunities are provided for all
types of recreation. Table 12 shows an estimated 182,000 potential
recreation visitor days for the various forms of recreation. The more
popular snowmobile recreation areas and the higher quality wilderness
recreation areas would be avallable for those uses.

Timber. Under alternative D, most of the areas Identified as commercial
forest land are recommended for nonwilderness management. They would be
avallable for tImber harvest and management subject to other resource
needs and |imltations. It is estimated that the area may have a poten-
tial yield of 9,620,000 board feet annually and a potential harvest of
116,620,000 board feet In the first decade of the B80-year analysis period
under alternative D,
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These estimates are for the National Forest land only and do not include
the timber on private lands within the study area. |If National Forest
commercial forest recommended for nonwilderness within the study area
were exchanged for private land within the area proposed for wilderness
under alternative D, the estimated timber sustained yield for the
National Forest land would be reduced by 721,000 board feet per year.

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative D, the
total annual employment is estimated to be 130.4 person-years. The
estimated total annual income is $1,371,481. These values would have
only minor significance in the Gallatin-Madison County area when con-
sidered on a percentage basis.

The estimated present net worth for timber is $55,115,983 and
$27,268,961 for recreation under alternative D.

At present, there are no proven commercial mineral deposits in areas
proposed for wilderness.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. The change in local
employment, when considered on a percentage basis for the two-county
area, is not significant in expected effects on population growth and
distribution. Likewise, there would not be a significant effect on
minorities, women, or other groups protected by civil rights and/or
equal employment opportunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Indian tribes have been con-
tacted and asked fo review projects in the Madison Range. At this time
there is no indication that sites significant to their culture would be
Jjeopardized by alternative D. Continued careful attention would be
given to this concern in subsequent management and resource plans.

Range. This alternative would repesent a slight reduction in grazing
potential from alternative C. There would be no reduction in present
levels of grazing with the areas designated as wilderness. The full
potential for grazing on those areas probably would not be realized.

The potential for domestic grazing under alternative D is estimated to
be 11,935 animal unit months,

Other Effects. Under alternative D, long-term productivity of most of
the commercial forest land would be enhanced by management of those
tands as nonwilderness.

Some temporary adverse environmental effects could be expected from
developmental activities on the area designated for nonwilderness
management.
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Designation of some of the area for nonwilderness management would
represent an Irreversible commitment of the wilderness resource for
those arease.

Energy consumption under this alternative would be higher than
alternative B, but probably not be much lower than alternative C because
most of the commerclal forest land is recommended for nonwilderness
management.

There are no expected adverse effects to the urban quality or historic
and cultural resources, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative De.

This alternative would provide the opportunity to consider the applica-
tTion for a 161 kY transmission line from Ennis to Blg Sky through Jack
Creek, but would eliminate some potential route options in Cedar Creek.

The management objectives for the Burlington Northern lands are
different from that proposed for the National Forest lands In this
alternative. Therefore, it appears necessary fo acquire those
non-Federal lands. No other conflicts are known between this alter-
native and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land
use plans or policiese.



Effects/Taylor-Hilgard 148

Alternative E = Modified Wilderness
TAYLOR-H I LGARD

Soil and Water. It is estimated that alternative E would have greater
potential to adversely affect soil and water resources than the alter-
natives proposing larger wilderness, but less potential than
alternative Co Projects or activities which would cause unacceptable
effects to soil and water would not be permitted. State and Federal
standards for water quality would be fulfilled.

Alternative E would retain most of the potential, where feasible, to
rehabllitate natural landslip areas to mitigate natural siltation of
the area's waters.

Adverse Impacts to the watershed on lands proposed for nonwilderness
could result from road construction for timber harvest or other develop-
ments on National Forest and private lands. Natural landslips or large
wildfires could also contribute to adverse watershed effects.

Alre. Alternative E represents a generally higher potential for air
qual ity degradation than other alternatives proposing wilderness. More
land would be available for developmental activities which might tem-
porarily degrade air quality. However, improved access to much of the
area would aid fuels management and fire suppression efforts fo reduce
wildfires

Possible sources of air quality degradation would include dust from road
construction and traffic and smoke from prescribed burning and
wildfires. Air quality degradation may also result from activities
associated with oil and gas leasing should such leases be granted.

Wildlife. Under this alternative, wildlife management would be similar
to alternative D. More land would be recommended for nonwilderness and
would be available for habitat improvement. On the lands recommended
for nonwilderness under alternative E, some 121,000 acres of important
wildlife habitat would be available for improvement. The Albino Lake
area would be available for fish habitat improvement opportunities.

Of the land recommended for wilderness, 6,000 acres have been identified
as potential wildlife habitat improvement areas. These opportunities
would be foregone.

Fire. Alfernative E would allow planned fuels management in most of the
areas having a high risk of fire because of the mountaln pine beetle
epidemice This alternative would also provide the opportunity to
salvage beetle-killed trees on more of the commercial forest land than
alternative D, and thereby reduce the heavy fue! loads. Roads
constructed for timber harvest and other activities would enhance fire
control efficiency more than alternatives with larger wilderness
proposal s.
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Insect and Disease. Alternative E would allow the greatest opportunity
to salvage and utilize beetle~killed trees of any of the alternatives
proposing wilderness. It would also provide opportunity to control
future outbreaks by maintaining healthy timber stands of various ages
rather than the large expanses of overmature lodgepole pine present now.

Minerais. Under alternative E, most of the present applications for oil
and gas leasing are In areas proposed for nonwilderness management. Of
the 63,000 acres of lease applications in the study areas, 10,000 acres
are In the area proposed for wilderness in this alternative. Leasing
applications in the proposed wilderness and nonwl|derness areas will be
considered in a future environmental analysise

No other known commercial mineral deposits are in the areas proposed for
wllderness by alternative E.

Landownership. Under alternative E, the only non-Federal land within
the area proposed for wilderness is 640 acres of State of Montana land.

Wilderness Quality. The areas of highest wilderness quality as repre-
sented by the Wilderness Aftribute Rating System are proposed for
wilderness In this alternative. Also, there would be a potential to
preserve the primitive character of high quality areas for roadless
recreation through subsequent Forest planning.

Wilderness Quality of the Bureau of Land Management Beartrap Canyon pro-
posed wilderness would be enhanced by the recommendation of 1,541 acres
of adjacent National Forest land for wilderness designation.

Recreation. Under alternative E, opportunities are provided for all
types of recreation. All of the most popular snowmobile recreation
areas would be available. The highest quallty wilderness areas are
recommended for wilderness. Areas that have previously been used for
primitive recreation are recommended for nonwilderness under this
alternative, but this type of recreation could be maintained with allo~
cations in subsequent forest plannings

The estimated total potential recreation visitor days for alternative E
are 184,400,

Timber. Under alternative E, practically all the areas identified as
commercial forest land are recommended for nonwilderness management. It
Is estimated that the study area may have a potential sustained yleld of
10,210,000 board feet annually and a potential harvest of 130,460,000
board feet in the first decade of the 80-year analysis period. These
estimates are for National Forest lands and do not Include timber on
private lands within the study area.
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Employment, Income, and Economic Efficiencys Under alternative E, the
total annual employment Is estimated to be 131.4 person-years. The
estimated total annual income Is $1,429,822., These values would have
only minor significance in the Gallatin-Madison County area when con-
sidered on a percentage basis. There could be significant Impacts on
individuals with dude ranch operations as a result of the reduced
roadless area.

The estimated present net worth for timber (National Forest land only)
Is $56,967,732. The estimated present net worth for recreation is
$25,588,317.

The value of mineral resources which may occur in the study area Is
presently unknown. Alternative E offers the highest potential for
recovering mineral resources of the alternatives which propose
wilderness. At present, there are no known commercial mineral deposits
within the areas proposed for wilderness.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rightss The change in local
employment, when considered on a percentage basis for the two-county
area, Is not significant in expected effects on population growth and
disfribution. Likewise, there would not be a significant effect on
minorities, women, or other groups protected by civil rights and/or
equal employment opportunity legislation.

American Indlan Rellglous Freedom Acte. Indian tribes have been con-
tacted and asked to review projects in the Madison Range. At this time
there is no indication that sites significant to their culture would be
Jeopardized by alternative E. Continued careful attention would be
given to this concern In subsequent management and resource plans.

Range. Under alternative E, most of the potential for increasing
grazing capaclties could be reallized because a relatively small area of
the grazing allotments are included in the areas proposed for
wilderness.

The potential for domestic grazing under alternative E Is estimated to
be 11,956 animal unit months.

Other Effects. Under alternative E, long~term productivity of most of
the commercial forest land wouid be enhanced by management of those
lands as nonwilderness.

Some temporary adverse environmental effects could be expected from
developmenta! activities on the area designated for nonwilderness
management,.

Designation of 78 percent of the study area as nonwilderness under
alternative E would represent an Irreversible commitment of the wllder-
ness resource for those areas.
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Energy consumption under this alternative Is expected to be similar to
alternative C.

There are no expected adverse effects to the urban quality or historic
and cultural resources, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative E.

This alternative would provide the opportunity to consider the applica-
tion for a 161 kY transmission line from Ennis to Big Sky through Jack
Creek or Cedar Creek.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of Implementing
alternative E and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and lccal
land use plans or policies for the study area.
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Alternative F = Modifled Wilderness
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

Soll and Water. Compared to the other alternatives, alternative F would
be In the mid-range of potential adverse effects to soil and water and
would be very similar to alternative De Projects or activities which
would cause unacceptable effects to the soil or water would not be
permitted. State and Federal standards for water quality would be
fulflilleds

Alternative F would provide the potential to rehabil itate some areas of
natura!l landslips, where feasible, to mitigate natural siltation in some
streams flowing from the area. Natural landslips would continue to be a
significant factor in siltation of the area's waters.

Adverse impacts to the watershed on land proposed for nonwilderness man-
agement under alternative F could result from road construction for
timber harvest or other developments. Access to private Inholdings
across National Forest lands could also contribute to possible adverse
effects on watershed values.

The potential for large wildfires is increasing with the present bark
beetle epidemic and could also affect the watershed in future years.

Alre Alternative F represents a mid-range for potential alr quality
degradation and Is similar fo alternative D.

Temporary alr quality degradation could result from prescribed burning on
National Forest and private lands designated nonwilderness. Wildfires on
lands designated for wilderness or nonwilderness could also contribute to
temporary air quality degradation. Localized dust from road traffic
coula also be expected.

There is also a slight possibility of air contamination from activities
assocliated with oll and gas leasing should such leases be granted.

Wildlifes Lands proposed for wilderness recommendation under alter-
native F Include some 9,000 acres identifled as potential habitat
Improvement areas. Habitat improvement on these lands could be done only
To enhance the wilderness resource.

On lands recommended for nonwilderness management by alternative F,
wildlife habitat improvement potentials have been Identified on some
118,000 acres.

The Albino Lake area would be avalilable for lake Iimprovements fo benefit
fish and waterfowl populationse.
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Fire. Alternative F would permit planned fuels management activities on
59 percent of the study area proposed for nonwilderness. This would pro-
vide the opportunity to reduce fire hazards resulting from the mountain
pine beetle epidemic. Salvage of beetle-killed trees for timber and
fuelwood would also reduce the fire risks. Roads constructed for timber
harvest and other activities in the nonwilderness areas would provide for
more efficient and effective fire control than alternative B which pro-
poses a much larger wilderness area.

Insect and Diseases Alternative F offers an opportunity to control
future beetle outbreaks. Such control would be through timber management
activities to maintain healthy timber stands of various ages and salvage
of infested stands.

Minerals. Under alternative F approximately 19,000 acres of the land
presently under oil and gas lease application within the study area is
proposed for wilderness. Leases are permitted in wilderness areas until
December 31, 1983,

Some 75 percent of the pending oil and gas lease applications are in
areas proposed for nonwilderness recommendation by alternative F.
Further environmental analysis following this study will consider the
question of oil and gas leasing in the study area.

No other known or potential commercial mineral deposits are in the areas
proposed for wilderness designation by alternative F.

Landownership. Alternative F would require acquisition of 13,110 acres
of private land in Bear and Indian Creeks for wilderness designation in
exchange for National Forest land in Jack Creek or elsewhere. If the
lands were to be acquired by exchange, other National Forest lands of
equal value would be transferred to private ownershipe.

This alternative also contains 2,557 acres of State land within the area
proposed for wilderness. Management of the State lands would probably
not be incompatible with wilderness management of the National Forest
lands.

Wilderness Quality. The proposed wilderness under alternative F contains
areas of very high wilderness quality. The wilderness quality as repre-
sented by the Wilderness Afttribute Rating is higher than alfernative D,
but slightly less than alternative E.

Under this alternative, wilderness quality values would be lost on areas
designated for nonwilderness management. The opportunity exists to pre-
serve the primitive character of high quality areas for roadless recrea-
tion through Forest planning.

Wilderness quality of the Bureau of Land Management's Beartrap Canyon
proposed wilderness would be enhanced by the recommendation of 1,541
acres of adjacent National Forest land for wilderness designation.
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Likewise the wilderness quallty of the Yellowstone National Park wilder-
ness proposal would be enhanced by the recommendation for wilderness of
the 42,000 acres in area E1-549 which adjoins the Park's wilderness
boundary.

Recreation. Under alternative F, many of the most popular snowmobile
areas, including the Big Sky Snowmoblle Trail, would be closed to that
activity.

The highest quality wilderness areas are recommended for wilderness.
Many other areas that have previocusly been used for primitive recreation
are recommended for nonwilderness management under alternative F,

The estimated total potential recreation visitor days for alternative F
is 178,600,

Timbers Under alternative F, timber harvest potentials would rank as the
third lowest. It Is estimated that the area may have a potential sus-
tained yield of 9,180,000 board feet annually, and a potential harvest of
104,960,000 board feet in the first decade of the 80-year analysis
periods Only National Forest land is considered in this analysise

These figures for National Forest timber potentials do not consider the
possible effects of land exchange to acquire private lands within the
area recommended for wilderness. |If National Forest lands within the
study area are exchanged to acquire private lands for wi lderness, these
volumes would be substantially lowerede The timber would probably still
be managed and harvested under private management.

Employment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative F the
total annual employment is estimated to be 123.4 person yearses The esti-
mated total annual income is $1,329,266. These values would have only
minor significance In the Gallatin-Madison County area when considered on
a percentage basiss There would, however, be significant impacts to
Individuals with dude ranch operations as a result of the reduced
roadless area.

The estimated present net worth for timber is $49,422,259. The estimated
present net worth for recreation is $27,769,335. The value of mineral
resources which may be present is unknown.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. The change in local
employment, when considered on a percentage basis for the two-county
area, is not significant in expected effects on population growth and
distribution. Likewlise, there would not be a significant effect on
minorities, women, or other groups protected by clvil rights and/or equal
employment opportunity legislation,
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American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Indian tribes have been contacted
and asked to review projects in the Madison Range. Af this time there is
no indication that sites significant to their culture would be jeopard-
ized by alternative F. Continued careful attention would be given to
this concern in subsequent management and resource plans.

Range. Domestic grazing under alternative F would be similar to alterna-
tive Do The potential for domestic grazing under alternative F is esti-
mated to be 11,947 animal unit months.

There would be no decrease in grazing levels on lands recommended for
wilderness as a result of that designation.

Other Effects. Under alternative F, long-term productivity of most of
the commercial forest land would be enhanced by management of those lands
as nonwilderness.

Some temporary adverse environmental effects could be expected from
developmental activities on the area designated for nonwilderness
management.

Designation of 78 percent of the study area as nonwilderness under
alternative F would represent an irreversible commitment of the wilder-
ness resource for those areas.

Energy consumption under this alternative is expected fo be very similar
to alternative C.

There are no expected adverse effects to the urban quality or historic
and cultural resources, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative F.

This alternative would provide the opportunity to consider the applica-
tion for a 161 kV transmission line from Ennis to Big Sky through Jack
Creek or Cedar Creek.

The management objectives for the Burlington Northern lands are different
from that proposed for the National Forest lands in this alternative.
Therefore, it appears necessary fo acquire those non-Federal lands. No
other conflicts are known between this alternative and the objectives of
Federal, Regional, State, and local land use plans or policies.
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Alternative G - Modified Wilderness
TAYLOR-H | LGARD

Soil and Water. Under alternative G, effects to soil and water resources
would be similar to alternatives D and F because similar areas have
potential for timber harvest and other developmentse.

Adverse Impacts to the watershed on land designated as nonwi|derness
could occur as a result of road construction for timber harvest or other
developments on both National Forest and private lands. Natural
landslips or large wildfires could also contribute to adverse watershed
impacts.

Aire Alternative G represents similar potential for air quality degrada-
tion as alternatives D and F since it also represents a mid-range of
development potential of the alternatives. Temporary alr quality degra-
dation could result from slash burning on both National Forest and pri-
vate lands. Wildfires on lands designated for wilderness or

nonwl lderness could also contribute to air quality degradation.

Local ized dust from road traffic could also be expected.

There is also the possibility of alr contamination from activities asso-
ciated with oll and gas leasing should such leases be granted.

Wildlifes Lands proposed for wilderness recommendation under alternative
G include some 6,000 acres identified as potential habitat Iimprovement
areas. Habltat Iimprovement on these lands could be done only to enhance
the wilderness resource.

On lands designated for nonwllderness, habitat Improvement opportunities
have been fidentified on 121,000 acres.

The Albino Lake area would be available for fish, waterfowl, and wildlife
improvement opportunities.

Fire. Alternative G would permit planned fuels management activities on
those areas designated for nonwildernaess similar fo alternatives D and F.
This would provide the opportunity to reduce fire hazards resulting from
the present mountain pine beetle epidemic. Salvage of beetle—killed
trees for timber and fuelwood would also reduce the fire risk. Roads
constructed for timber harvest and other activities would provide for
more efficient and effective fire control than alternative B which pro-
poses a much larger wilderness.

Insect and Disease. Alternative G would allow opportunities to salvage
timber killed by the mountain pine beetle epidemic and would provide
capability fo control future outbreaks similar to alternatives D and F.




157 Effects/Taylor-Hilgard

Minerals. Under altfernative G, approximately 10,000 acres of pending ofil
and gas lease applications are In areas proposed for wilderness. Further
environmental analysis following this study will be required fo consider

the pending and future lease applications.

The asbestos mine in Section 35, T55, R4E is in the area proposed for
nonwi lderness management by alfernative Fe This is the only mineral
deposit In the study area which has been commercially developed, although
there have been other discoveries of asbestos in the area. Phosphate and
coal reserves in the area are not thought to be commercially productive.
There are no other known commercial mineral deposits in the study area.

Landownership. Under alternative G the only non-Federal land within the
area proposed for wilderness is 1,280 acres of State of Montana land.

Wilderness Quality. As In alternative F, the lands proposed for wllder-
ness under altfernative G are of very high wilderness quality. This
alternative would enhance the proposed Yellowstone Park wilderness along
the east boundary of area E1-549. The wilderness quallity of the Bureau
of Land Management proposed Beartrap Canyon wilderness would be enhanced
by the recommendation for wilderness of 1,541 acres of National Forest
land ad jacent to that area.

Under alternative G, wilderness quality values would be lost on the areas
recommended for nonwilderness management. However, opportunity exists to
preserve the primitive character of high quality areas for roadless rec-

reatlon through subsequent Forest land management planninge

Recreatlions Alternative G provides for all forms of recreation in the
area, Table 12 shows the estimated potential recreation visitor days for
the various forms of recreation. The total potential recreation visitor
days for alternative G Is 183,400. The more popular snowmobile recrea-
tion areas would be available, and the higher quality areas would be
avallable for wilderness recreation.

Timber. Alternative G represents the second lowest alternative for sus—
tained timber harvest potential. For alternative G the potential sus-
tained yield is estimated to be 9,150,000 board feet annually, and the
potential harvest would be 106, 140,000 board feet in the first decade of
the 80-year analysis periode. These estimates are based on timber stands
tentatively considered economically and environmentally operables Only
National Forest land 1s considered in this analysis.

Employment, |ncome, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative G the
total annual employment is estimated to be 122.9 person years. The esti-
mated total annual income Is $1,327,150. These values would have only
minor significance in the Gallatin-Madison County area when consldered on
a percentage basis. There would, however, be significant impacts to
Individuals with dude ranch operations as a result of the reduced

road less area.
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The estimated present net worth for timber is $46,713,495 and for recrea-
tion is $27,014,153 under alternative G.

Recovery of any mineral deposits which may exist in areas designated for
wilderness would be restricted after 1983. At present there are no
proven commercial mineral deposits in those areas.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. The change in local
employment, when considered on a percentage basis for the two-county
area, Is not significant in expected effects on population growth and
distribution. Likewise, there would not be significant effect on
minorifties, women, or other groups protected by civii rights and/or equal
employment opportunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Indian tribes have been contacted
and asked to review projects In the Madison Range. At this time there is
no indication that sites significant to their culture would be jeopardized
by alternative Gs Continued careful attention would be given to this
concern In subsequent management and resource planss.

Range. This alternative would represent effects fo domestic grazing
similar to alternative E. The potential for domestic grazing under
alternative G is estimated to be 11,956 animal unit months.

Other Effects. Under alternative G, long-term productivity of most of
the commercial forest land would be enhanced by management of those lands
as nonwi lderness.

Some temporary adverse environmental effects could be expected from
developmental activities on the area designated for nonwilderness
management.

Designation of some of the area for nonwllderness management would repre-
sent an irreversible commitment of the wllderness resource for those
areas.

Energy consumption under this alternative would be similar to alternative
E.

There are no expected adverse Impacts to the urban quality or historic
and cultural resources, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative G.

This alternative would provide the opportunity fo consider the applica-
tion for a 161 kV transmission |ine from Ennis to Big Sky through Jack
Creek or Cedar Creek.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of Implementing alter-
native G and the objectives of Federal, Reglonal, State, and local land
use plans or policles for the study area.
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Alternative H = Modified Wilderness
TAYLOR-H ILGARD

Soil and Water. Alternative H represents the second smallest proposed
acreage for wilderness, which Is slightly larger than that proposed in
alternative E« |t includes very few areas with potential for resource
harvest activities. Therefore, alternative H would have only sl|ightly
less potential for water and soil degradation than alternative E, but
would have greater potential for these Impacts than the other alter-
natives with wilderness propsals.

Potential degradation would inciude water contamination by erosion from
road development, logging, oll and gas exploration and development,
natural landslips, or large wildfires.

Aire Under this alternative, periodic degradation of air quality could
occur as a result of prescribed burning and other resource development
activities on the areas proposed for nonwilderness. Such degradation
would include potential for alr quality degradation from oil and gas
leasinge

Wildlifee As In alternatives E and G, wildlife habitat improvement
opportunities under this alternative would be constralned on 6,000 acres
of land proposed for wilderness. On the lands designated for nonwilder-
ness, habltat improvement potentials have been identified on 121,000
acress The Alblno Lake area would be available for fish, waterfowl, and
wildlife Improvement opportunities.

Fire. Alternative H would permit planned fuels management activities on
those areas designated for nonwilderness. This would provide the oppor-
tunity to reduce fire hazards resulting from the mountain pine beetle
epidemic. Salvage of beetle-killed trees for timber and fuelwood would
also reduce the fire risk. Roads constructed for timber harvest and
other activities would provide for more efficient and effective fire
control than alternative B, while less than alternative C.

Insect and Disease. Alternative H would allow a greater opportunity to
salvage timber killed by the mountain pine beetle epidemic than alter-
native B, and would provide Increased capabllity to control future
outbreaks. This abllity would be only slightly less than alternative C
because most of the lands classified as commercial forest are proposed
for nonwilderness under this alternative.

Minerals. Under alternative H, the same 10,000 acres as in alternatives
E and G have pending oll and gas lease applications in proposed wilder-

ness areas. Further environmental analysis following this study will be
required to consider these and future lease applications.
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The asbestos mine in Section 35, T55, R4E is In the area propsed for non-
wllderness management by alternative He This Is the only mineral deposit
in the study area which has been commerclally developed, although there
have been other discoveries of asbestos in the area. Phosphate and coal
reserves Iin the area are not thought to be commercially productive.

There are no other known commercial mineral deposits In the study area.

Landownershipe Under alternative H, the only non-Federal land within the
area proposed for wllderness is 640 acres of State of Montana land.

Wilderness Quality. This alternative would enhance the wllderness
quality of the proposed Yellowstone Park Wilderness which It would join
along the east boundary of area E1-549. The wilderness quallity of the
Bureau of Land Management proposed Beartrap Canyon Wilderness would be
enhanced by recommendation of 1,541 acres of adjacent National Forest
land as wilderness.

Under alternative H, wilderness quality would be lost on the areas recom—
mended for nonwilderness management. The opporfunity exists to preserve
the primitive character of high quality areas for roadless recreation
through subsequent Forest land management planning.

Recreation. Alternative H provides for all forms of recreation in the
area. Table 12 shows the estimated potential recreation visitor days
for the various forms of recreation. The estimated total potential
recreation visitor days for alternative H Is 184,000, The more popular
snowmobile recreation would be available and the higher quality areas
would be available for wilderness recreation.

Timber. Alternative H is very similar to alternative E from the stand-
point of timber available for harvest. Under alternative H the poten-
tlal sustained yield Is estimated to be 9,000,000 board feet per year,
with a potential harvest of 128,070,000 board feet In the first decade of
the 80-year analysis pericd. These estimates are based on timber stands
tentatively consldered economically and environmental ly operable. Only
National Forest land is considered in thls analysise

Employment, |Income, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative H, the
total annual employment Is estimated to be 133.8 person years. The esti-
mated total annual income is $1,408,278., These values would have only
minor significance In the Gallatin-Madison County area when conslidered on
a percentage baslise.

The estimated present net worth for timber Is $55,598,248 and for recrea-
tion is $26,120,860 under alternative H.

Recovery of any mineral deposits which may exlist in areas deslignated for
wilderness would be restricted after 1983. At present there are no
proven commerclal mineral deposits In those areas.
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Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. The change in local
employment, when considered on a percentage basis for the two-county
area, Is not significant in expected effects on population growth and
distribution. Likewise, there would not be a significant effect on
minorities, women, or other groups protected by civil rights and/or equal
employment opportunity legistation.

American Indian Religlious Freedom Act. Indian tribes have been contacted
and asked fo review projects In the Madison Ranges At this time there is
no indication that sites significant to their culture would be jeopardized
by alternative He Continued careful attention would be given to this
concern in subsequent management:and resource plans.

Range. Alternative H 1s essentially the same as alternative E from the
standpoint of effects on domestic grazing. The potential for domestic
grazing under thls alternative is 11,956 animal unit months.

Other Effects. Under alternative H, long=term productivity of most of
the commercial forest land would be enhanced by management of those lands
as nonwildernesse.

Some temporary adverse environmental effects could be expected from
developmental activities on the area designated for nonwi|derness
management,

Designation of some of the area for nonwilderness management would repre-
sent an irreversible commitment of the wilderness resource for those
areass

Energy consumption under this alternative would be the same as for alter-
native E.

There are no expected adverse impacts to the urban quality or historic
and cultural resources, prime farmlands, range, wetlands, and flood
plains under alternative H.

This alternative would leave open the opportunity to consider the appli-
cation for a 161 kV transmission line from Ennis to Big Sky through Jack
Creek or Cedar Creek.

There are no known confllcts between the effects of Implementing alter-
native H and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land
use plans or policlies for the study area.
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Acreage by Management Area
West Ploneer

(No Action)
Management Area Alts A Alt. B Alt. C Alts D Alte E

Management Area No. 1
(No Action)

Gross Acres 148,150 - - - -

Net Acres 147,958 - - - -

Managemeni Area No, 2
Wi lderness

Gross Acres - 144,310 - 90, 542 49,573

Net Acres - 144,118 - 90, 542 49,573

Management Area No. 3
Nonwi lderness

Gross Acres - 3,840 148, 150 57,608 98, 577

Net Acres - 3,840 147,958 57,416 98, 385



163 Effects/West Pioneer

*}jsedo4 eyjy 4o} piejd |ejjuejod |elOL By} Of EOUR BYL }O
uo| 4nqg|Jjuod eyl s| umoys eJnbij eyy ‘eajjeudeiie s|yl Jepun Bujiseauey uo; pewesboud s| Jequii ou YBNOYY |Vyus

°(0 ®A|4RuUdeL|R) S4ndino ue|d jueddnd ey} jo uo|jiodoud e U0 peseq eJe SLNdLNO |@14US Oy y

°}seJo, peeyJsAesg oYy Joj ue|g esn e|di4|ny eys jo | 4Jed uo peseq eue SindinQy

czZ8LL | -— 1962z | --- 65€ ‘vZ 0 - —— se.2y se|dedg Jey4Q
se|oedg

0 —_— 0 —— 0 0 —— — S840y peJebuepuy pue peusjeauy)

fuswieroddu| jey|qey ©4||P] M
- (Bujyss pue
Bujtuny Bujpnjoup)

0061 {DO0“1 001 ‘L | 0002 006 ‘Z 0sZ 000°¢ 006 “Z any pez|Jojouucy ‘pesdeds|q

oSt —-— 062 —— 00L 0Z1 - 00L any pez|Jojo ‘pesdeds|q

0 — 0 - 0 0 S 0 anyd pedo |easq
uo| jeedooy
066°c| LO6 8¥9 L | 6¥Z ‘S L68°Y oL 128y L68 ‘Y Wy bujzeug

98°¢ -— 80°% ——— 2z°9 or°0 — *¥#%22°9 48N Plel) lefjusiod

v0°L | --- [ st*0 | -— v0°1 0 — = G 1seAdey pewedbouy
MBS - Jequ| |

#(MN) | (M) [ (MNY | (M) % (MN) *»x(MN) [ (M) (uojjoy oN) f41upn A4 |pouno) Jo ed.tnosey
[e14usiog lejjuejog lej4uelog |ej4ueiod
3 "4y a *41v 2 4y g °41v ¥V *4lY
Jesuo|d jsem
(epeds(Q 4sd|4 - |e|4UBLOY)
sindying jenuuy ebeueay pejew|jsy °g| ejqel




Table 16.

Decade
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West Pioneer

Projected Programed Timber Harvest (MMBF)

A® 8 C D E

0 0 10.36 7.49 10.36
0 5.16 84,97 68,23 69.77
0 3.03 72.38 40,69 68,44
0 4,64 73.48 57.65 62.50
0 2,88 664 51 36.19 62,65
0 4.87 69, 82 54,74 59. 59

*Although no timber is programed for harvesting under this alternative, the
area does contribute to the total potential yield for the Forest.

Present value of
mineral resources
(principally
molybdenum, gold,
and sllver)

Estimated Mineral Potential
Foregone within Each Alternative (in dollars)

West Pioneer

Alternatives

C

36,930, 000

36,460,000

20, 100, 000

14,400,000
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Table 17. Economlc Efficlency by Alternative
(Present Net Worth in Dollars at
4 Percent Discount Rate)
West Ploneer

Alternatives

Resource or Commodity A B c D E
Timber = . 714,196 17,841,§75 10,415,695 15,346,346
Minerals - 470,000 36,930,000 16,830,000| 22,530,000
Recreation® 1,322,039 1,966,529 1,322,039 1,724,158 1,543,668
Range**

*All costs and benefits through the year 2025 are included.

*¥The difference In change between alternatives is not significant, therefore, no value
is showne.

Table 18. Total Annual Employment and Income
Generated by Alternatives
West Ploneer

Alternatives

A B C D E
Employment 2.0 3.2 54,7 36.6 5147
(person years)
I ncome 18,697 54,774 611,045 407,217 577,859
(In dollars)
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Alternative A - No Action
WEST PIONEER

Soll and Water. No significant soll changes are anticipated, however,
some displacement of soil on specific sites could occur with mineral
development. Where this disturbance occurs, the area will be revegetated
and stabilized. MNo change In water quality or yield is anticipated.

Alr. Little or no significant effect on the present air quallity due to
activity Inside the area will occur. Burning activities outside the area
could reduce the alr quality on occasion and expected impacts would be
sporadic and short term. Federal and State alr quality standards will be
met.

Wildlife. Wildlife habitat improvement which requires activities |lke
burning is not permissible under current management. The options to
manage fish and wildlife habitat are restricted.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The study area has not been desig-
nated as essential habitat for any threatened and endangered speciess

Fire. Approximately 63,800 acres of forested land in the study area are
considered highly susceptible to beetle infestations in the near future.
A beetle attack will result in a buildup of downfall timber and snags
which will Increase the risk of wildfire. Under alternative A, the har-
vesting of high risk stands is limited by the requirements that the
wilderness character of the area be maintained.

Insect and Disease. The major insect problem In the West Pioneer area Is
the mountain pine beetle which has the potential to infect stands within
and adjacent to the study area. Under this alfernative, no opportunities
would exist for managing the stands to control beetle within the study
area. |t is expected that an Infestation will move Into the area In
about 3 years.

Wilderness Quality. The West Pioneer area recelved a Wil|derness
Attribute Rating of 26 during the RARE |l process. Under alternative A
the wilderness qualities would be preserved. The study area contains
some developments which are not compatible with wilderness. Should the
incompatible developments be excluded from the area, the wilderness
quality would not increase sufficiently to change the Wilderness
Attribute Rating. There is a potential for confllict between maintaining
wilderness solitude and use by off-road vehicles and other nonwilderness
uses,
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Recreation. Dispersed recreation uses would continue to occur exten—
sively over the study area. About 19 percent of this use Is motorized,
which Includes hunting, fishing, and snowmobilinge. No access changes are
planned in the roads and trails within the study area, and off-road
vehicle use wll| continues The nonmotorized use Is about 81 percent of
the total use and consists of roadless hunting, fishing, and cross-
country skiing. Firewood gathering would be permitted.

Timbere MNo timber would be harvested under this alternative. Timber
resources are not committed for management, but this does not represent
an irretrievable losse.

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Table 18 shows the esti-
mated employment and income figures for the alternative. These figures
were derived from the input-output analysis of employment and income
impacts. Under alternative A the total annual person years is estimated
to be 2.0, with a total annual income of $18,697. For alternative A the
present net worth (table 18) is $1,322,039 and consists entirely of
recreation costs and benefits.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civlil Rights. Effects upon population
growth or distribution in Beaverhead County will be insignificant under
this alternatives Since Implementation of the alternative is not
expected to result in a change in the local income or employment
situation, it Is not expected that minorities, women, or other groups
protected by equal employment opportunity and/or civil rights legislation
will be affected significantly.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. At this time there is no indica-
tion that sites significant to Indian culture are present within the
study area. Under alternative A, no impacts to sites of cultural signif-
icance are expected fo occur.

Other Effects. Under alternative A the existing roadless recreation use
would continue. No management would take place and enhancement of long-
term productivity would be foregone, although long-term productivity of
resources would be maintained at natural levels. Some resources, such as
timber, will be lost through mortality; but the land capability to pro-
duce these resources will remaln at existing levels. Adverse effects due
to management activities would not occur. However, adverse effects
caused by Insects, disease, and fire could not be lessened by management
under alternative A.

Under the no-action status of alternative A resource potentials can be
managed as long as the wilderness character is maintaineds However, this
status does not represent an Irretrievable commitment of resources.
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With alternative A no planned developmental management would occur and
thus energy requirements would be minor, except In the case of a major
wildfire.

There are no expected Impacts fo urban quality, or historic and cultural
resources under alternative A. No Impacts fo prime farmlands, range-
lands, wetlands, and flood plains under alternative A are expected to
occurs Present rangeland use will continue.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of Iimplementing alter-
native A and the objectives of Federal, Reglonal, State, and local land
use plans or policles for the study area.

Mineral potentials are high; alternative A would impact the mineral
resources.



169 Effects/West Pioneer

Alternative B = Full Wilderness
WEST PIONEER

Since most of the area In this alternative is wilderness, only those
effects relating to wilderness are discussed here. Those effects for the
nonwi lderness portion are similar to those discussed under alternative C.

Soil and Water. No significant changes are anticipated. Some local ized
soll erosion may be eliminated as previously disturbed areas become
overgrown. |f wilderness uses and activities result in disturbance of
the present ground cover, management action would be taken to minimize or
eliminate the cause of the disturbance.

Impacts on watershed factors under alternative B are expected to fall
below the average for impacts under the other alternatives. This Is
attributed to minimal developments that would occur. No change in water
quality or yleld is anticipated.

Airs No significant effect on the present air quality due to man's
activity Inside the area is expected to occur. Burning activities out-
side the area could reduce the air quality on occasion. These Impacts
are anticipated to be sporadic and short-term. Federal and State air
qual ity standards will be met.

Wildlife. Fish and wildlife habitat improvement activities would be pro-
hibiteds Many dense timber stands could not be opened for big game
species. Species requiring undisturbed conditions may be favorably
affected.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The study area has not been
designated as essentlal habitat for threatened and endangered species.

Fire. Approximately 63,800 acres of forested land are considered highly
susceptible to beetle infestations in the near future. A beetle attack
will result in a bulldup of downfall timber and snags which will Increase
the risk of wildfire. Under alternative B, harvesting high risk stands
Is not permissible, and normal fire prevention and control activities
cannot occur. The risk of a large fire will be increased.

Insect and Disease. The Impacts of insects and disease under alterna-
tive B are the same as under alternative A,

Wilderness Quality. Under alternative B, wilderness qual ity would
Increase because existing prior developments would be excluded. This
alternative would provide the maximum utilization of the wilderness
resource,
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Recreation. A shift in traditional use patterns in the study area would
occur. About 19 percent of present use Is by off-road vehicles which
would be prohibited under alternative B. Mo access changes are planned
in the trail network and trails will be maintained.

Timber. A potential annual growth of 46,146 MBF with current technology
from 127,858 acres of commercial timber land within the study area will
be foregone, except for the small nonwilderness area, which has a poten-
tial yield of 0.4 MMBF on 2,634 acres.

Employment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. The employment and income
figures for alternative B are estimated to be 5.2 total annual person
years and $54,774 total annua! income. This represents a slight increase
from alternative A. Present net worth for alternative B is $714,196 for

imber, $470,000 for minerals, and $1,966,520 for recreation (table 17),
compared with $1,322,039 present net worth of recreation under alter-
native A.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. Since the change In
local income and employment is not considered significant, population
growth and distribution in the county are not expected to be signifi-
cantly Impacted. There would not be a major Impact on minorities, women,
or other groups protected by civil rights and/or equal employment oppor-
tunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Alternative B, full wilderness,
would not have any developments affecting known tribal sltes.

Other Effects. Under alternative B, wllderness recreation would continue
and increase; other resource management will not be substantial. Adverse
impacts caused by insect, disease, and fire could not be remedied by
management. The risk of a large fire would be increased.

A full wilderness classification would not commit the timber and wildlife
resources for management. However, this status does not represent an
irretrievable commitment of these rescurces.

Under alternative B, little developmental management would occur and
energy requirements would be minor, except in the case of a major
wildfire. There are no expected impacts to the urban quality or historic
and cultural resources under alternative Bs There are no expected
impacts to prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, and flood plains under
alternative B.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of Implementing alter-
native B and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land
use plans or policles for the study area.
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Because mineral potentials are apparently high, a wilderness classifica-
tion could significantly Impact the mineral resource. The mineral
resource Is available for location and development until December 31,
1983, Proven mineral clalms could continue after this date, but no new
claims may be filed, and the opportunity to develop an apparently high
potential molybdenum deposit would be foregone. The acreage in non-
wilderness would be avalilable for mineral location and development.

Present rangeland use will| continue even though wilderness values would
be dominant.
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Alternative C - Nonwi |lderness
WEST PIONEER

Soil and Water. Alternative C represents the full nonwilderness alterna-
tive. Compared with the other alternatives, alternative C Is estimated
to have the greatest impact on soll and water, although the Increases
over the no-action alternative are not considered unacceptable. Uses and
activities under alternative C would range from backcountry management “o
resource development such as timber management, road development, and
wildl1fe habitat improvement. These activities will result in ground
disturbance and some soil movement into stream channels. Management will
be directed fto revegetate or stabilize disturbed areas.

Management activities have the potential to adversely affect water

qual ity through Increased sedimentation. However, management direction
would provide constraints to Iinsure that established water quality stand-
ards are met. About 60 percent of the area could be developed with
minimum adverse effects. The area has a feasible water storage site for
about 9,000 acre-feet of water on Pattengail Creek outside the study
areas

Air. Management activities In the study area which would affect the air
quality include prescribed burning, such as slash disposal, fuel reduc-
tion or wildlife habitat Improvement projects. Because of the short
duration and limited extent of these activities, impacts would be

| imiteds As logging occurs, localized road dust will become airborn and
would be controlled.

Wildlife. About 24,000 acres would be suitable for habitat Iimprovement.

Threatened and Endangered Speciess The study area has not been desig-
nated as essential habitat for threatened and endangered species.

Fire. Alternative C would allow an opportunity for fuels management,
specifically in those areas which are susceptible to bug Infestations.
With opportunities afforded through resource development, the risk of a
large wildfire will be reduceds Moderately good protection from wildfire
can be accomplished.

Insect and Disease. Opportunities to salvage infected stands would occur
under alternative C.

Wilderness Quality. The wilderness resource opportunity would be fore-
gone on most of the area. None of the area would be managed for wilder-
ness, but a portion of the area could retain its present roadless
character.
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Recreation. Existing use would probably continue. Since It Is likely
that much of the area would not be developed, both nonmotorized and
motorized recreation oportunities would exist. Motorlzed vehicles would
be permitted on new primary access roads. Firewood gathering would be
permitted.

Timber. There are 88,222 acres suitable for management on productive
timber sites throughout the area. The commercial forest land would be
avallable for the production and utilization of timber products. The
timber resource under alternative C would be managed subject to hydrologic
and other environmental restraints. It Is expected that 10 MMBF could be
harvested during the first decade. The area has a potential yleld of 6.2
MMBF per years

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Table 18 shows the employ-
ment and income figures for alternative Cs The total annual employment
Is estimated to be 54.7 person years with a total annual Income of
$611,045. Under alternative C, present net worth for timber would be
$17,841,975, $36,930,000 for minerals, and $1,322,039 for recreation.
This Is substantially greater than the $1,322,039 efficliency rating for
alternative A.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights. There will be an
increase In local employment and income with Implementation of alter-
native C. There would not be an adverse Impact expected on minorities,
women, or other groups protected by civil rights and/or equal employment
opportunity legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Indian tribes have not indicated
that there are sites of cultural significance within the West Ploneer
study area. Projects scheduled under alternative C would be reviewed
prior to thelr beginninge

Other Effects. Management of the resources in the area should result In
the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. Temporary
impacts caused by management activities could be expected to occur under
alternative C. Development of portions of the area would represent an
irreversible commitment of the resources and a loss of the wilderness
options

With alternative C, planned management would require about 29,000 gallons
of fuel annuallys. This includes costs of administration, road construc-
tion and reconstruction, and recreations

There are no expected Impacts to urban quality or historic and cultural
resources under alternative C. No Impacts are expected on prime
farmlands, range, wetlands, and flood plains under alternative C.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing alter-
native C and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land
use plans or policies for the study area.



Ef fects/West Ploneer 174

The mineral resource would be available for location and development.
Alternative C would facilitate exploration and development of significant
mineral deposits, primarily molybdenum.

Under alternative C, livestock grazing will continue as prescribed by
management objectives. Livestock movement is now |imited by downfall In
many overmature timber stands. Possible future conflicts with recrea-
tlon, wildlife, and watershed may affect future use. Range Improvements
to meet potential or sustain existing AlM's could include structural and
nonstructural developments and practices.
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Alternative D - Modiflied Wilderness
WEST PIONEER

Soil and Water. Alternative D represents a reduced wilderness boundary
that excludes noncompatible and other high use areas. This alternative
would generally result in fewer watershed impacts than alternative C, but
slightly more than could be expected under the full wilderness
alternative. MNo significant changes are anticipated on the portion of
the area to be managed as wilderness. Some localized soil erosion may be
eliminated as previously disturbed areas become overgrown. |f wilderness
uses and activifies result in disturbance of present ground cover, man-
agement action would be taken ¥o minimize or eliminate the cause of the
disturbance.

Resource management on the nonwilderness portion would result in ground
disturbance and some soil movement in the stream channels. Management
will be directed to revegetate or stabilize disturbed areas.

Alr. There will be |ittle or no significant effect on the present air
qual ity due to man's activity on the portion of the area within wilder-
ness. Management on the nonwilderness portion could include activities
which affect air quality such as prescribed burning for slash disposal,
fuel reduction, or wildlife habitat improvement projects. However, any
of this pollution would have limited impact because of its short duration
and limited extent.

Wildlifes The option to manage wildlife habitat would be open under most
conditions in the nonwilderness portion. About 23,000 acres would be
available for habitat improvement. About 1,000 acres which would be
desirable for habitat improvement would not receive this Improvement
because they would be within wilderness. Fish habitat improvement oppor-
tunities are limiteds

Threatened and Endangered Specles. The study area has not been
designated as essential habitat for threatened and endangered species.

Fire« The risk of a large fire would be increased on the portion of the
area In wilderness. The lands in nonwilderness could be managed to mini-
mize the potential loss to fire.

Insect and Disease. With a reduced wilderness boundary, there are more
opportunities to harvest Infected stands within the study area, but not
to the extent as under alternative C. Insect attack and tree mortal ity
on the study area would be Inevitable in the near future. The lands In
nonwl |derness could be managed to minimize the potential loss.

Wilderness Quality. The fotal l|and area designated as wilderness Is
smal ler than alternative Bs Reductlion in size would reduce the oppor-
tunity for solitude, pristine scenery, and other wllderness values. The
wllderness resource would be foregone in the area allocated to
nonwl | derness.
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Recreation. The portion of the area allocated fo wilderness would have a
change in recreation use since vehicles would be prohibited and foot
travel activities would predominate. On the nonwllderness portion It Is
likely the area would be developed with roads, and dispersed motorized
recreation would increase. All new roads, except primary access routes,
would be closed to motorized vehicles. Firewood gathering by mechanical
means would be prohibited on the portion proposed for wilderness.

Timber. The potential yield from commerclial timber land would be fore-
gone on the wilderness area, but commercial forest land would continue to
be avallable on nonwilderness areas. The nonwilderness portion of the
study area has a potential yleld of 4.08 MMBF per year.

Emp loyment, Income, and Economic Efficiency. Under alternative D the
total annual employment is estimated to be 36.6 person years and the
total annual income Is $407,217., This represents an increase from alter-
native A, but It Is not significant in terms of the county's economy.
Present net worth for alternative D is $10,415,695 for timber,
$16,830,000 for minerals, and $1,724,158 for recreation. = This economic
efficiency rating Is less than alternative C, but greater than A or B.

Population, Minorities, Women and Civil Rights. Fopulation growth and
distribution should not be significantly Influenced by the implementation
of alternative B. There would not be a significant impact on minorities,
women, or other groups protected by equal employment opportunity and/or
civil rights legislation.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act. No Impacts fto sites of cultural
significance are expected to occur.

Other Effects. Those portions of the area being managed for resources
will maintain and enhance long-term productivity. As stated previously,
temporary adverse Impacts caused by developmental activities could occur.
Adverse Impacts could also result from fuels accumulation and bug
Infestation. The developed areas would represent an irreversible commit-
ment of resources and a loss of the wilderness optione.

The expected energy requirements for alternative D are estimated to be
about 11,000 gallons per year, including administrative, road
construction, and recreation costs.

Under alternative D there are no expected impacts to the urban quallity, or
historical and cultural resources, prime farmlands, rangelands, wetlands,
or flood plains.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing alter-
native D and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and local land
use plans and policies for the study area.



177 Effects/West Ploneer

The most promising Indicatlions of ore are within the area designated for
wllderness. Availablility for location and development would be
restricted after December 31, 1983,

Present rangeland use will continue on the portion of the area in wilder-
ness, even though wilderness values would dominates On the nonwllderness
area, grazing will continue as prescribed by management objectives.
Livestock movement is now |imited by downfall In many overmature timber
stands.
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Alternative E - Modified Wilderness
WEST PIONEER

Soil and Water. Alternative E represents a more reduced wilderness
classification than alternative D. Alternative E would result in water-
shed impacts second only to alternative C. More resource management
would be occurring than under alternative D, but not as much as alter=-
native C.

Air. Air quality degradation caused by prescribed burning and logging
adjacent to the wilderness portion could occur intermittently.

Wildlife« The option to manage wildllfe habitat would be open under most
conditions in the nonwilderness portion. About 18,000 acres would be
avallable for habitat improvement. About 6,000 acres would be desirable
for habitat Improvement but would not receive the remainder of this
Improvement because of proposed wllderness classification. Fish habitat
improvement opportunities are limited.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The study area has not been
designated as essential habitat for threatened and endangered species.

Fire. Alternative E rates slightly better than alternatives B and D In
terms of fuels management because more acres are avallable for treatment.
The risk of a large fire would be Increased for the portion of the area
proposed for wilderness. The lands In nonwl|derness could be developed
to minimize the potential loss to fire.

Insect and Disease. More acres are avallable for management under alter—
native E than alternatives B and D. There would be opportunities to
salvage Infected stands. Most of the productive timber lands are in
areas proposed for nonwilderness, and these lands could be developed to
minimize the potential loss to insects and disease,.

Wilderness Quality. Compared to the other alternatives which propose
wilderness, this alternative has the smallest wilderness portion. The
reduction in size would limit the wilderness opportunities, but wilder-
ness quality would be retaineds Much of the nonwilderness area would

I Tkely be developed, although there Is a possibility that some of this
area could be managed for roadless recreation.

Recreation. rhe portion of the area allocated to wilderness would pro-
hibit motorized vehicle use. Recreation would be oriented to foot travel
activities. Nonmotorized recreation use in the proposed wilderness por-
tion is expected fo be about 1,000 visitor days. Some of .the area in
nonwi Iderness would be developed with roads, and primary access routes
would be open to motorized recreation. Other portions of the nonwilder-
ness area would remain undeveloped by roads, and motorized vehicles could
still be Inappropriate. Motorized use Is expected to Increase to 160
visitor days over the other wilderness alternatives because of more road
construction under alternative E. Firewood gathering by mechanical means
would not be permitted on the proposed wilderness portion,
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Timber. Timber production under alternative E would increase slightly
over alternative D, but would be less than alternative C (see fable 16).
The potential yield from commercial timber land would be foregone on the
proposed Wilderness area. The nonwilderness portion of the area has a
potential yield of 5.86 MMBF per year.

Employment, |ncome, and Economic Efficiency. The total annual estimated
employment figure for alternative E is 51.7 person years, with a fotal
annual Income of $577,859. This represents an Increase from alternative
A, but thls change would not be significant within the county's economy.
Present net worth for alternative E is $15,346,346 in timber, $22,530,000
in minerals, and $1,543,668 in recreation. This figure is greater than
alternatives A, B, and D, but less than alternative C.

Population, Minorities, Women, and Civil Rights.s Population growth and
distribution would not be significantly affected by Implementation of
alternative E. Likewlse, the impacts on women, minorities, and other
groups protected by equal employment opportunities and/or civil rights
legisiation -are not expected to be significant.

American Indian Religlous Freedom Act. No Impacts to sites of cultural
or religious significance are expected to occur.

Other Effects. Those portions of the area being managed for resources
will maintain and enhance long-term productivity. Temporary adverse
Impacts caused by developmental activities are expected to occure

Adverse impacts could also result from fuels accumulation and bug
infestation. Those areas being developed would represent an irreversible
commitment of resources and a loss of the wilderness optione.

The expected energy requirements for alternative E are estimated to be
about 19,300 gallons annually, including administrative, road construc-
tion and reconstruction, and recreation costs.

There are no expected impacts to the urban quality or historic and
cultural resources under alternative E. Likewise, no impacts to prime
farmlands, rangelands, wetlands, or flood plains are expected.

The most promising indicators of ore are within the area designated for
wilderness. Avallability for location and development would be
restricted until December 31, 1983,

Present rangeland use will continue on the portion of the area In wilder=-
ness, even though wilderness values would dominates On the nonwilderness
area, grazing will continue as prescribed by management objectives.
Livestock movement is now limited by downfall In many overmature timber
stands. Range improvements fo meet potential or sustain existing AUM's
could include structural and nonstructural developments and practices.

There are no known conflicts between the effects of implementing alter-
native E and the objectives of Federal, Reglonal, State and local land
use plans and policies for the study area.
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EVALUATION OF
ALTERNATIVES

This section contains the comparison of alternatives with the stated
evaluation criteria for each study area. This evaluation provides the
basis for the identification of the "preferred" alternative in the next
sections The initial evaluation criteria "that all alternatives will
comply with existing laws and regulations," has been met.



EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES- Taylor - Hilgard

K. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D AT, € Alt. F Alt. G Alt. H
No Action (Present Mgt.) Maxipum Wilderness __Nonwilderness Modified Wilderness . Modified Wilderness Modified Wilderness Modified Wilderness Modified Wilderness

EVALUATION CRITERTA

389,424 gross acres

W - 377,059 grose acres

NW - 12,365 gross acres

Criterion 1 - Provide for quality additions
to the National Wilderness Preservation
System through consideration of:

A.--Geographical distribution (weekend
visitation opportunities from popula-
tion centers) in relation to presently
classified areas or areas under study
for wilderness.

Presently there are approximately

6,225,000 acres of established wilderness

or administratively endorsed wildermess
adjacent to or within one days drive
of the Taylor-Hilgard area.

B.--Diversity of ecosystem representa-—
tion and wilderness-associated wildlife
species.

Area was not selected for wildlife
or ecosystem representation in RARE II.

Threatened and endangered plant and
wildlife species are protected by law
regardless of land allocation.

C.--Wilderness Suitability

Entire area is suitable except
11,177 acres of re~ded and logged land.

D.--Wilderness quality as determined
by the Wilderness Attribute Rating
System (WARS).

Criterion 2 - Provide opportunities for
nonwilderness commodity output through
consideration of:

A.--Diverse recreation opportunities in
combination with visitor day potentials.

Recreation present net worth at
4 percent.

B.--Opportunities for management of es-
sential and key wildlife habitat.

C.~-Opportunities for off-road motorized
recreation (see A above).

D.--Water supply.

E.--Sustained timber production under
present technology.

Estimated annual programed harvest-
Timber present net worth at 4 percent.

F.--Opportunity for exploration and
development of mineral resources where
the potential is significant.

Area is within "Overthrust Belt."

G.--Sustained potential level of fire-
wood production.

needs such ae energy transmission
corridors.

I.--Sustained grazing capacity
potential.

J.--Recreation opportunities for
handicapped and elderly persons.

Criterion 3 - Provide opportunities for
wilderness commodity output potential.

A.--Dispersed recreation (wilderness)
B.--Grazing (wilderness)

C.--Wildlife recreation (wilderness)

D.--Mineral commodity outputs are per-—
mitted in wilderness areas. New claims
and leases may be made until December
31, 1983, and production on valid
claims and leases may continue after
that date on existing claims and
leases.

Criterion 4 - Provide for equitable con-
sideration of private inholdings:

The Wilderness Act provides for equit-
able consideration of private inhold-
inge. Private lend as such does not
qualify under the law for wilderness
designation. The Act specifies wilder-
ness will be Federal land. Private
land inholdings may be acquired by ex-
change or purchase from willing sellers
or by congressional action. Private
owners have the right to manage their
land for their own purposes and the
right to access their land for such
purposes.

Criterion 5 - Provide for resource pro-
tection through:

A.--Minimizing the loss of resource
values resulting from fire, insects
and disease.

B.--Protecting soil productivity by
winimizing soil loss.

Criterion 6 ~ Contribute towards mseting
the Region's RPA program goals.

Criterion 7 - Maximize net benefits to
society, subject to meeting the criteria
for commumnity stability and land use
patterns.

A.--Employment (person years)
B.—~Income (in dollars)

Criterion 8 - Provide for resource uses
and outputs levels that minimize rapid
change in the existing economic structure
of local communities and in land use
patterns.

No acreage added to NWPS.
Maintains status quo.

Contains checkerboard
ownership.

Not applicable.

No change.

74,200 RVD

$22.0 MM

No change.

No change.

Continuation of the no
change situation will
force a reduction in sus-
tained timber production
and disallow harvest of
insect killed timber.

0 MMBF
$0

011 and gas lease appli-
cations are being held
without consideration
pending completion of
this study. 60,000 acres.

Presently, firewood
gathering is permitted.

Adds 319,823 net acres,
Excludes following roada:
Cherry Cr., Willow Swamp,
Karst, Asbestos, Dudley
Cr., Cache Cr., Buck Cr.,
North Fork Cr., Lightning
Cr., Papoose Cr., and
Spanish Cr. road and camp-
ground.

Provides maximum potential
for preserving natural
functioning ecosystems
and vegetative communities

Contains checkerboard
ownership.

23.5

Eliminates present snow-
mobile and trail bike use.
Restricts developed rec—
reation, i.e., campgrounds
snowmobile trail grooming,
and possible public road
through Jack Creek to Big
Sky.

131,700 RVD

$32.7 MM

No opportunity to accom—
plish vegetative manipu-
lation for habitat im-
provement through use of
prescribed fire, cutting,
spraying, planting or
seeding.

Least opportunity to con-
trol or increase water
supply. No vegetative
manipulation or small
water storage facilities
etc.

Sustained timber produce
tion would be drastically
reduced. Massive loses
of timber would occur

due to insect and disease.

.62 MMBF
$2.6 MM

Potential to issue oil and
gas leases with restric-
tive stipulations prior to
January 1, 1984. No new
leases would be issusd
after January 1, 1984,

Massive supply of fire-
wood would be unavail-
able.

Consideration of applica-
tion for 161 KV trans-—
mission line being defer-
red pending study Ennis
to Big Sky.

Potential for increasing
grazing deferred.

Deferred pending com—
pletion of study.

No change from present
management. Under this
alternative there would
be no wilderness com—
modity outputs because
there would be no wilder-
ness. There would be
opportunity for roadless
dispersed recreation but
not wilderness recreation.

No change. Private in-
holdings are not affect-
ed.

Efforts to minimize re-
source values loss from
Mountain Pine Beetle de-
ferred until study com—
pleted.

Efforts to protect soil

productivity deferred
until study completion.

Defers opportunities to
meet goals.

42.4
$392,050

Would eliminate possi-
bility of powerline from
Ennis to Big Sky. Would
eliminate potential cor-
ridor Taylor Fork through
Indian Cr. identified by
BPA in 1977. Eliminates
consideration for low
head hydro development.

Potential for increased
grazing would not be
realized.

Restricts opportunities.

55,800 RVD
10,715 AUM

66,300 RVD

This alternative includes
55,926 acres of private
and state lands as pro-
posed wilderness.

Provides opportunity for
greatest resource loss.

Provides least oppor-
tunity to protect soil
productivity by minimiz-
ing #o1l loss resulting
from wildfire or other
natural Also

W - 0 gross acres
NW - 389,424 gross acres

W - 157,826 gross acres

NW - 231,598 gross acres—

W - 83,244 gross acres

W - 159,701 gross acres

NW - 306,180 pross acres WW - 229,723 gross acres

No acreage added to NWPS.

Provides maximum oppor-
tunity for modification.

Contains checkerboard

Adds 129,941 net acres
to wilderness.

Most checkerboard owner-

ownership.

Not applicable.

ship planned for acqui-
sition.

24,5

Adds 82,604 net acres
to wilderness.

Similar to

Alternative C.

All Federal ownership.

26.0

W - 123,344 gross acres
NW - 266,080 gross acres

W - 98,244 gross res
1W - 291,180 gross acres

Adds 144,034 net acres to
wilderness.

Most cheekerboard owner-
ship planned for acqui-
sition.

25.6

Provides greatest oppor-
tunity for developed rec-
reation facilities, snow-
mobiles, trail bikes, new
roads for automobile
access.

190,500 RVD

$22.0 MM

Provides greatest oppor-
tunity for wildlife habi-
tat improvement.

Best opportunity to con-
trol or increase water

supply through vegetative
manipulation.
storage facilities etc.

Provides greatest oppor-
tunity for maintaining
sustained timber produc-
tion.

13.29 MMBF
$58.8 MM

Provides greatest oppor-
tunity for both hard rock
and oil and gas explor-
ation and development.

Provides greatest oppor-
tunity for firewood
gathering.

Would not eliminate East-
West powerline corridor
consideration.

Provide opportunity to
increase grazing.

Provides best oppor-
tunity.

All nonwilderness under
this alternative. There
would be no wilderness
commodity outputs because
there would be no wilder-
ness. There would be
opportunity for roadless
dispersed (primitive)

recreation but not wilder-

ness recreation.

All nonwilderness. Pri-
vate inholdings are not
affected.

Provides best opportunity
to minimize loss.

Provides best opportunity
to minimize soil loss by
increasing opportunities
to control wildfire or
mitigate other natural

least amount of man-made
soil disturbance.

Gallatin timber targets
not attainable after
1985. Helps attain
Reglonal wild

Opposite of Alternative
B except lose of oppor-
tunity to help meet
wild goal.

goals. Decreases oppor—
tunity to increase dis-
persed recreation. De-
~reases opportunity to
increase livestock gra-
zing and intensive range
management .

49.6

$464,553

132:3

$1,402,863

Small water

Detracts little from es-
tablished snowmobile and
trail bike use.
developed recreation op-
portunities primarily in
Indian Creek.

182,000 RVD
$27.3 MM

Similar to Alternative C
but on a reduced basis.

Little effect.

11.66 MMBF
$55.1 MM

Provides good oppor-
tunity.

Eliminate potential
Indian Cr. corridor.
Elininates consideration
for low head hydro
development .

Potential for increased
grazing would be real-
ized on portion of area.

Provides opportunity.

20,100 RVD
1,813 AUM

16,400 RVD

This alternative in-
cludes 27,245 acres of
private lands within
the wilderness boundary.

Similar to Alternative

Similar to Alternative
E.

Similar to Alternative
E.

130.4

$1,371,481

Has least effect on re-
stricting existing snow-

Restricts mohile and trail bike use

of any of the alternatives
which would provide for
wilderness additionms.

184,400 RVD

$25.6 MM

Similar to Alternative C
but on a reduced basis.

Of the alternatives which
provide for wildermess,
this alternative provides
the best opportunity for
control of water supply.

Litcie effect.

13.05 MMBF
$57.0 MM

Of the alternatives which
provide for wilderness
desiznation, this alter-
native provides greatest
opportunity.

Similar to Alternative C.

Same as Alternative D.
Eliminates consideration
for low head hydro de-
velopment.

Similar to Alternative C.

Similar to Alternative C.

14,200 RVD
1,371 AUM

13,300 RVD

This alternative in-
cludes no private lands
within the wilderness
boundary.

Of alternatives which
provide for wilderness
this alternative provides
least opportunity for
loss.

Of alternatives which
provide for wilderness,
this alternative pro-
vides best opportunity
to minimize soil loss.

Assists in Regional RPA
goal for wilderness. Of
the alternative, detracts
the least from meeting
the nonwilderness goals
listed under Alternative
B.

131.4

1,429,822

Would eliminate existing
snowmobile activity on
"Big Sky" snowmobile trail
and several snowmobile
play areas. Would elimi-
nate existing motor use
in Cabin Cr. and Bumt
Fork Cr.

178,600 RVD
$27.8 MM

Similar to Alternative C
but on a reduced basis.

Little effect.

Provides good oppor-
tunity.

Same as Alternative D,
Eliminates consideration
for low head hydro de-
velopment .

Potential for increased
grazing would be real-
ized on portion of area.

Provides opportunity.

21,400 RVD
1,592 AUM

22,600 RVD

This alternative includes
15,027 acres of private
lands within the wilder-
ness boundary.

Similar to Alternative E.

Similar to Alternative E.

Similar to Alternative B.
Some loss of dispersed
recreation.

123.4

1,329,266

Adds 122,704 net acres
to wilderness.

Ail Federal ovmership ex-
cept 680 acres of State
land.

25.6

Would eliminate existing
trail bike use from Monu-
ment Mountain to White
Peak plus snowmobile
"play area" in upper
Sage Cr.

183,400 RVD

$27.0 MM

Similar to Alternative C
but on a reduced basis.

Timber loss north and
west of Monument Peak.

Provides good oppor-
tunity.

Same as Alternative D.
Eliminates consideration
for low head hydro de-
velopment .

Potential for increased
grazing would be real-
ized on portion of area.

Provides opportunity.

18,500 RVD
1,771 AUM

21,000 RVD

This alternative in-
cludes 680 acres of
state land but no pri-
vate land within the
wilderness boundary.

Provides some oppor-
tunity for loss: North-
west of Monument Peak.

Provides some oppor-
tunity for soil loss.

Similar to Alternative E.
Some loss to meeting
timber and wildlife
habitat goals.

122.9

1,327,150

Adds 97,604 net acres
to wilderness.

All Federal ownership.

25.6

Similar to Alternative E.
Would eliminate existing
trail bike use from Mon-
ument Mountain to White
Peak.

184,000 RVD
$26.1 MM

Similar to Alternative C
but on a reduced basis.

Similar to Alternative E.

Little effect.

Similar to Alternative
C.

Same as Alternative D.
Eliminates comsideration

for low head hydro de-
velopment.

Potential for increased
grazing would be real-
ized on portion of area

Similar to Alternative
c.

15,700 RVD
1,371 AmM

16,100 RVD

This alternative in-
cludes no private lands
within the wilderness
boundary.

Similar to
E.

Alternative

Similar to
E.

Altemative

Similar to Alternative
E. Some loss of timber.

133.8

1,408,278



EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Mount Henry

Alt. A

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D Alt. E
No Action (Present Management) Maximum Wilderness Nopwilderness Yodified Wilderness Modified Wilderness
W - 20,520 acres W~ 0 acres W - 15,590 acres W - 11,550 acres
23,450 acres NW - 2,930 acres = 4 acres NW - 7,860 acres NW - 11,900 acres

Criterion 1 - Provide for quality additioms to the
National Wilderness Preservation System through
consideration of:

No acres added to NWPS.
status quo.

A.—Geographic distribution (weekend visitation Maintain
opportunities from population centers) in re-
lation to presently classified areas or areas

under study for wildermess.

B.--Diversity of ecosystem representation and
wildermess-associated wildlife species.
C.--Wilderness Suitability. Non-conforming developments are present
within the boundary resulting in low
suitability.

D.--Wilderness quality as determined by the
Wilderness Attribute Rating System (WARS).

No change in WARS of 19.

Criterion 2 - Provide opportunities for nonwil-
derness commodity output potential through con-
sideration of:

Potential: Motorized = 108 RVD
Non-motorized = 1160 RVD

A.--Diverse recreation opportunities in com
bination with visitor day potentials.

B.--Opportunities for management of essential
snd key wildlife habitat.

No opportunity.

C.—Opportunities for off-road motorized
recreation.

There 18 presently some limited snmow-
mobile use on Vinal Cr. and Mount
Henry-Boulder Pk. ridge.

D.--Water supply. 19,000 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Sustained Yield =
2.538 mmbf/yr.
Programed Harvest = 0

E.—Sustained timber production under present
technology.

Would add 20,520 acres to exdsting 2.9
million acres located within 250 miles
of study area.

Non-conforming uses have been deleted -
is suitable for wildermess.

Because of removal of non-conforming
uses, WARS increases from 19 to 23.

Motorized = 100 RVD
0 RVD

Potential:
Non-motorized =

No opportunity.

No opportunity.

19,155 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Sustained Yield =

.500 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 13.4 mmbf/first
decade

F.--Opportunities for exploration and develop-
ment of mineral resources where significant.

G.--Sustained potential of firewood production.

H.--Opportunities for other enmergy needs, such
as energy transmission corridors.

The mineral resource in the stuly area is apparently low.

No acres added to NWPS.

‘‘‘‘‘ ~“In the RARE II analysis, Mount Henry was ot selected for wildlife or ecosystem representation.

Wildernmess is foregone to other re-
sources in the LMP.

There 18 no WARS for this alternative.

Potential: Motorized = 280 RVD
Non~motorized = 2245 RVD

350 acres of winter game range avail-
able for management. This is the
total amount available in the area.

Limited snowmobile use on Vinal Cr.
and Mount Henry-Boulder Pk. ridge.

19,635 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Sustained Yield =
2.538 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 69 mmbf/first
decade

Would add 15,590 acres to existing 2.9
million acres located within 250 miles
of study area.

Would add 11,550 acres to existing 2.9
million acres located within 250 miles
of study area.

Non-conforming uses have been deleted -
is suitahle for wilderness (reduced
acreage) .

No change in Alt. B WARS of 23,

Motorized = 100 RVD
0 RVD

Potential:
Non-motorized =

Essentially the same as Alt. B except
for some minor acreage around Vinal
Cr. is available for management.

No opportunity.

19,230 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Sustained Yield =

1.010 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 32.4 mmbf/first
decade

Non-conforming uses have been deleted-
15 suitable for wilderness (reduced
acreage) .

Alt. B WARS reduced from 23 to 22
because Vinal Cr. is excluded from
wildermess.

Potential: Motorized = 140 RVD
Non-motorized = 585 RVD

350 acres of winter game range are
available for management.

No potential - with Fish Lakes in—
cluded in wildernmess, there is no
incentive to use Vinal Cr. trail.

19,343 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Sustained Yield =

1.490 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 38.6 mmbf/first
decade

_____Potential transmisaion corrfgord have been laentiried Ctnrough Tne UN1T rl&nuing P.iuceca

no alternative would affect opportunities.

I.—Sustained grazing capacity potential.

J.—Recreation opportunities for elderly and -
handicapped.

Criterion 3 - Provide opportunities for wilderness
commodity output potential through consideration of:

A.--Diverse dispersed recreation opportunities
in combination with visitor day potentials.

B.--Sustained grazing capacity under wildermess

Non-motorized = 3320 RVD - Anticipates
wilderness designation would result in
an increase of visitor days because of
diversion of uses from one wildermess
to another.

management .

Criterion 4 - Provide for equitable comsideration
of private inholdings through consideration of:

A.--Mapagement options available for private
land exchange or management of inholdings.

B.--Access opportunities to private land for
commodity extraction and land uses, primarily
recreation.

Criterion 5 - Provide for resource protection
through:

Insect: All lodgepole 100 yrs. and 8"
would be infected within 10 yrs. with
over 50 mmbf lost.

Fire: Bigh fire risk associated with
“Insect-killed lodgepole.

A.--Minimizing the loss of resource values
resulting from fire, insects and disease.

Sedimentation = 2 cu.yds./yr.

B.--Protecting soil productivity by minimizing
soil loss.

Ineect: Same as Alt. A; nonwildermess
partions contain low-risk stands.

Fire: High fire risk associated with
insect-killed lodgepole.

Sedimentation = 9 cu.yds./yr.

Criterion 6 - Contribute towards meeting the
Region's RPA program goals.

The criterion is not considered gpplicable to the area.

Grazing potential does not exdst in the area.

This criterion 18 not considered applicable to the area.

This criterion is not considered applicable to the area.

Sedimentation 18 associated with road developwent in each altermative.

There are no grazing permits or potentials in the area and thus no alternétive would affect opportunity.

=~Firewood is not considered applicable to any alternative because of the atea's long distance from firewood-using locations.

The areas i<~nt{fied run gsouvth of the study area and thus

Non-motorized = 3330 RVD - This is es-~
sentially the same as Alt. B but is in-
creased slightly because a portion of
winter game range will receive improve-
ment resulting in an increased number
of game.

Non-motorized = 2540 RVD - This 1is es-
sentially the same as Alt. D but rec-

reation use associated with Vinal Cr.

and Hoskins Lk. is excluded.

Insect: Accomplishes most recovery; sal-
xege I8 mxbf mortality volume ~ 12 mmbf
would be lest.

Fire: Low fire risk associated with
insect-killed lodgepole.

Sedimentation = 33 cu.yds./yr.

Estimating the Forest's contribution to RPA, and the effect of each alternmative on that contributiom, is c0njecture without a
timber can be met until 2005 end then wowld fall short by the potential yield on tle Mount Henry area (2.5 mmbf).

-—---No alternative should affect the Forest's ability to meet the RPA target for developed recreation.
—---No altemative should affect the Forest's ability to meet the RPA target for uisperaed recreatiom.

Timber: $0
Recreation: $502,227

Criterion 7 ~ Maximize net benefits to society,
subject to meeting the criteria for commmity
stability and land use patterms.

Criterion 8 - Provide for resource uses and output

Timber: $4 MM
Recreation: $630,411

levels that minimize rapid change in the existing
economic structure of local communities and in land"use patterms.

patterns in the next ten yeara.

Timber: $24 MM
Recreation: $514,358

Insect:

45 mmbf would be lost in firat

decade; salvage 5 mmbf mortality volume,

Five: High fire risk associated with

ineect-killed lodgepole.

Sedimentation = 15 cu.yds./yr.

Insect: 39 mmbf would be lost in first
decade; salvage 11 mmbf mortality
volume.

Fire: Mod-high fire risk associated
with insect-killed lodgepole.

Sedimentation = 21 cu.yds./yr.

completed Forest Plan.

Timber: $9 MM
Recreation: $632,643

However, recent MUSYC runs indicate RPA targets for

Timber: $12 MM
Recreation: $596,512

No alternative should create a rapid change in the existing economic structure of local commumnities (or ®multicounty impact areas) and in land use



EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Mount Henry

Alt. A Ale. B Alt, C Alt. D Alt. E
No Action (Present Management) Maximum Wilderness Noowilderness Yodified Wilderness Modified Wilderness
EVALUATION CRITERIA W - 20,520 acres W 0 acres W - 15,590 acres W - 11,550 acrea
23,450 acres BW - 2,930 acres - a NW - 7,860 acres NW - 11,900 acres

Criterion 1 - Provide for quality additions to the

National Wilderness Preservation System through
consideration of:

A.—Geographic distribution (weekend visitation

opportunitied from population centers) in re-
lation to presently classified areas or areas
under study for wilderness.

B.--Diversity of ecosystem representation and
wildernesg-associated wildlife species.

C.--Wilderness Suitability.

D.,~-Wilderness quality as determined by the
Wilderness Attribute Rating System (WARS).

Criterion 2 - Provide opportunities for nonwil-
derness commodity output potential through con-
sideration of:

A,--Diverse recreatlion opportunities in com
bination with visitor day potentials.

B.--Opportunities for management of essential
and key wildlife habitat.

C.—Opportunities for off-road motorized
recreation.

D.--Water supply.

E.—Sustained timber production under present
technology.

No acres added to NWPS.
status quo.

Maintain

Would add 20,520 acres to existing 2.9
million acres located within 250 miles
of study area.

Non-conforming developments are present
within the boundary resulting in low
suitability.

No change in WARS of 19.

Potential: Motorized = 100 RVD
Non-motorized = 1180 RVD

No opportunity.

There 1s presently some limited snow-
mobile use on Vinal Cr. and Mount
Henry-Boulder Pk. ridge.

19,000 ac.ft./yr.
Potential Sustained Yield =

2.538 mmbf/yr.
Programed Harvest = 0

Non-conforming uses have been deleted -
i suitable for wilderness.

Because of removal of non-conforming
uses, WARS increases from 19 to 23.

Potential: Motorized = 100 RVD
Hop-motorized = O RVD

No opportunity.

No opportunity.

19,155 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Susteined Yield =

+500 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 13.4 mmbf/first
decade

No acres added to NWPS.

In the RARE II analysis, Mount Henry was mot selected for wildlife or ecosjstem representationm.

Wilderness is foregone to other re-
sources in the LMP.

There is no WARS for this alternative.

Potential: Motorized = 280 RVD
Non-motorized = 2245 RVD

350 acres of winter game range avall-
able for management. This is the
total amount available in the area.

Limited snowmobile use on Vinal Cr.
and Mount Henry-Boulder Pk. ridge.

19,635 sc.ft.fyr.

Potential Sustained Yield =

2.538 mubf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 69 mmbf/first
decade

Would add 15,590 acres to existing 2.9
million acres located within 250 miles
of study area.

Would add 11,550 acres to existing 2.9
million acres located within 250 miles
of study area.

Non-conforming uses have been deleted -

is suitable for wilderness (reduced
acreage) .

No change in Alt. B WARS of 23,

Motorized = 100 RVD
0 RVD

Potential:
Hen-motorized =

Essentially the same as Alt. B except
for some minor acreage around Vinal
Cr. 1s available for management.

No opportunity.

19,230 ac.ft./yr.

Potential Sustained Yield =

1.010 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 32,4 mmbf/first
decade

Non-conforming uses hawe been deleted-
is sultable for wilderness (reduced
acreage).

Alt. B WARS reduced from 23 to 22
because Vinal Cr. is excluded from
wilderness.

Potential: Motorized = 140 RVD
Non-motorized = 585 RVD

350 acres of winter game range are
available for management.

Ne potential - with Fish Lakes in-
cluded in wilderness, there is no
incentive to use Vinal Cr. trail.

19,343 ae.ft./yr.

Fotential Sustained Yield =

1.490 mmbf/yr.

Programed Harvest = 3B8.6 mmbf/first
decade

F.--Opportunities for exploration and develop—

The mineral resource in the stufly area is apparently low.
ment of mineral resources where significant.

G.~-Sustained potential of firewood production. Fi d is not considered applicable to any alternative because of the atea's long distance from firewood-using logatioms.

Potential transmiesion corcfUors have been 1dentiTled Chrougn COE UNLL Fldnuing Fiuress
no alternative would affect opportunities.

H.——Opportunities for other energy needs, such
as energy transmission corridors.

The areas idam+ified run gouth nf the study area and thus

I.—Sustained grazing capacity potential. There are no grazing permits or potentials inm the area and thus no alternjtive would affect opportunity.

The criterien is mot considered applicable to the srea.

J.-~Recreation opportunities for elderly and
handicapped.
Criterion 3 - Provide opportunities for wilderness
commodity output potemntial through comsideration of:

A.—Diverse dispersed recreation opportunities
in combination with visitor day potentials.

Non-motorized = 3320 RVD - Anticipates
wvilderness designation would result in
an increase of visitor days because of
diversion of uses from one wilderness

Non-motorized = 3330 RVD - This is es-
sentially the same as Alt. B but is in-
. d slightly b a portion of

winter game range will receive improve-

Non-motorized = 2540 RVD - This is es-
sentlally the same as Alt. D but rec-

reation use asmociated with Vinal Cr.

and Hoskins Lk. 1s excluded.

to another. ment resulting in an increased number

of game.
B.—Sustailned grazing capacity under wildermess
management . Grazing potential does not exist in the area.
Criterion 4 - Provide for equitable consideration
of private inholdings through consideration of:
A.--Management options available for private This criterion is not considered applicable to the area.
land hange or mana of inholdings.
B.--Access opportunities to private land for This eriterion is not considered applicsble to the area.
commodity extraction and land uses, primarily
recreation.
Criterion 5 - Provide for resource protection
through:
A.--Minimizing the lose of resource values Insect: All lodgepole 100 yrs. and 8" Insect: Same a8 Alt. A} nonwilderness Insect: Accomplishes most recovery; sal- Imsect: 45 mmbf would be lost in firet Insect: 39 mubf would be lost in first
resulting from fire, insects and disease. would be infected within 10 yrs. with portions contain low-risk stands. vege 38 mxdf mortality volume - 12 mobf decade; salvage 5 mmbf mortality volume, decade; salvage 11 mmbf mortality
over 50 mmbf lost. would be lost. volume.

Fire: High fire risk associated with
insect-killed lodgepole.

Fire: High fire risk associated with
insect-killed lodgepole.

Fire: Low fire riek assoclated with

Five: High fire risk assoclated with
Insect-killed lodgepole.

Fire: Mod-high fire risk associated
insect-killed lodgepole.

with insect-killed lodgepole.

Sedimentation = 9 cu.yds./yr. Sedimentation = 33 cu.yds./yr.
Sedimentation is assoclated with road developuent in each alternative.—--

B.—Protecting soll productivity by minimizing Sedimentation = 2 cu.yds./yr.

soil loas.

Sedimentation = 15 cu.yds./yr. Sedimentation = 21 cu.yds./yr.

Eatimating the Forest's contribution to RPA, and the effect of each alternative on that contributiom, is wnjecture without a
timber can be met until 2005 and then would fall short by the potential yield on tle Mount Henry area (2.5 mmbf),

————HNo alternative should sffect the Forest's ability to meet the RPA target for developed recreatiom.
——-No altemative should affect the Forest's ability to meet the RPA target for yispersed recreatiom.

Criterion 6§ - Contribute towards meeting the
Region's RPA program goals.

completed Forest Plan. However, recent MUSYC rune indicate RPA targets for

Timber: $4 MM
Recreatiom: $630,411

Timber: $24 MM
Recreation: $514,358

Timber: $0
Recreation: $502,227

Timber: $9 MM
Recreation: $612,643

Criterion 7 - Maximize net benefits to society,
subject to meeting the criteria for commmity
stability and land use patterns.

Timber: $12 MM
Recreation: $596,512

Ho alternative should create a gapid change in the existing economic structure of local commumities (or multicounty impact areas) and in land use

Criterion 8 - Provide for resource uses and output
patterns in the next ten years.

levels that minimize rapid chenge in the existing
economic structure of local commmities and in land use patterms.



IDENTIFICATION OF
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Preferred Alternative
MOUNT HENRY

The alternatives were evaluated using the evaluation criteria in the pre-
ceding sectlion. The criteria were found to be of primary or secondary
importance to an evaluation of the area. The primary criteria include:
contributions to the National Wilderness Preservation System; contribu-
tions to sustained yield; economic and social benefits; and minimizing
the loss due to fire, insect, and disease.

Based upon these criteria, alternative C is shown to be the preferred
alternative for the Mount Henry wilderness study area.

Alternative C represents the nonwilderness alternative and proposes allo-
cations for resource use based on the unit plan allocationse.

Descriptions of the proposed land management plan are contained in the
East Fork Yaak, South Fork Yaak, West Kootenai, and Big Creek Unit Plans.

Alternative C has the highest timber production (69 MMBF in the first
decade) and the highest present net worth (324 million) of any of the
alternatives. While this was not the sole determinant, when it was
demonstrated that other resource values would not be significantly
increased by a wilderness classification, the trade off with the timber
resource was considered to be unacceptable. The specific factors were:

le A wilderness classification would not add appreciably to the
National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) nor is there a geographic
need demonstrated. Wilderness quality (WARS) is relatively low (19) for
this Reglone.

2, Alternative C provides for both roaded and roadless forms of
recreation. About 32 percent of the area Is devoted to roadless
recreation management in the present unit plans.

3, Wildlife habitat, particularly winter game range, is at a pre-
mium in the Yaak area. While not of substantial acreage, opportunities
to manage the hablitat to enhance game are present only in alternatives C
and E.

4. Impacts on watersheds, while shown to be greater under
alternative C, are not unacceptable.

5. Greater opportunities will exist fo salvage insect-killed lodge~
pole timber stands.

In summary, since this area won't provide a significant contribution fo
the NWPS, alternative C was selected. Alternative C provides the
greatest timber output, will generate the greatest present net worth, and
will provide for management of a greater number and variety of resources.



185 Preferred/Taylor-Hilgard

Preferred Alternative
TAYLOR-H |LGARD

The preferred alternative Is alternative Do The alternatives presented
for the Taylor-Hilgard unit were analyzed against the evaluation criteria
in the preceding sectlion.

The establishment of an additional 157,826 acres of wilderness in south-
western Montana would not be necessary to provide for a better geographi-
cal distribution of wilderness to the National Wilderness Preservation
Systems This Is due to the proximity of established classified areas or
areas which have been administratively endorsed for wilderness. However,
the classification of a portion of the Madison Range would be responsive
to a long-standing local demand for some wilderness in the Madison Range.

Alternative D recommends 1,541 acres of National Forest land be added to
the area recommended by the Bureau of Land Management for wilderness in
the Beartrap Canyon willderness proposal. The boundary for this area
follows the physiographic rim of the Bear Trap gorge.

The boundary proposed for the Spanish Peaks proposed wilderness In 1968
has been modified slightly to make It possible to be more easily surveyed
and identified on the ground. It has also been extended down on the
Madison River side of the ridge to include all of the featured peaks
Inside the proposed wilderness.

Alternative D recommends for wilderness generally those lands which
possess the highest attributes for wilderness. Alternative D also pro-
vides excellent opportunities for high nonwilderness commodity outputs
and dispersed motorized recreation In the areas with lower WARS ratingse.

The heavy use on the Big Sky snowmobile frail would be maintained along
with the snowmobile "play areas" considered important to those winter
sports activists,

In addition to the proposed wilderness, about 20 percent of the study
area will likely remain essentially roadless and be available for primi-
tive recreation.

The essential and key wildlife areas which could be Iimproved through spe-
cial vegetative manipulation practices would be within the area not
recommended for wilderness. Planned prescribed burning, planting,
seading, and thinning projects could be accomplished within the non-
wilderness area. These efforts would be possible primarily to improve
the habitat for elk which migrate through the area and for the threatened
grizzly bear.

This alternative provides for a high sustained yield for timber harvest
and firewood gathering. The programed harvest Is calculated to be an
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average of approximately 11,66 million board feet per year during the
first decade. The present net worth of the total timber resource is
$55,115,983.

Possible oil and gas development would not seriously be hampered by
alternative Ds Most of the Overthrust Belt within the alternative would
be available for exploration and development. Approximately 40,000 acres
of current lease applications would be located within the nonwilderness
portione.

The application for a 161 kV powerline from Ennis to Big Sky through Jack
Creek could be considered.

The opportunity to improve access, camp, and picnic sites for use by the
elderly or handicapped would be enhanced through selection of alternative D.

Alternative D recommends an addition of 157,826 acres Yo the National

Wi lderness Preservation System. This alternative includes 27,245 acres
of private land within the area recommended for wilderness. Most of this
land is owned . by the Burlington Northern, Inc. Burlington Northern has
indicated a willingness to exchange out of the proposed wilderness if
suitable National! Forest lands are made available outside the area.

The opportunities to salvage insect killed timber would be enhanced
through selection of alternative D. The timber stands which are highly
susceptible to insect attack are also made available for treatment with
this alternative.

Soil productivity can be protected with this alternative through proper
resource management practices.

The opportunity to meet the Beaverhead and Gallatin National Forests'’
share of RPA outputs or targets is best provided for with alternative D.

This proposal offers what the Forest Service believes to be the maximum
net benefits to society. It provides a quality addition to the National
Wilderness Preservation System while providing the opportunity for other
Forest uses such as water, wildlife, timber, range, dispersed and
developed recreation.



187 Preferred/West Ploneer

Preferred Alternative

WEST PIONEER

The alternatives were evaluated using the evaluation criteria In the pre-
ceding section. Based upon these criteria, alternative C is shown to be
the preferred alternative for the West Pioneer wilderness study area.
Alternative C represents the nonwilderness alternative and proposes man-
agement for resource development,

Primary reasons for selecting alternative C were:

1. Although the West Pioneer area possesses high wllderness charac-
teristics as expressed by the Wilderness Afttribute Rating System, It has
been assessed through RARE Il as not contributing significantly to the
National Wilderness Preservation System. The West Pioneer area is within
18 mites of the Anaconda Pintler Wilderness and two areas endorsed for
wilderness through RARE ||-——the West Big Hole and the East Ploneer areas.
Existing wlldernesses and primitive areas which are within 50 miles of
the area have a total acreage of about 2,966,674. In addition, the area
is not judged as necessary to attain diversity of ecosystems or
wilderness-associated wildlife species.

2. The West Ploneer area has been determined fo contain a high
molybdenum reserve with a present net worth of $36.9 million. The
minerallzed areas cannot be developed and still retain a reasonably
pristine character for wilderness management.

3 Alternative C was shown to have the highest present net worth
($56.1 million) of any of the alternatives.

Secondary reasons for selectlion of alternative C were:

1« This alternative will permit the greatest dispersed motorized
recreation use, primarily snowmobile use,

2. It provides the best opportunities to salvage high risk timber
stands threatened by the mountain pine beetle Infestation.

3. This alternative provides the greatest opportunity for timber
yield-

4, It provides an opportunity for both roaded and roadless forms of
primitive recreation activity. About 45 percent of the study area wlil|
I Tkely remain essentially roadless and be available for primitive
recreation.

This alternative provides the greatest opportunity for mineral
development, timber production, wildlife habitat improvement, and
dispersed recreation activities compared with the other alternatives.



CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

Initial recorded public interest and discussion regarding any of these
areas dates from 1958 when former Regional Forester Tebbe announced the
establishment of a Hilgard "hold" area of about 130,000 acres. He agreed
that the Forest Service would forego developmental activities in the area
pending the completion of a wilderness study.

All or portions of the present three study areas were inventoried during
the first Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) in 1972 and 1973,
Additional debate resulted between the public and the Forest Service in
that process.

In October 1974, the first bill was introduced to establish these three
plus an additional seven areas as wilderness study areas. After several
years of debate, the Montana Wilderness Study Act was passed In November
1977. The study of these three areas is responsive to that legislation.

In the meantime, RARE || was initiated in mid-1977 and these areas were
included In the inventory and the accompanying analysis. When the

RARE Il draft environmental statement was Issued, the public did not
respond at any length regarding these areas since they were advised that
a separate study under the Montana Wilderness Study Act would followe.

In 1979, following RARE Il a good deal of dialogue was directed to the
Forest Service in terms of the best study process to follow, the time
schedule, and the data needs. The latter subject centered around the
question of the adequacy of the timber data. To help resolve this
question, the Regional Forester formed a citizen's timber statistics
committee In August 1979. Their recommendations were forwarded to the
Reglona! Forester in February 1980.

In September 1979, the Forest Service conducted 12 workshops (7 of which
dealt with the 3 study areas Is this environmental statement) in western
and central Montana. More than 800 people participated in the workshops
to determine the resource Issues the public wanted addressed in making
recommendations for the areas. Over 200 |etters were also received
following the workshops. In addition to the rescurce issues, a number of
the publics raised process-related issues concerning overall conduct of
the study.

The study process for the completion of the studies was announced in
February 1980. The new process reflected public workshop comments, the
work of the citizen advisory committee regarding the adequacy of the
timber data, and the legal, administrative, and professional study
requlirements.

This Draft Environmental Statement will also provide an opportunity for
additional public involvement regarding management of the Mount Henry,
Taylor Hilgard, and West Ploneer Areas. In addition to written and ver-
bal responses to this Draft Environmental Statement, the public will also
have the opportunity to express their views regarding these areas at
public hearings which have been scheduled during the established review
period.
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Appendix A

Participants in the Planning Process

Participant
Regional Office

Connie 5. Gyles
John D, Holden®
Ray D. Hunter
Lawrence V. Janes

James W. Laux
Mark D. McGregor
Alan McQuillan
James P. Merzenich
Robert D. Newman
Terry L. Raettig
James E. Reid

Kristina H. Schwartzman
Vietor Standa

William J. Weeks

Deanna B. Williams

Job Title
or Specialty

Statistical Technician
Social Scientist

Land Planner
Cartographics

Timber Planner
Entomologist
Economist
Economist
Mining Engineer
Economist
Director, Planning,
Programing, and
Budgeting
Writer-Editor
Land Uses
Economist
Cartographics

Beaverhead National Forest

Marvin Amundson
Frank Fowler

Henry E. Greitl
Dennis Johnson
Vergil Lindsey
John Lowell
Lawrence Michalsky
Roger J. Poff

Dave Rittenhouse
Arnold G. Royce
Chuck Sundstrom
Dan Svoboda

Frank Votapka
Robert Wagenknecht

Robert W. Williams
Jerry C. Worley

Forest Planner
Planning Staff Officer
Range Conservation
District Ranger
District Ranger
District Ranger
Timber Planner

Soil Scientist
District Ranger
Land/Fire Specialist
Wildlife Biologist
Soil Scientist

Civil Engineer
Landscape Architect

Forest Supervisor
Silviculturist

Applicable

Education
or Degree(s)

Work Experi-
ence (Years)

High School Graduate
Master of Arts
Bachelor of Science
3 Years Undergraduate
Studies
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
Doctoral Candidate
Master of Science
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
Master of Science

Master's Candidate
Bachelor of Science
Ph.D.

High School Graduate

Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
Bachelor of Landscape
Architecture

Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science

15
10
28

12
22

18

17

15
25

11
20

12
11

20

22
18

13

5%
22



Participants

Gallatin National Forest

Job Title
or Speciality

Claude A. Coffin
Philip C. Cowan
Gary J. Dahlgren
Carl E. Davis
James A. Devitt
John J. Dolan
John T. Drake
Randy W. Gay
Stephen P, Glasser
Lewis E. Hawkes
Neil J. Howarth
Terry C. Johnson
Jerome T. Light, Jr.
Ross J. MacPherson
John F. McCulloch
Ralph O. Meyer
Thomas Puchlerz
John D. Sandmeyer
Sherman A. Sollid
Norman N. Wortman

Kootenail National Forest

Alan Christensen
John B. Dillon

David R. Fischer
Gary 0. Hathaway
Jerry J. Haugen
David R. Howard
Louis J. Kuennen
Floyd J. Marita

Larry Meshew
William E. Morden
Tim O'Gorman
Jerrold D. Park
Robert Rainville
Lance J. Schelvan

James N. Shadle

Supervisory Forester
Energy Coordinator
Supervisory Forester
Soil Scientist

Social Scientist
District Ranger
Forest Supervisor
Timber Planner
Hydrologist

Forest Supervisor
Range Conservationist
Resource Planner
Wildlife Biologist
Forester

Supervisory Forester
District Ranger
Wildlife Biologist
Land Planner
Geologist

Fire Management Officer

Wildlife Biologist
Forester

District Ranger
Landscape Architect
Transportation Planner
Land Planner

Soil Scientist

Forest Supervisor

Hydrologist

Forest Supervisor

Writer-Editor

Silviculturist

Fisheries Biologist

Visual Information
Specialist

Timber Management
Planner
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Applicable
Work Experi-
ence (Years)

Education
or Degree(s)

Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Master of Arts
Master of Science
Master of Science
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
Master of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
1 Year Undergraduate
Studies

Master of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Master's Candidate
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Science
Bachelor of Arts
Master of Science
Master of Science
Master of Arts
Bachelor of Science
Master of Science
Bachelor of Science

Bachelor of Science
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Applicable
Job Title Education Work Experi-
Participants or Speciality or Degree(s) ence (Years)
Bureau of Land Management -
Butte District Office
John G. Augsburger Wilderness Specialist Master of Science 2
Bruce F. Botsford Outdoor Recreation Bachelor of Science 13
Planner
Harry R. Cosgriffe Resource Area Manager Bachelor of Science 4
Dan Lechefsky Environmental Master's Candidate 1
Coordinator
Jack A. McIntosh District Manager Bachelor of Science 16
Richard Ward Wilderness Specialist Master's Candidate 2

Tom Whitmer Range Conservationist Bachelor of Science 6
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Appendix B

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Office of the Secretary
Washington, D.C. 20250

Aug. 11, 1977

SUBJECT: Policy for Management of Wilderness within the National
Forests

TO: Chief, Forest Service

The Department's wilderness management policy is not well understood.
Some clarification is offered here, to gain broader awareness and
acceptance of that policy. This is not an exhaustive list of practices
or uses, but provides a statement of policy for the issues of most
concern in managing National Forest wilderness.

The American people will be assured the benefits of an enduring resource
of wilderness only if that wilderness resource is managed to protect its
unique qualities. Wilderness management, to be effective, must have a
basic set of objectives—-applied uniformly, with latitude to adapt to
the individual requirements of each area--which are understood and
accepted both by Forest Service employees and the public.

The Department wilderness management objectives are:

- To maintain an enduring system of high-quality wilderness
representative of all National Forest ecotypes;

- To perpetuate the wilderness resource for future generations;

- To the extent that it is consistent with the first two, to
provide opportunities for public use, enjoyment, and under-
standing of wilderness and the unique experiences dependent
upon a wilderness setting;

- To maintain plants and animals indigenous to the area by
protecting the natural dynamic equilibrium associated with
natural, complete ecosystems;

- To accommodate and administer those "nonconforming but
accepted" uses provided in the Wilderness Act and subsequent
Acts in a way to minimize their impacts;
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- To maintain stable watersheds;

- To consider the special protection needs of endangered plant
and animal species and their habitats.

Forest Service wilderness management policy must be applied uniformly.
Each wilderness, however, requires its own specific direction. This
individual need shall be set forth in a management plan for each area.
Such plans are to be developed locally with substantial local and
regional public participation. The policies and plans shall be
applied so that each area retains its wilderness quality; i.e., is
managed on a ''nondegradation" concept.

Efforts may be made, in modest ways, to improve wilderness quality by
restoring natural conditions; practices which would result in the
degradation of that quality will not be allowed. There is no place
for vista clearing or any other form of "enhancing natural beauty"

in wilderness.

Professional skill; knowledge of the Wilderness Act, subsequent-related
Acts of Congress, and USDA wilderness policies; good judgment; and public
participation are essential components of wilderness management. The
local manager should be given some latitude to apply common sense and
practical interpretation to national management direction and policy.

GENERAL

Within wildernesses there shall be no timber harvesting, no manipulation

of vegetation for watershed, wildlife, or forage purposes, and no use

of motor vehicles, mechanical transport, motorized equipment, installatioms,
or structures other than as specifically provided for by the Wildernmess

Act or as stated hereinafter.

VISITOR USE FACILITIES

Visitor use facilities are permissible only as needed to protect and
manage the wllderness resources, and shall not be provided for the
convenience of the visitor. Trails, built and maintained to the
standard needed to protect the soil, water, and bilological resources,
may exist to properly distribute visitors throughout the wilderness.
Bridges, made of native materials where possible, may be provided if
their absence would subject the visitor to significant hazard or the
riparian environment to unacceptable impact. Shelters will not be
built, but those in place at the time of designation of the wilderness
will be maintained until they need major rehabilitation or their use
contributes to unacceptable impacts on soil, water, or biological
resources, at which time they will be removed or destroyed. If necessary,
to protect soil, water, biological, and wilderness resources, camping
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use may be restricted to designated sites; such sites may contain an
identification marker and any facility specifically needed to protect
the wilderness, such as a fire box in areas of extreme fire hazard.
Existing, unsophisticated water sources such as hand pumps may be
retained and maintained. Pit or vault toilets serviced by nonmotorized
or nonmechanical transport may be emplaced where human waste disposal
problems cannot be corrected by dispersal or reasonable limitation of
visitor numbers. '"Brow logs'" may be used to reduce erosion at boat
landings. Other facilities such as, but not limited to, boat docks
will not be built in wilderness. Such existing facilities will be
phased out and removed within ten years of designation of the area

as wilderness.

COMMERCIAL SERVICES

Commercial services needed for proper use and enjoyment of the wilderness
are allowable under special use permits. Certain installations may be
allowed for these services. Outfitter camp permits may provide for
hitching racks and corrals made of native material. Such facilities
should be designed to facilitate seasonal dismantling. The dismantling,
however, can be waived provided use is intended during the next snowfree
season and continued use of the location will not cause unacceptable
impacts on soil, water, and biological resources. If a permittee was
authorized to emplace or use tent frames with board flooring, wood
siding, or built-in bunks--not generally of a temporary nature nor
ordinarily permitted--in the season prior to wilderness designation,

he may continue use until the facility needs replacement or major
rehabilitation or their continued use would cause unacceptable impacts
on soil, water, or biological resources. New installations of this
nature will not be authorized in wilderness.

EMERGENCIES AND ADMINISTRATION

Emergency use of motorized vehicles and equipment and mechanical
transport may be made by the Forest Service for search and rescue,
fighting forest fires, or insect and disease epidemics. Nonemergency
use should occur only in unquestionable instances of wilderness
management need by the Forest Service or cooperating agency. Proposed
uses of chemicals for control of outbreaks of insects and diseases
must be approved by the Assistant Secretary.

Hydrometeorological devices existing when the area is designated may
remain so long as the operating agency agrees to convert to miniaturized
equipment, adequately comouflaged, each time a device needs replacement.
State game and fish agencies may conduct fish-stocking programs approved
by the Forest Service, using aerial drops on those waters where such
aerial stocking was in practice prior to wilderness designation. State
agencies, reintroducing animals in a project approved by the Forest
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Service, may use mechanical transport, including helicopter, only upon
a determination by the Assistant Secretary that the reintroduction is
desirable and that no practical alternative mode of transportation
exists.

NONCONFORMING, BUT ACCEPTED, USES

The Wilderness Act provides that certain uses, generally considered as
"nonconforming" to wildermess environments, may continue in wildernesses.
Where grazing had been established before designation and is continuing,
installations and improvements for grazing are permissible only as
needed to protect wilderness resources--including soil, water, and
biological resources. Where the use of aircraft and motorboats had
become established prior to designation as wilderness, their continued
use may be permitted at locations, times, and in such manner as is
provided in the management plan for that wilderness, so long as that
plan concludes that such continued use is necessary and proper for use
of the wilderness. Hunting and fishing shall be in accordance with
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations. There may be wilderness
locations so popular with nonhunters during the hunting season that
hunting closures by the State agency should be negotiated for limited
areas less popular with hunters in order to provide autumn wilderness
experiences for both hunters and nonhunters.

The establishment of new water projects or parts of projects may be
permitted only upon specific authorization of the President. Existing
water developments will either be made as esthetically compatible as
possible with the wilderness environment or removed. Maintenance of
such existing developments will be by primitive tools unless case-by-
case authorization is granted by the Regional Office for motorized
maintenance methods.

PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS OF WILDERNESS POLICY

As writer Michael Frome notes in Whose Woods These Are: The Story of

the National Forest, ''the modern concept of wilderness was born and
reached fruition in the Forest Service." Aldo Leopecld, who won creation
of the Gila Wilderness in 1924, the Nation's €irst, stated that "the
administration of the National Forests of America has for its real
purpose the perpetuation of life--human, plant, and animal life."

Leopold is credited with considering the predicted timber famine "a
matter of quality rather than quantity," and suggested that "the
emphasis on logging under intensive forestry be limited to richer,
accessible forest regions, capable of producing high-quality timber,
while dedicating remaining regions to various forms of recreation,
game management, and wilderness."

While Leopold introduced the wilderness idea and was responsible for
establishing the first area in New Mexico, Robert Marshall brought
the concept to maturity during his career as Director of Recreation
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in the Forest Service. Marshall developed the administrative regulations
under which the Forest Service proceeded, on its own, to protect over

14 million acres of National Forest land as "wilderness," '"wild," or
"primitive" areas, prior to congressional passage of the Wilderness

Act of 1964,

The Forest Service should be proud of its leading role in wildermess
administration. Forest officers engaged in wilderness administration
today should be guided by their predecessors' wise counsel:

Leopold: '"Recreation is valuable in proportion to the intensity
of its experiences, amd to the degree to which it differs
from and contrasts with workaday life. By these criteria,
mechanized outings are at best a milk-and-water affair.
Recreation is not their only, or even their principal,
utility. Ability to see the cultural value of wilderness
boils down, in the last analysis, to a question of intellectual
humility. Raw wilderness gives definition and meaning to the
human enterprise."

Marshall: "The National Forest System is uniquely fit to provide two
distinct vacation environments: One, the comfortable and
modern; two, the peaceful timelessness where vast forests
germinate and flourish and die and rot and grow again
without relationship to the ambitions and interferences
of man." ’

These observations are as valid today as when they were made, and the
value of wilderness will increase as our soclety becomes more dependent
upon complex technology.

Let's continue our record of excellence in wilderness administration
through uniform application of these policy guidelines.

/S/ M. RUPERT CUTLER
Assistant Secretary for Conservation,
Research, and Education
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Appendix C 55/

Gro: ng in National Forest Wilderness . reas

Scotion 4(d) (4) (2) of the Wildernie s Act states: “the grazing of
livestock, where established prior to the Fective date of this Act, shall
be permitted to continue subject to such reasonable regulations as are
deemied necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture.”

The legislative history of this language is very clear in its intent
that livestock grazing, and activities and the necessary facilities to
support a livestock grazing program. will be permitted to continue in
Natiomal Forest wilderness areas, when such grazing was established
prior to classification of an area as wilderness.

Including those areas established in the Wilderness Aet of 1964,
Congress has designated some 188 areas, vovering lands administered
bv ihe Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service. National Park
Ser+ e and Bureau of Land Management as components of the Na-
tion. Wilderness Preservation System. A number of these areas
conta.n active orazing programs, which are conducted pursuant to
existing authorities. In all such cases, when enacting legislation classi-
fyinz an area as wilderness, it has bee. the intent of the Congress,
based on solid evidence developed bv testimony at public hearings,
that +the practical language of the Wi'derness Act would apply to
grazing within wilderness areas administered by all Federal agencies,
not just the Forest Service. In faet, special language appears in all
wilderness legislation, the intent of which is to assure that the appli-
cabze provisions of the Wilderness Act. .ncluding Section 4(d) (4) (2),
will apply to all wilderness areas, regardless of agency jurisdiction.

Further, during the 95th Congress, C'ongressional committees be-
catue increasinglv disturbed that, despite thé language of section
1(d1(4)(2) of the Wilderness Act and despite a history of nearly
15 vears in addressing and providing guidance to the -vilderness man-
agement agencies for development of wilderness managzement policies,
National Forest administrative regulations and policies were acting
to d -courage grazing in wilderness, o~ unduly restricting on-the-
ground activities necessary for proper grazing management. To ad-
dress this probiem, two House Commiittee on Interior and Insular
Affairs Reports (95620 and 95-1321) pecifically provided guidance
as to aow section 4(d) (4) (2) of the Wilderness Act should be inter-
preted. This guidance appeared in these reports as follows:

Section 4(A) (4) (2) of the Wilderness Act states that vraz-
ing in wilderness areas, if established prior to designation
of the area as wilderness, “shall be permitted to continue

abject to such reasonable regulations as are deemed neces-
sary by the Secretary of Agriculture”. To clarify any linger-
ing doubts, the committee wishes to stress that this language
means that there shall be no curtailment of grazing per-
mits or privileges in an area simply because it ic designated
as wilderness, As s¢tated in the Forest Service reoulations (36
CFR 293.7), grazing in wilderness .. veas ordinarily will be
controlled under the general regulations governing grazing
of livestock on National Forests * * *. This includes the es-
tablishment of normal range allotments and allotment man-
agement plans. Furthermore, wilderness designation should
not prevent the maintenance of exi-t.ig fences or other hive-

55/ Ue. S. House of Representatives Conference Report No. 96-1126,
Central ldaho Wilderness Act of 1980,
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stock management improvements, nor the construction and
maintenance of new fences or improvements which are con-
sistent, with allotment manacement plans and/or which are
necessary for the protection of the range.

Despite the language of these two reports. RARE IT hearings and
field inspection trips in the 96th Congress have revealed that National
Forest administrative policies on grazing in wilderness are subject t~
varying interpretations in the field, and are fraught with pronounce-
ments that simply are not in accordance with section 4(d) (4) (2) of
the Wilderness Act. This had led to demands on the part of grazing
permittees that section 4(d) (4) (2) of the Wilderness Act be amended
to clarify the intentions of Congress. However, because of the great
diversity of conditions under which grazing uses (including different
classes of livestock) are managed on the public lands, the Conferees
feel that the original broad language of the Wilderness Act is best
left unchanged. Any attempts to draft specitic statutory language cov-
ering grazing in the entire wilderness system (presently administered
by four separate agencies in two different Departments) might prove
to be undulv rigid in a specific area, and deprive the land management
agencies of flexible opportunities to manage grazing in a creative and
realistic site specific fashion. '

Therefore, the conferees declined to amend scetion 4(d) (4) (2) of
the Wilderness Act. agreeing instead to reaffirm the existing language
and to include the followine nationwide guidelines and specific state-
ments of legislative policy. It i« the intention of the conferees that the
guidelines and policies be considered in the overall context of the pur-
poses and direction of the Wilderness Act of 1964 and this Act, and
that they be promptly. fully, and diligently imnlemented and made
available to Forest Service personnel at all levels and to all holders
of permits for grazing in Naticnal Forest Wilderness-areas:

1. There shall be no curtailments of grazing in wilderness areas sim-
plv because an area is. or has been designated as wilderness. nor should
wilderness designations be used as an excuse by administrators to
slowly *phase out” egrazing. Any adjustments in the numbers of live-
stock permitted to graze in wilderness areas should be ma.le as a result
of revisions in the normal grazing and land management planning an:i
policy sctting process, giving consideration to legal mandates, range
condition. and the protection of the range resource from deterioration.

It is anticipated that the numbers of livestock permitted to graze
in wilderness would remain at the approximate levels existing at the
time an area enters the wilderness svstem. Tf land management plans
reveal conclusively that increased livestock umbers or animal unit
months (ATMs) could be made available with no adverse impact on
wilderness values such as plant communities, primitive recreation, and
wildlife populations or habitat. some inereases in ATTMs may be per-
missible. This is not to imply, however. that wilderness lends itself
to ATM or livestock increases and construction of substantial new
facilities that might be appropriate for inteusive grazing management
in non-wilderness areas. '

2. The maintenance of supporting facilities, existing i an arvea prior
to its classification as wilderness (inclnding fences, line cabins, water
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wells and lines, stock tanks, ete.), is permissible in wilderness. Where
practical alternatives do not exist, maintenance or other astivities may
be aecomplished through the occasional use of motorized equipment.
This may include, for example, the use of backhoes to maintain stock
pon.s, pickup trucks for major fence repairs, or specialized equipment
to repair stock watering facilities. Such occasional use of motorized
equipment should be expressly authorized in the grazing permits for
the area invelved. The use of motorized equipment should be based on a
rule of practical necessity and reasonableness. For example, motorized
equipment need not be allowed for the placement of small quantities
of salt or other activities where such activities ean reasonably and
practically be accomplished on horseback or foot. On the ather hand,
it maybe appropriate to permit the occasional use of motorized equip-
ment to haul large quantities of salt to distribution points. Moreover,
under the rule of reasonableness, occasional use of motorized equip-
nient should be permitted where practieal alternatives are not avail-
able and such use would not have a significant adverse impact on the
natural environment. Such motorized euipment uses will normally
only be permitte:d to those portions of a wilderness area where they
had occurred prior to the area’s designation as wilderness or are estab-
lished by prior agreement.

3. The replacement or reconstruction of deteriorated facilities or
improvements should not be required to be accomplished using “nat-
ural materials”, unless the material and labor costs of using natural
materials are such that their use would not impose unreasonable addi-
tional costs on grazing permittees. -

4. The construction of new improvements or replacement of deterio-
rated facilities in wilderness is permissible if in accordance with those
guidelines and management plans governing the area involved. How-
ever, the construction of new improvements should be primarily for
the purpose of resource protection and the more effective management
of these resources rather than to accomnodate increased numbers of
livestock.

5. The use of motorized equipment for emergency purpos-s such
as rescuing sick animals or the placement of feed in emergency situa-
tions is also permissible. This privilege is to be exercised only in true
emergencies, and should not be abused by permittees.

In summary. subject to the conditions and policics outlined above,
the general rule of thumb on grazing management in wilderness
should be that activities or facilities established prior to the date
of an area’s designation as wilderness should be allowed to remain in
place and may be replaced when necessary for the permittee to prop-
erly administer the grazing program. Thus, if livestock grazing activ-
ities and facilitics were established in an area at the time Congress
determined that the arca was suitable for wilderness and placed the
specific area in the wilderness system. they should be allowed to con-
tinue. With respect to areas designated as wilderness prior to the date
~f this Act, these guidelines shall not bie considered as a diretcion to
ve establish uses where sueh uses have heen discontinned.
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Appendix D

Sources for Publications Clited

Many of the documents used in preparation of this Draft Environmental
Impact Statement are Forest Service Regional or Forest reports, plans,
and publications on file In Regional or Forest offices. Information

about these sources may be obtained by contacting:

Mre Tom Coston
Reglonal Forester
USDA Forest Service
P.0. Box 7669
Missoula, MT 59807

Mr. Robert W. Williams
Forest Supervlisor
Beaverhead National Forest
P.0. Box 1258

Dillon, MT 59725

Mr. John Drake

Forest Supervisor

Gal latin National Forest

P.0. Box 130, Federal Building
Bozeman, MI 59715

Mr. William Morden
Forest Supervlisor
Kootenai National Forest
P.0« Box AS

Libby, MT 59923
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APPENDIX E

Glossary

The definitions used here are intended to ald the reader in understanding
the text and are not intended to approximate legal definitions.

Animal Unit Month (AUM) A unit of grazing capacity; the amount
of forage normally required per month
for one mature cow or five adult sheep.
Reported figures exclude big game and
wild horses.

Board Foot (BM) Measure The amount of wood contained in an
unfinished board 1" x 12" x 12%
(Scribner rule),

Commercial Forest Land Forest land which Is producing or
capable of producing crops of market-
able wood. Areas suitable for manage-
ment to grow crops of Industrial wood
are includeds Site quality is capable
of producing in excess of 20 cubic feet
per acre of annual growth.

Commod Ity A transportable resource product with
commercial value.

Cultural Resource Potential knowledge about human
cultural systems, in the form of
historic and prehistoric products and
byproducts of man which are important
in making land management declisionse.

Deferred Commercial forest land removed from
production pending final classifica-
tion, le8e, Wilderness study areas.

Developed Site A recreation area with facilities con-
structed for visitor use.

Dispersed Recreation Scattered, individual outdoor recrea-
tion activities normally not identifled
with developed facilities or areas of
group concentration. Includes such
activities as hiking, backpacking,
hunting, fishing, horseback riding, and
cross—country skiinge



Economic Analysis Unit (EAU)

Hablitat Type

Inferred Submarginal Mineral
Resources

Land Expectation Value (LEV)

MM

Marginal Component

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV)

Output
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An area containing harvestable timber
which can be accessed with one unified
road systeme.

An aggregation of all land areas poten-
tially capable of producing similar
plant communities at climax.

Resources for which quantitiative esti-
mates are based largely on broad
knowledge of the geologic character of
the deposit and for which there are
few, 1f any, samples or measurements.
Submarginal refers to that portion of
subsconomic resources which would
require a substantially higher price
(more than 1.5 times the price at the
tTime of determination) or a major cost-
reducing advance In technology.

The present value of a perpetual series
of rotations beginning with bare (i.e.,
nonforested) land. Also called "bare
land value."

Thousand ) MMBF, MMBM, MAUM, MRVD, or
) 12MM
Million )

Regulated commercial forest land
including areas not qualifying as
standard or special components pri-
marily because of excessive development
cost, low product values, or resource
protectlion constraintss

Any motorized vehicle generally
designed or used for travel off road-
ways or tfrails, such as four-wheel-
drive vehicles, motorcycles and
scooters, all terrain vehicles and
snowmobiles.

Any result, product, or service that a
process or activity actually produces.
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Photo Interpretation (Pl) Type

Potential Yield

Present Net Worth

Programed Harvest

Recreation Visitor Day (RVD)

Regulated

Reserved

Suitabllity for Timber
Production

The del ineation from aerlal photographs
of forest vegetation into groups with

| Ike characteristics differentiated by
height, density, management activities
of man and natural phenomenon.

The maximum sustalned harvest possible
under a specified management intensity
level recognizing reductions for the
constralnts of key resources other than
timber.

A widely accepted investment criterion
used to calculate the economic effi-
ciency of alternative courses of
actlions Using an Interest note, all
future benefits and costs are
discounted to the present so that they
are comparable. The present net worth

" reflects the productivity of con=

templated action relative to economy-
wide productivity through the Interest
rate used in the analysis.

That part of the potential yield that
is planned for harvest in any one year
according to the most recent Timber
Management Plan.

Equivalent to a person spending 12
hours In recreation on public land.

Commercia! forest land and its inven-
tory that can contribute to systematic
timber production under sustained yield
principlese

Commercial forest land removed from
production by legislative or adminis-
trative action, i.e., wilderness.

Commercial forest land where the bio-
logical growth potential for the land
is equal to or exceeds the minimum
standard for timber production of 20
cublc feet per acre per year; where
technology is available that will
insure timber production without Irre-
versible resource damage to solls,
productivity, or watershed conditions;
and where there Is reasonable assurance
that such lands can be adequately
restocked.



Undliscovered Mineral Resources

Wilderness

Wilderness Afttribute

Withdrawal
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Unspecified bodies of mineral-bearing
material surmised fo exist on the basis
of broad geologic knowledge and theory.

An area designated by Congress under
the provisions of the Wilderness Act of
September 3, 1964. To qualify for
classification under the Wilderness
Act, the area must exhibit the follow-
Ing characteristics:

-=- Be an area of undeveloped Federal
land retaining its primeval character
and influence, without permanent
improvement or human habitations.

-- General ly appear to have been
affected primarily by the forces of
nature, with the Imprint of man's work
substantially unnoticeable.

-- Have outstanding opportunities for
solitude or a primitive and unconfined
type of recreation.

-~ Have at least 5,000 acres of land
or be of sufficient size to make prac-
ticable its preservation and use in an
unimpaired conditione

-- May also contain ecological, geo-
logical, or other features of scien-
tific, educational, scenic, or
historical value,

One of the four attributes required or
mentioned in the Wilderness Act
(Natural Integrity, Apparent Natural-
ness, Outstanding Opportunities for
Solitude, and Opportunities for Primi-
tive Recreation)s. Supplemental attri=
butes are outstanding ecological,
geologlical, scenic, and historical
features.

Certain lands administered by the
Forest Service removed from appropria-
Tion and entry and set aside for other
public purposes under the provisions of
several acts of the Congress (Includes
reclamation, power sites, milltary
uses, etfc.).
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alternatives
considered, 102-115
evaluation of (ﬁi'ic’_ evaluation criteria), 180-183
formulation of, 82
"no action," 102-113, 116-117, 119-120, 129, 134-136, 181-183
preferred, ii, 100,184-187
range of, 102
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 120, 122, 124, 126, 128, 135, 139,
142, 146, 150, 155, 158, 161, 167, 170, 173, 176, 179

Bear Trap Canyon, 1, 6, 29-30, 38, 109-110, 149, 153, 157, 160, 185

Big Sky Resort, 22, 32, 35, 186

Big Sky Snowmobile Trail, 25, 87, 110-112, 154, 185

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), 32-33

Bureau of Land Management (BWM), i, iii, 6, 22, 29-30, 38, 102, 104,
108-110, 130, 134, 185

Bureau of Mines, 1ii, 13, 37, 60

Burlington Northern Inc., 22, 26-28, 35-36, 48, 87-88, 107-109, 111, 130,
138, 145, 155, 186

civil rights, 120, 122, 124, 126-127, 135, 139, 142, 146, 150, 154, 158,
161, 167, 170, 173, 179

dwarf mistletoe, 41

Economic Analysis Unit (EAU), 18, 45, 70, 93-95
economic efficiency, 93-99, 118, 120, 122, 124, 125, 127, 132, 135,
139, 142, 146, 150, 154, 157, 160, 165, 167, 170, 173, 176, 179
effects
adverse, ii, 193
economic, 75-77, 92-99
of implementation, 116=179
significant, 75-77
elderly and handicapped persons, 8, 78, 101, 181-183, 186
Endangered Species Act, 50-51, 134, 141
energy transmission corridors (see also power), 8, 32-33, 58, 101, 140,
143, 147, 151, 155, 158, 161, 181-183, 186
evaluation criterla, 8, 82, 100-101, 184-185, 187

firewood, 8, 32, 58, 101, 142, 170, 173, 176, 178, 181-183, 185
fisheries, 119, 141, 144, 148, 152, 156, 159
trout, 16, 42, 50, 74
flood plains, 120, 122, 124, 126, 128, 136, 140, 143, 147, 151, 155,
158, 161, 167, 168, 170, 173, 176, 179
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (see Resources
Planning Act)



Index 206

forest land
commercial, 17, 40, 44, 69, 145, 149, 170, 173, 176, 179
noncommercial, 17, 40, 44, 69

four-wheel drive vehicles, 39, 54-55

"further planning" areas, 1, 22, 27, 79

game (see also wildlife)

big, 20, 50, 87

black bear, 20, 50

deer, 20, 42, 50, 74

elk, 20, 42, 50, 74, 185

moose, 20, 42, 50, 74

winter range, 20-21, 24, 50-51, 87, 121, 127, 184
Geological Survey, ili, 13, 37, 60

habitat
essential, 20, 51, 101, 181-183, 185
improvement, 20-21, 51, 74, 110-111, 117, 119, 125, 127, 131, 144,
148, 152, 156, 159, 163, 166, 169, 172, 187

impacts (see effects)
insects
infestation, 15, 27, 32, 40-41, 52, 58, 69
larch casebearer, 15
mountain pine beetle, 15, 24, 27, 40-41, 44, 52, 58, 67, 69, 119, 134,
141, 144, 148-149, 153, 156, 159, 166, 169, 184, 186-187
spruce budworm, 41, 67
interdisciplinary team, 30, 114
irretrievable commitment (see irreversible commitment)
Irreversible commitment, 124, 126, 128, 139, 143, 147, 150, 155, 158,
167, 170, 173, 179
[ssues
identification of, 7-8, 188
publie, 7-8, 100, 102

Jack Creek, i, 22, 24, 26-27, 32, 35-36, 47-48, 87, 108-109, 111, 140,
145, 151, 155, 158, 161

Il and
checkerboard ownership, 8, 35-36, 59, 87, 107, 182
exchange, 35-36, 88, 101, 107, 138, 145, 153-154, 183
| ivestock grazing, 8, 34, 54, 58, 71, 90, 101, 103-104, 131, 135, 139,
143, 146, 150, 155, 158, 174, 177, 179, 182-183, 186

management
area, 103-104, 116, 129
intfent, 103-104
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minerals
coal, 37, 84, 145
copper, 13-14, 63, 84
gold, 37, 60-64, 98, 164
lead, 13, 60, 63, 84
locatable, 13-14
molybdenum, 60-63, 98, 164, 171, 174, 187
phosphate, 38, 145
silver, 13-14, 60-64, 98, 164
mining
claims, 8, 13, 49, 60, 65, 71, 114, 171
districts, 37, 60
minorities, 120, 122, 124, 126-127, 135, 139, 142, 146, 150, 154, 158,
161, 167, 170, 173, 179
Montana Power Co., 32
Montana Wilderness Study Act (MWSA), 1-8, 188
motorbikes, 26, 39, 43, 54, 66, 91

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 7

National Forest Management Act (NFMA), 7

National Wilderness Preservation System (NwPS), i, 1-3, 11, 81-82, 100,
102-103, 105, 107, 113, 181-187

oil and gas
leasing, 8, 25, 38, 138, 141, 145, 149, 152, 153, 157, 159, 186
potential, 8, 14, 37-38, 63, 90, 109, 186

Overthrust Belt, 25, 38, 182, 186

participants, list of, 189-191
power (see also energy transmission corridors)
hydroelectric, 33, 182
site reservation, 33
site withdrawal, 33, 38
present net worth, 93-96, 118, 120, 122, 125, 127, 132, 135, 139, 142,
146, 150, 154, 158, 160, 165, 167, 170, 176, 182, 184, 186-187
public participation, 1, 4, 102, 188

recreation

cross-country skiing, 25, 42, 68, 86, 88, 167

development oriented, 1ii

dispersed, iii, 16, 42-43, 68, 71, 83, 90, 96-98, 104, 117, 131, 141,
154, 163, 167, 181-183, 185, 187

hunting and fishing, 16, 25, 42, 52, 68, 86, 91, 163, 167

motorized, 7, 16, 39, 43, 66, 68, 91, 96-98, 104, 106, 109, 114, 117,
119, 121, 123, 125, 127, 131, 135, 138, 163, 167, 170, 173, 176,
178, 181-185, 187

nonmotorized, 16, 43, 68, 96-98, 104, 109, 114, 117, 119, 121, 123,
125, 127, 131, 138, 163, 173, 178, 184

outfitters, 42, 87, 194

primitive (see dispersed)

snowmobiling, 25, 26, 39, 52, 66, 68, 87, 88, 91, 111, 114, 135, 138,
145, 149, 154, 157, 160, 167, 187
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Reglonal Plan, 36, 79
Resources Planning Act (RPA), 7, 79-80, 101, 181-183, 186
Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE 1) process, 1, 19, 22, 52, 713,
81-82, 166, 181-182,
roadless areas, 73
E1-549, 22, 83, '109-112, 154, 157, 160
J1-549, 1, 30, 35, 48-49, 83, 103, 109-110
N1-549, 22, 35, 49, 83, 109-110
R1-549, 22, 30, 44, 49, 83, 103, 109-110
$1-549, 22, 30, 41, 49, 83, 109-110

selsmlc drilling, 14, 60

timber

annual net growth, 69, 170

harvest, 111, 8, 17, 44, 69, 105, 107, 109, 113, 115, 117-118, 120,
121,123,131432,135,139,142,145,149,154,157,160,16%
173

management, 17, 44, 69, 104, 106, 109-112, 114, 145, 149

potential yleld, 17, 44, 117, 120, 121, 123, 125, 131-132, 142, 154,
157, 160, 163, 179, 185

productivity class, 17-18, 43-45, 52, 69-70

sale, 10, 17, 54, 69

water quallity, 8, 4647, 71
wetlands, 120, 122, 124, 126, 128, 136, 140, 143, 147, 151, 155, 158,
161, 168, 170, 173, 176, 179
wllderness
administratively endorsed, 11, 22, 29-30, 56, 112, 185, 187
‘classlfication, 52, 56, 91, 170-171, 184
classifled, 7, 11, 29, 56, 185
diversity, 8, 81
quality, 8, 82, 119, 121, 123, 125, 127, 135, 138, 141, 145, 153, 157,
160, 166, 169, 172, 175, 178, 181-184
suitabllity, 1, 6, 19, 48-49, 55, 73, 100, 181-183
Wilderness Act, 1, 2, 7, 28, 82, 103, 134, 138, 182-183
Wilderness Attribute Rating System (WARS), 19, 48, 73, 82-83, 100,
110-111, 119, 121, 138, 144, 149, 153, 157, 160, 166, 169, 181-183,
185, 187
wildlife (see also) game)
bald eagle, 51, 134, 137
grizzly bear, 20, 24, 51, 81, 121, 123, 125, 127, 134, 137, 185
threatened and endangered species, 7, 20, 51, 74, 117, 119, 131, 163,
166, 169, 172, 175, 178, 182, 193
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