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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This Record of Decision (ROD) documents my decision and rationale for the Sioux Ranger 
District Travel Management Planning project (Project) on the Sioux Ranger District (District), 
Custer National Forest (Forest).  The Project involves proposals to change motorized travel 
management on the District.  I have selected Alternative B as described and analyzed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Project. 
 
Travel management planning, or management of roads and trails, has received increasing 
attention in the last decade within the Forest Service.  This increased attention is largely the result 
of increased use of National Forests for recreation purposes.  Increased forest visitation has led to 
concerns that much of this increased use is unmanaged and may be causing undesirable resource 
and social impacts. 
 
One of the initial activities on the Forest related to recent travel management efforts was to 
inventory motorized routes.  This effort was intended to establish a baseline for future analyses.  
The Forest undertook this work during 1999 and 2000.  This effort was in preparation of the 
Northern Region of the Forest Service’s (Region) analysis of cross-country vehicle use.  In 2001, 
the Region distributed the Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle Decision (2001 Tri-State OHV 
Decision) based on that analysis.  The primary purpose of the decision was to eliminate 
unmanaged motorized cross-country vehicle use.   
 
During this time, the Forest Service also provided a national framework for conducting roads 
analyses.  The Forest Scale Roads Analysis for the Custer National Forest (see Project Record) 
was completed in January, 2003 based on the above framework.  The report assessed potential 
impacts of roads and/or motorized access on wildlife, water quality, cultural resources, right-of-
way issues, and potential changes to road management objectives.  The key findings in the Forest 
Scale Roads Analysis report were used in the development of this proposal.   
 
In 2005, the Forest Service finalized the Motorized Travel Rule which outlined a process for 
motorized travel management planning to be used by all National Forests.  In response, the Forest 
initiated travel management planning on the District during the summer of 2007 and distributed a 
scoping letter and proposed action in the fall of 2007.  A draft environmental impact statement 
was distributed in the fall of 2008 with alternatives and analysis that responded to public and 
internal comments on the proposal.  The information gathered from each of these efforts and the 
public involvement on these projects was used to prepare this final environmental impact 
statement (FEIS) for travel management planning on the District. 
 
All figures, facts, and numbers in this ROD and the FEIS are approximate and based on the best 
available information. 
 
1.1 GENERAL LOCATION AND GEOGRAPHIC SETTING 
 
The District, situated in southeast Montana and northwest South Dakota, is composed of eight 
separate geographic units, which are separate from any other National Forest System lands (see 
Vicinity Map below).  
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   Figure 1.  Vicinity map. 

                    
 
These land units are often referred to as, “islands of green in a sea of rolling prairie”.  This is an 
appropriate description as the District lands are hills or mesas of ponderosa pine, for the most part, 
rising above rolling grasslands, badlands, and cultivated farmlands.  The District consists of 
approximately 163,107 acres of National Forest System land.  The following table provides the 
names and acres for each of the land units. 
 

Table 1.  Sioux Ranger District land units and acreages. 
Land Unit Acres 

South Dakota 
Slim Buttes 47,139 
North Cave Hills 14,557 
South Cave Hills 8,865 
West Short Pines 1,269 
East Short Pines 6,135 

Montana 
Long Pines 70,969 
Ekalaka Hills 22,707 
Chalk Buttes 5,975 

 
The District’s land units primarily border private lands, but also share a small portion of boundary 
with State of South Dakota, State of Montana, and Bureau of Land Management administered 
lands.  Some private inholdings within the District exist, but are limited.  The land units in South 
Dakota are within Harding County, while the land units in Montana are within Carter County.  
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1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
The purpose of travel management planning is to: 1) identify routes for public motorized use, 2) 
provide for a mix of motorized and non-motorized opportunities, 3) minimize impacts on natural 
and cultural resources, and 4) have enforceable travel management guidelines that meet the 
direction of the 2005 Motorized Travel Management Rule. 
 
There have been no District-wide travel management decisions on the District in the past.  In the 
last several years, changes in land management policies, increases in use and demand for 
recreation opportunities, new developments and improvements in recreation-related technology, 
and increases in concerns about travel-related impacts to natural resources have occurred.  These 
events have led to the need to examine travel management on the District; they include: 
 

• 2001 Tri-State Off-Highway Vehicle Decision – This decision committed Forests to site-
specific analysis of motorized routes; there is a need to comply with this decision. 

• 2005 Motorized Travel Rule – This rule included direction on designating motorized 
routes and a related agency commitment to implement the rule by the end of October, 
2009; there is need to comply with the rule and timeline. 

• Unmanaged Recreation Use – The Forest Service has identified unmanaged recreation as 
one of four threats to National Forests; there is a need to evaluate unmanaged recreation 
related to visitor travel to identify and minimize effects. 

• Enforcement of Travel Management Restrictions – There is a need to establish consistent 
travel management decisions across the District to enhance law enforcement.  

 
1.3 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The Forest Service is proposing to designate roads and trails available for public motorized use on 
the District in compliance with the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule.  The existing system roads are 
considered the starting point for this analysis.  Consequently, this proposal consists of proposed 
changes to system roads (also known as actions) that the Forest Service is considering.  The 
proposal includes the following types of actions:  

• Designate a system of roads and trails on the District for motorized public use.   
• Designate the type of vehicle and season of use for each system road and motorized 

system trail. 
• Change certain system roads to motorized trails or mixed motorized use roads. 
• Change certain non-system routes to system roads or system motorized trails.   
• Identify those system roads and non-system routes to be used for administrative use only. 
• Designate dispersed vehicle camping along system roads and motorized trails. 
• Change system roads for which there is no identified administrative, utilization, or 

protection need to Maintenance Level 1 (see FEIS Glossary) system roads available for 
potential decommissioning in the future. (Any route decommissioning or obliteration 
would require further site specific NEPA analysis and decision.)  

 
Over-snow vehicle travel management is not included in this project proposal. 
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2. DECISION AND RATIONALE 
 
2.1 DECISION 
 
Based on my review of the alternatives and input from interested publics, I have decided to select 
Alternative B, which was developed in response to public comments on the proposed action.  This 
decision includes the following details specific to Alternative B.  
 
2.1.1 Motorized System Routes 
 
This decision designates for public motorized use the existing system roads on the District that are 
currently available for public use, with the following changes to the system:    

1. Some system roads will be converted to system motorized trails, which are identified in 
the Alternative B Table of the FEIS Appendix C. 

2. Some unauthorized (non-system) routes will be converted to system roads and system 
motorized trails, which are identified in the Alternative B Table of the FEIS Appendix C. 

3. Some system roads will become Maintenance Level 1 routes that are candidates for future 
decommissioning if no administrative, utilization, or protection need for the routes is 
identified.  These are identified in the Alternative B Table of the FEIS Appendix C.   

4. Some routes will be reserved for administrative use only, which are also identified in the 
Alternative B Table of the FEIS Appendix C. 

 
The season of use on all motorized routes will be yearlong unless a different season of use has 
been identified for a specific route in the Alternative B Table of FEIS Appendix C.   
 
The type of vehicle designated for system roads will be highway legal vehicles, except where 
motorized mixed use has been identified in the Alternative B table of Appendix C of the FEIS. 
 
The type of vehicle designation for motorized system trails will be all motor vehicles, including, 
but not limited to, 4x4 trucks, ATVs, and motorcycles.  
 
Dispersed vehicle camping is designated District-wide along designated motorized routes, with 
the exception of certain routes in the North Cave Hills land unit due to health and safety concerns 
related to past mining activities.  The specific routes are identified in the Alternative B Table of 
Appendix C of the FEIS. 
 
My decision also includes contingent designations for the following non-system routes that are 
proposed to be system roads or motorized system trails under Alternative B in the FEIS: 

• Route #31453 • Route #31504A 
• Route #31503 • Route #31507 
• Route #31503B • Route #315010 
• Route #31504  
  

These routes will be designated for public motorized use contingent upon completion of cultural 
data collection and evaluation.  Until that time, these routes will not be designated for public 
motorized use.  For those routes where no sites are identified in the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE), the routes will be designated as proposed in the FEIS Appendix C Alternative B table.  If 
sites are identified within the APE for any of these routes, that particular route will not be 
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designated until potential impacts are mitigated through either monitoring, avoidance (which may 
include not designating the route), or other measures that are determined to be necessary for site 
protection.  (See further information under Rationale for Decision section below.) 
 
2.1.2 Forest Orders 
 
Any existing forest orders that are not consistent with the decision made in this ROD, such as the 
Forest Order for seasonal travel restrictions in the Long Pines, will be rescinded.  Any new forest 
orders that are necessary for implementation of the decision in this ROD will be issued. 
 
2.2 RATIONALE FOR DECISION 
 
I selected Alternative B because it provides sustainable natural and cultural resource management 
while providing a mix of recreation opportunities that responds to the diverse preferences 
expressed by forest users.  
 
Alternative B includes specific alternative elements, not found in Alternative A or the No Action 
Alternative, which will result in a reduction of ongoing and potential impacts to historic properties 
of traditional, religious, and cultural importance.  It also considerably reduces the potential for 
direct and indirect effects on archaeological sites and priority assets compared to no action. 
 
Alternative B also has more benefits to wildlife than Alternative A or the No Action Alternative.  
Motorized route density would be less under Alternative B for all land units than Alternative A, 
and comparable to or lower for all land units when compared to the No Action Alternative.  The 
percent of secure habitat within elk habitat, a surrogate indicator for other big-game species as 
well, and the percent of lands that provides core wildlife habitat would be higher under 
Alternative B.  
 
Alternative B would have a lower risk of water quality impacts than the other two alternatives 
considered, and would have fewer potential impacts on sensitive aquatic and recreation fish 
species.  The miles of system routes on high/very high (severe) and medium erosion hazard rating 
soils would be lowest with Alternative B.  And finally, potential vegetation impacts including 
noxious weeds would be the least under Alternative B. 
 
I would like to share my observations regarding what I heard and read from the public comments 
(see FEIS Chapter 5) that helped shape my decision.  Motorized users commented that they are 
concerned with the cumulative loss of motorized opportunities; that they feel the Forest should be 
providing equal amounts of motorized and non-motorized opportunities; and that there should be 
no net loss of motorized opportunities.  Conversely, parties interested in non-motorized 
opportunities think there should be more balance between motorized and non-motorized 
opportunities on the District; feel that non-system routes should not be added to the system; and 
that only system roads, rather than motorized trails, should be designated. 
 
In reaching this decision, I focused on finding a mix of non-motorized and motorized recreation 
opportunities to respond to these diverse interests, while minimizing impacts to natural resources.  
My decision will reduce the number of miles of motorized opportunities available compared to no 
action, but not to the extent sought by some individuals and groups.  My decision provides an 
increase in the amount of non-motorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) settings 
compared to no action, more than some recreationists feel is appropriate given the large 
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percentage of Wilderness on western portion of the Forest.  However, this decision also expands 
motorized opportunities compared to no action by designating networks of mixed motorized use 
roads and motorized trails on the District, and adding a number of non-system routes to the 
system that will enhance motorized opportunities.  I ultimately selected Alternative B because I 
believe, based on the analysis in the FEIS, it will provide for the sustainability of natural and 
cultural resources, and provide a combination of recreation opportunities that responds to the 
divergent user preferences expressed. 
   
It is not possible to approach travel management through application of formulas.  Rather, route 
designations are dependent on the limitations of the natural and physical resources, sustainability 
of resources, and opportunities to meet social expectations.  They are somewhat dependent on 
historical distribution and use that was also dictated by similar parameters.  More recent increased 
pressure and demands have resulted in the need to more actively manage recreation use, so that a 
spectrum of high quality recreation experiences will be available for years to come.  Therefore, 
my decision reflects a management strategy that implements the current Forest Plan, including 
acceptance of the level of motorized use outlined in Alternative B.   
 
The engineering analysis of motorized mixed use designations identified in Alternative B has 
been completed (see Project Record).  No extraordinary safety concerns with these designations 
were identified.  The analysis recommends installing signs on motorized mixed use routes to 
advise motor vehicle users of the motorized mixed use designation.  I have decided to designate 
the motorized mixed use as proposed in Alternative B, along with the recommended signing in the 
engineering analysis. 
 
Contingent designation for the seven routes listed above is necessary to accommodate completion 
of cultural data collection on these routes, which has been precluded by weather and access 
(impassable roads).  The preliminary assessment of these routes indicates there are no known 
cultural concerns with these routes, however they need to be surveyed to determine if there are 
any historic or prehistoric sites within the APE.   
 
The analysis and decision processes for this project are based on the consideration of the best 
available science.  The manner in which best available science is used can be found throughout 
the ROD, DEIS, FEIS, Response to Comments, Biological Assessments, and the Project Record. 
 
Finally, my decision fits well with the agency’s overall goal to manage recreation opportunities on 
National Forest System lands for the benefit of all users and in a way that sustains natural 
resources.  American citizens have the right to use their Federal public lands in responsible and 
sustainable ways that do not diminish the current or future use for everyone.  My goal throughout 
this effort was to work with all stakeholders to find an alternative that sustains resources and 
provides a mix of recreation opportunities that addresses most public interests, which Alternative 
B accomplishes.  As indicated in the public involvement section of FEIS Chapter 2, the Forest 
Service has engaged the interested public and other agencies in developing the proposed action 
and throughout the NEPA process (36 CFR 212.52). 
 
2.2.1 Meets the Purpose and Need 
 
In developing the rationale for my decision, I have addressed the “Needs” as displayed in detail 
in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  In addition, I have displayed the demonstrable benefits of Alternative 
B that were assessed in an interdisciplinary manner and those brought forward from public input.  
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1. Alternative B fulfills the need to comply with the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule and 2001 

Tri-State OHV Decision to do site-specific analysis and designation of motorized roads 
and trails, including type of vehicle and season of use designations.   

2. Alternative B addresses the need to enhance the District’s ability to enforce travel 
management restrictions by providing clear and route-specific decisions for motorized 
travel.  

3. Alternative B will provide managed motorized recreation by designating motorized routes, 
as well as eliminating confusion about whether routes are system or non-system, and the 
mode of transportation that is acceptable on the route. 

 
3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 
 
The initial scoping document (see Project Record) for this project was distributed on October 22, 
2007 to approximately 287 individuals, government agencies, tribal governments, news media, 
businesses, and organizations that have shown interest in projects on the Custer National Forest, 
and in particular on the Sioux Ranger District.  The document was also posted on the Forest’s web 
page.  The scoping document provided information on the purpose and need for the project, 
described the proposed action, and asked for comments.  A news release advertisement inviting 
comments was placed in the Billings Gazette (Billings, MT) on October 29, 2007.  News releases 
were sent to local newspapers including the Billings Gazette, Ekalaka Eagle, Fallon County Times 
in Montana, the Bowman County Pioneer in North Dakota, and the Nation’s Center News and 
Rapid City Journal in South Dakota, and radio stations in Rapid City, Bowman, Buffalo, Baker, 
and Sturgis.  These media efforts helped to publicize the proposal and comment period.  Interested 
parties were asked to comment within 30 days, which ended November 26, 2007. 
 
Public scoping meetings were held in Camp Crook and Buffalo, South Dakota, and Ekalaka, 
Montana in November 2007 to discuss the proposal.   
 
In response to these efforts, 22 letters, personal comments, emails, or phone calls were received.  
The analysis of electronic, written, and verbal comments preliminarily identified several potential 
issues.  Three of these issues were identified as significant issues and were used to formulate 
elements of the alternatives.  
 
A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on September 5, 2008. 
The Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register October 3, 
2008 which began a 45-day comment period.  News releases were provided to local news media 
at the beginning of the comment period. The Draft EIS was distributed to interested parties 
identified in the updated District Travel Management Planning EIS mailing list on September 26, 
2008, and was also posted on the Forest’s web page.  The Forest conducted two public open 
houses to provide information and encourage input on the DEIS (see Table 2-1).  The public open 
house meetings provided the public with the opportunity for one-on-one discussions with 
interdisciplinary team members.  In response to the comment period, the Forest received 11 
comment letters, e-mails, and documented phone conversations on the DEIS.  Three of the 11 
letters were received after the comment period deadline.  Further information on commenters, 
substantive comments identified in the letters, e-mails, and phone conversations, and agency 
responses to comments can be found in FEIS Chapter 5. 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES CONSIDERED 
 
The issues developed through scoping reflect respondents’ concerns about the environmental, 
cultural, economic, and social impacts that may result from travel management on the District.  
Combining public and agency response with Forest Service knowledge of the resources within the 
project area, the following issues related to District travel management planning were identified as 
significant issues: 
 

Recreation 
• Concern about motorized recreation opportunities 
• Concern about non-motorized recreation opportunities 
• Concern about opportunities for off-highway vehicle operation 
• Concern about impacts on personal recreation experiences 

 
Cultural Resources 

• Concern about the protection of archeological sites, traditional cultural properties, 
and traditional practices. 

 
Wildlife 

• Concern about disturbance of wildlife and impacts to wildlife habitat. 
 
The following issue categories were determined not to be significant issues because they did not 
drive development of alternatives or major components of alternatives, there were no significant 
effects associated with the proposed actions, or both.  These issue categories were considered and 
disclosed in the FEIS. 
 

• Water Quality, Fisheries, and Aquatics 
• Soils  
• Vegetation 
• Inventoried Roadless Areas 
• Economics 
• Air Quality 
• Climate Change 

 
5. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 
 
In response to agency and public issues, two action alternatives were developed.  Alternatives A 
and Alternative B were analyzed in detail along with the No Action Alternative.  A summary 
description of each of the alternatives is provided below.  Specific information on the elements of 
each alternative is provided in Chapter 2 of the FEIS and in the FEIS Map Package.   
 
5.1 ALTERNATIVE A  
 
Alternative A was developed in response to multiple public comments expressing a desire to 
designate most or all of the motorized routes identified in the 1999-2000 inventory of the District 
for public motorized use.  This alternative consists of all routes identified during the 1999-2000 
inventory, excluding: 
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1. Routes that have been decommissioned, obliterated, or are otherwise unavailable for 
public motorized use based on documented decisions since 2000. 

2. Routes for which the Forest Service has no legal right-of-way for public use.  This is 
necessary to be in compliance with the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule guidance and to make 
this alternative viable for implementation.  These routes were either identified as 
candidates for decommissioning/obliteration or, if an administrative need was identified, 
they were proposed for administrative use only.  This affects 31 miles of routes.  

3. Two miles of existing administrative routes that would remain administrative use only.   
 
Consequently, Alternative A includes designating the majority of both system and non-system 
routes on the District for public motorized use.  Primary motorized travelways would either be 
designated as roads, or where appropriate, as mixed motorized use roads.  For the most part, all 
other routes would be designated as motorized trails.  To maximize motorized opportunities, no 
season of use would be designated on any routes, and motorized trails would be designated for use 
by all motor vehicles.  This alternative approximates the existing condition (e.g. motorized use of 
existing system and non-system routes). 
 
Designation of motorized trails under this alternative is intended to: 1) expand opportunities for 
motorized recreation opportunities, and 2) more accurately describe the characteristics and nature 
of these routes.  In other words, routes proposed to be motorized trails do not display 
characteristics typically associated with roads, such as surfacing, engineering, and prescribed 
clearing widths.  In many cases, the routes were not engineered, do not have any surfacing which 
has resulted in rutting and no defined drainage, and they may become impassable when wet.     
This alternative includes the following actions (see FEIS Appendix C for route specific actions 
and rationale): 
 

• Add 101 miles of non-system routes to the transportation system as either roads or 
motorized trails; 91 miles for public motorized use and 10 miles for administrative use. 

• Identify 0.40 miles of system roads (two roads) as candidates for decommissioning. 
• Identify 24 miles of existing system roads for administrative use. 
• Convert 210 miles of system roads to system motorized trails open to all motor vehicles. 
• Designate 116 miles of system roads for mixed motorized use. 
• Remove season of use designations on 148 miles of system roads. 
• Eliminate dispersed vehicle camping along 10 miles of system routes. 

 
The 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision authorized dispersed vehicle camping within 300 feet of 
motorized routes on the District.  During the past eight years, the District has not observed 
unacceptable adverse impacts from this activity that warrant proposing a change to this decision 
under this alternative.  However, due to safety and health concerns related to past mining 
activities, 10 miles of motorized routes would not be designated for dispersed vehicle camping in 
the North Cave Hills. 
 
The tables at the end of this section provide a summary of the elements associated with this 
alternative (2) and a summary of alternative mileages (Tables 3 and 4).  FEIS Appendix C 
provides a list of the route specific actions proposed under this alternative.  
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5.2 ALTERNATIVE B 
 
Alternative B consists of designating a system of motorized routes that provides the public with 
motorized recreation opportunities, while addressing resource concerns and recreation opportunity 
concerns.  Primary travelways included in this alternative would be designated as roads, or where 
appropriate, as mixed motorized use roads, and, for the most part, all other routes would be 
designated as motorized trails.  Designation of motorized trails under this alternative is intended 
to: 1) expand opportunities for motorized recreation opportunities, and 2) more accurately 
describe the characteristics and nature of these routes.  In other words, routes proposed to be 
motorized trails do not display characteristics typically associated with roads.  They are, in many 
cases, very primitive.   
 
The Forest Service followed this general screening process to develop this alternative: 

1. System and non-system routes for which the Forest Service did not have a legal right-of-
way for public motorized use were evaluated to determine if administrative use was 
needed.  If needed, the routes were proposed for administrative use, if they were not 
needed they were identified as candidates for decommissioning or obliteration. 

2. Recent decisions on actions within the District were reviewed to insure that any decisions 
about roads were incorporated.   

3. The remaining system and non-system routes were evaluated to determine if there was an 
administrative, utilization (including recreation), resource, or protection need for the route.  
If a need existed, system routes were proposed for designation and non-system routes were 
proposed to be added to the system and designated.  If no need was identified, system 
routes were identified as candidates for decommissioning and non-system routes were 
identified as candidates for obliteration.   

4. At the same time, the Forest Service also assessed whether routes were parallel with each 
other, i.e. routes that were within ½ mile of each other.  Where parallel routes existed, only 
one route was generally selected for public motorized designation.   

5. Finally, based on public input, a season of use that limited motorized travel on some of the 
land units was developed.  The purpose of this measure was to provide additional wildlife 
security and increase opportunities for non-motorized hunting.  Forest Service personnel 
identified adjacent routes that would create consolidated areas accessible by primary 
travelways and proposed restricting motorized travel within those areas during rifle big-
game hunting seasons – October 15 to November 30. 

 
This alternative includes the actions (see FEIS Appendix C for route specific actions and 
rationale): 
 

• Add 66 miles of non-system routes to the transportation system as either roads or 
motorized trails; 23 miles for public motorized use and 43 miles for administrative use. 

• Identify 22 miles of system roads as candidates for decommissioning. 
• Identify 100 miles of existing system roads for administrative use. 
• Convert 72 miles of system roads to system motorized trails open to all motor vehicles. 
• Designate 57 miles of system roads for mixed motorized use. 
• Designate a season of use on 37 miles of system roads and motorized trails. 
• Remove season of use designations on 4 miles of system roads. 
• Eliminate dispersed vehicle camping along 10 miles of system routes. 
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The 2001 Tri-State OHV Decision authorized dispersed vehicle camping within 300 feet of 
motorized routes on the District.  During the past eight years, the District has not observed 
unacceptable adverse impacts from this activity that warrants proposing a change to this activity 
under this alternative.  However, due to safety and health concerns related to past mining 
activities, 10 miles of motorized routes would not be designated for dispersed vehicle camping in 
the North Cave Hills. 
 
Alternative B includes the designation of a combination of roads, mixed motorized use roads, and 
motorized trails. 
  
The tables at the end of this section provide a summary of the elements associated with this 
alternative (Table 2) and a summary of alternative mileages (Tables 3 and 4).  FEIS Appendix C 
provides a list of the route specific actions proposed under this alternative.  
 
5.3  NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
The No Action Alternative consists of designation of the existing system roads1 on the District.  
This is different from Alternative A (existing condition) which proposes to designate both existing 
system and non-system routes.  The No Action Alternative also includes the existing vehicle types 
and seasons of use currently in force on the District (see Table 2-4 for details).  
 
Designation of the existing network of system roads would not require any further NEPA and 
represents the starting point for any proposed changes to the routes or areas available for public 
motorized use.  Based on this information, no action was determined to be designation of the 
existing system roads and trails. 
 
System roads that the Forest Service does not have legal right-of-way for public access to use will 
be included in this alternative, unlike the action alternatives.  This is because not designating these 
system roads would constitute an action, which would be inconsistent with the premise of the No 
Action Alternative. 
 
6. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DROPPED FROM DETAILED 

ANALYSIS 
 
Federal agencies are required by NEPA to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were 
not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14).  Public comments received in response to the Proposed 
Action provided suggestions for alternative methods for achieving the purpose and need.  Some of 
these alternatives may have been outside the scope of travel management, duplicative of the 
alternatives considered in detail, incorporated into alternatives considered in detail, determined to 

 
1 The decision to use existing system roads as the foundation for no action stems from 2005 Motorized Travel Rule guidance, 
including the following: 
 

 The Travel Management: Designated Routes and Areas for Motorized Use guide prepared by the Forest Service to aid in 
implementing the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule affirms that the starting point for travel analyses is the current network of 
system roads. 

 The Motor Vehicle Route and Area Designation Guide (version 111705) states, “There is no need to initiate a NEPA 
process to designate those NFS roads, NFS trails, and areas on NFS lands that are already managed for motor vehicle use 
where that use will continue unchanged, or to retain existing restrictions on motor vehicle use.”    
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be components that would cause unnecessary environmental harm, or are already addressed by 
law, regulation or policy.  Therefore, a number of alternatives were considered, but dismissed 
from detailed consideration.  These included: 

• designating motorized areas; 
• designating game retrieval use from 10:00 AM to 2:00 PM on routes not otherwise 

designated for public motorized use; 
• an alternative with a Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) comparable to the 

surrounding ROS available for non-motorized recreationists; 
• implement a 100 foot fixed limit for dispersed vehicle camping; 
•  identify where parking along routes would be unsafe or cause resource damage 

and do not designate; 
• use season of use designations rather than no designation, especially to address 

wildlife needs; 
• season of use designation for routes within 200 feet of raptor nests; 
• do not designate dispersed vehicle camping in areas with steep topography  or 

sensitive resources to avoid potential adverse impacts; 
• further reduce motorized use to minimize the potential for spread of noxious 

weeds; 
• improve enforceability by designating only system roads so that all motorized 

vehicles have license plates for identification; 
• there should be no net loss of motorized opportunities to counter the cumulative 

loss of other motorized opportunities; 
• provide additional motorized opportunities by designating routes closed because 

they cannot accommodate a full-size vehicle for 50 inch wide or less vehicles; 
• consider all identified motorcycle track for designation as motorized trails; 
• have an equal number of motorized and non-motorized trails to provide equal 

amounts of opportunities; 
• use a one mile buffer (rather than a .5 miles) to screen out parallel routes to provide 

additional non-motorized opportunities and wildlife security; 
• no net gain of system routes; 
• further reduce miles of routes in soil mapping units identified as having a severe 

risk of soil erosion to reduce water quality impacts; 
• further reduce miles of routes in moderate and high risk soils and that have water 

quality impacts in high risk watersheds, to reduce impacts in those watersheds; 
• and numerous route-specific alternatives.   

 
Rationale for dismissal of these alternatives is found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 
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Table 2.  Summary of Elements for Each Alternative 

Element Alternative A  
(Existing Condition) 

Alternative B 
(Preferred Alternative) No Action Alternative 

Type of 
Vehicle 
Designations 
 

Roads:  In general, primary travelways would be designated as 
system roads available for use by highway-legal vehicles. 
 
Motorized Trails:  A significant portion of high clearance 
vehicle roads (i.e. Maintenance Level 2) would be converted to 
system trails open to all motor vehicles. 
 
Mixed Use Roads:  A limited number of roads would be 
designated as mixed motorized use where connections between 
proposed motorized trails were important. 
 
(The FEIS map package displays the type of vehicle designation 
for each route.) 

Same as Alternative A.  
 

System roads would be designated for use by 
highway legal vehicles. 
 
 

Season of Use 
Designations 
 

Season of use for all designated routes is yearlong. Season of use for all designated routes is 
yearlong except for the following seasons of use. 
 
December 1-October 14 – A portion of the 
motorized trails on several of the land units 
would have this season of use designation to 
provide additional wildlife security and to 
increase opportunities for non-motorized 
hunting.  See FEIS Appendix C and the FEIS 
map package for the specific routes involved. 

Season of use for all designated routes is yearlong 
except for the following seasons of use. 
 
December 1-October 14 – A portion of the roads 
in the Long Pines land unit would have this season 
of use designation to provide additional wildlife 
security and to increase opportunities for non-
motorized hunting.  See Appendix C and the map 
package for the specific routes involved. 

Dispersed 
Vehicle 
Camping 
Designations 

Access for dispersed vehicle camping would be allowed within 
300 feet of all designated system roads and motorized trails on 
the District, except for 10 miles of motorized routes in the 
North Cave Hills. 

Same as Alternative A.  Same as Alternative A.   

Administrative 
Use 

Roads identified for administrative use would not be designated 
for public motorized use for the following reasons: 1) the lack 
of legal right-of-way for public access, 2) to protect the public 
from hazardous situations, 3) existing administrative use roads 
at administrative sites, 4) prior decisions.  FEIS Appendix C 
includes all non-system roads that would be converted to 
system roads and identified for administrative use, as well as 
any additional system roads that would be identified for 
administrative use.   

Same as Alternative A. 
 

Roads identified for administrative use would not 
be designated for public motorized use for the 
following reasons: 1) existing administrative use 
roads at administrative sites, and 2) prior decisions.  
This alternative includes only those roads currently 
identified for administrative use. 
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Table 3.  Summary of miles2 of roads and trails by alternative. 

Route Designation Alternative A Alternative B No Action 
Road: All types allowed  
    (motorized mixed use) 116 57 0 

Road: Highway legal vehicles 70 159 399 
Trail: All types allowed 280 84 0 

Public motorized 
use 

Subtotal 466 300 399 
Administrative use  36 145 2 

Total miles of system routes 502 445 401 

National 
Forest 
System 
Roads and 
Trails 

System roads not designated for public motorized 
or administrative use 0 23 0 

Non-System 
Routes 

Non-system routes not converted to system roads 
or trails 3 37 104 

 
Total Miles of Routes not designated or not 

converted for public motorized or administrative 
use 3 60 104 

Total 505 505 505 
 
Table 4.  Miles of system roads and trails designated for public motorized use by proposed 
season of use designation for each alternative. 

Season of Use Alternative A Alternative B No Action 
Yearlong 466 184 251 
December 1 – October 15 
(Provide Non-Motorized Hunting) 0 116 148 

Total 466 300 399 

 
 
7. MONITORING 
 
Monitoring is one of the cornerstones of contemporary adaptive management.  Without monitoring, 
it is difficult to evaluate whether or not management actions are effective or determine how actions 
might be modified to improve effectiveness.  Monitoring is vital to inform the Forest Service 
whether or not there is a need to change or make new travel management decisions.  Changes to 
the system of designated routes may include new routes, removing designations, or changing 
designated vehicle classes or seasons of use.  Revisions to designations are governed by 36 CFR 
212.54.  In most cases, these changes (including connected actions and cumulative effects) can be 
addressed on a site-specific basis and may not trigger reconsideration of decisions governing the 
entire system of designated roads, trails and areas on an administrative unit or a ranger district.  
 
Travel management monitoring would help answer questions, such as: 

 Are the motorized travel designations having unanticipated impacts, adverse or beneficial, 
on water quality, soils, fisheries, aquatic species, and vegetation? 

 Are the motorized travel designations having impacts, adverse or beneficial, on cultural 
resources? 

 Are the motorized travel designations effective and therefore resulting in the anticipated 
effects on wildlife and recreation opportunities? 

                                                 
2 Mileage comparison between tables may not be exact due to rounding differences. 
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There are two principal sources of new information that the Forest Service may consider in 
determining if there is a need to modify travel management decisions: 1) monitoring – formal and 
informal monitoring, including resource specialist’s field observations, and 2) public feedback.  
Formal and informal monitoring is addressed further below.  Public feedback may either be 
solicited by the agency or initiated by the public.  Public input on the travel management program 
of work, designations, and route proposals is encouraged and welcomed. 
 
Travel management monitoring will be tiered to Forest Plan monitoring activities.  The level and 
intensity of monitoring will be adapted as needed based on changing needs, findings, and budget 
levels.  The results of monitoring and public feedback will be reviewed annually, at a minimum, 
during preparation of the MVUM for the subsequent year.  If the District Ranger determines that a 
change to District travel management should be investigated, the process outlined under Forest 
Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 10, Section 18 (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii))will be used to 
review the new information and determine what type of documentation, if any, or other compliance 
would be appropriate to address any proposed change. 
 
Travel management monitoring will primarily focus on two types of monitoring activities:  
implementation monitoring and effectiveness monitoring. 
 
7.1.1 IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING 
 
This monitoring activity will focus on compliance with Forest Service travel management 
implementation requirements, namely (1) producing the annual MVUM and (2) installing and 
maintaining route markers (road and trail numbers) that are consistent with the MVUM. 
 
Monitoring would consist of: (1) reviewing whether or not the annual MVUM was produced and 
made available to the public in both hardcopy and web-based formats in a timely manner, and (2) 
reviewing whether or not route signing markers have been installed and are reasonably being 
maintained, i.e. deferred route marker maintenance is not accumulating. 
 
7.1.2 EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING 
 
This monitoring activity will focus on evaluating the effectiveness of management and 
enforcement in achieving the desired outcomes from this decision, including success at restricting 
motor vehicle use to designated routes.   
 
The following table contains the travel management enforcement monitoring measure identified in 
the Forest Plan, which is anticipated to be a primary source of monitoring information used to 
determine if there is a need for change in the future. 
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Table 2-8. Forest Plan Travel Management Effectiveness Monitoring  
Monitoring 

Item Data Source Monitoring Objective 
Variability Which 

Would Initiate 
Further Evaluation 

Corrective 
Measures 

Off-road-
vehicle use 
and damage 
and Travel 
Plan 
effectiveness.  
(A-3) 

Travel Plan 
(violation and 
incident reports, 
number of 
variances granted). 

To determine compliance 
with travel plan direction 
(and, therefore, 
effectiveness in 
achieving resource 
protection objectives).  
To assist in 
determination of 
effectiveness of 
restriction methods, 
public understanding of 
travel plan direction. 

Conflicts with Forest 
Management Area 
goals.  

Review situation for 
change in 
implementation 
techniques such as  
signing, barriers, 
public contacts, etc. 

 
Compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act through the Montana Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) and the South Dakota PA established with each State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) is required, and includes monitoring of sites for travel management effects.  Cultural 
resource monitoring will be implemented within the Project Area in order to assess the 
effectiveness of this project relative to the protection and preservation of significant heritage 
resources.  This cultural resource monitoring program will be based upon an adaptive management 
approach that may necessitate specific changes if site disturbances are observed.  Should 
detrimental effects occur, site evaluative testing and formal consultation with the Montana SHPO 
or the South Dakota SHPO to identify measures to reduce, remove or mitigate these effects will be 
necessary.  These monitoring results will be presented in the Annual Heritage Reports required by 
the MT PA and SD PA. 
 
Additional effectiveness monitoring information is expected to be generated through other ongoing 
monitoring efforts such as the Forest’s annual weed monitoring program and the periodic Best 
Management Practices audits. 
 
7.1.3 MONITORING PLAN 
 
The District Ranger will develop an implementation and effectiveness monitoring plan within one 
year of the date of the decision for this project.  The monitoring plan will identify monitoring items 
that are most critical to determining if implementation of the decision is satisfactory and if the 
decision has been effective.  The plan may include monitoring criteria similar to the Forest Plan, 
such as potential data sources/measures, monitoring objectives, thresholds or indicators that change 
may be needed, and potential corrective measures. 
 
8. ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE  
 
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA, in section 1505.2(b), 
requires that, in cases where an EIS has been prepared, the Record of Decision (ROD) must 
identify all alternatives that were considered, ". . . specifying the alternative or alternatives which 
were considered to be environmentally preferable." The environmentally preferable alternative is 
the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA's Section 
101. Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and 
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physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances 
historic, cultural, and natural resources.  
 
Several important issues were considered in the analysis, including water quality; fisheries and 
aquatics; soils; vegetation including noxious weeds and sensitive plants; a number of wildlife 
species; cultural resources; and air quality. 
 
Alternative B has been determined to be the environmentally preferred alternative, because: 

1. Alternative B does the best job at meeting the peer-reviewed threshold for 30% or more elk 
(and deer) secure habitat and for less than 1.9 miles per square mile motorized route 
density, compared to the other alternatives analyzed in detail. 

2. Although there are no established thresholds for most of the other resources analyzed in the 
FEIS, Alternative B has fewer impacts on natural resources compared to the other 
alternatives analyzed in detail. 

 
9. APPLICATION OF THE DECISION  
 
The actual application of the decision will be through multiple administrative actions, including 
engineering review and designation of each dual-use route, ordering and placement of signs, 
development and distribution of travel plan maps, enforcement, and monitoring.  A public 
education and involvement effort is anticipated to ensure public understanding of the decision.  The 
administrative actions associated with this decision will be incrementally implemented as funding 
and workforce are secured and as the individual actions are incorporated into the Forest Program of 
Work.  Partnership dollars, grants, and volunteer work are encouraged and would be very 
beneficial in successful implementation of the selected alternative.  Implementation activities may 
also be adjusted based on the periodic evaluation of monitoring findings, resource needs, and 
management priorities.  
 
10. COMPLIANCE AND CONSISTENCY WITH LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

AND POLICIES  
 

Where applicable, compliance with laws, regulations, and policies are listed and addressed in 
various sections of the project record, the Forest Plan, and in specific resource sections in Chapter 
3 of the Sioux Ranger District Travel Management Planning FEIS.  My decision to implement 
Alternative B will comply and be consistent with applicable laws, regulations, and policies 
including those that follow this paragraph.  

 
10.1 CUSTER NATIONAL FOREST AND NATIONAL GRASSLANDS RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN, 1986, AS AMENDED  
My decision is consistent with the Forest Plan’s goals and objectives and management direction. 
Where appropriate, FEIS Chapter 3 includes evaluations for specific resources for consistency with 
the Forest Plan. 
 
The Custer National Forest and National Grasslands Land and Resource Management Plan was 
developed through the long-term resource management planning efforts required by the National 
Forest Management Act, as amended.  This very public process set the goals, objectives, and 
forest-wide and management area standards for the Forest and provides the basis for management 
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of the Forest's resources.  Site-specific efforts such as travel management planning address a 
component of Forest management, but are not intended to be the more comprehensive planning 
effort associated with Forest-level land management planning. Site-specific efforts like travel 
management planning must be consistent with the Forest Plan. 
 
The Regional Forester, in the Record of Decision for the Forest Plan, acknowledged the multiple-
use challenges the Forest confronts, back when the Plan was signed, as well as today:  

“The Forest Service vision of the Custer National Forest is of a Forest managed to benefit 
the public in harmony with the natural environment.  Management direction responds to 
interested parties, to the effects on peoples lives and to the capability of the land.” 

 
And in the Rationale for selecting the Forest Plan in the Record of Decision, the Regional Forester 
noted: 

“No single factor or individual consideration constitutes the total rationale for my decision. 
Instead, it was the consideration of many factors and their interrelationships,…” 

 
…“In making this decision, I recognize the limitations of the physical and biological 
systems, and that the Custer National Forest cannot satisfy every individual or group.  
(ROD, page 13.) 
 

Further in the Record of Decision, the Regional Forester in summarizing the reasons for regarding 
the selection of the Forest Plan, notes: 

“I believe the Plan provides a management strategy for the Forest that maximizes net public 
benefit. This is achieved by providing a balance among commodity outputs, thus providing 
for a reasonable level of local employment while protecting amenity values such as 
wildlife, fish, scenic quality, and diverse recreation opportunities that are important to area 
residents. The Forest provides a variety of recreation activities that benefit nearby 
communities indirectly but the Forest has little control over the total benefits to these areas. 
Management is within the physical and biological capability of the land. 

 
One of the decisions made in the Record of Decision for the Forest Plan was the allocation of areas 
to allow for certain types of activities.  Forest Plan Management Areas in the analysis area, the 
Sioux Ranger District, are B, C, D, E, F, G, L, M, N, O, and P.  All of these management areas 
allow/provide for motorized travel within them.   
 
My decision complies with Federal laws and agency policies that provide for the management of 
inventoried roadless lands: 

• Forest Service Manual FSM 1923: Outlines what activities are appropriate in roadless 
areas that are recommended for wilderness.  

• Forest Service Handbook 1909.12_70:  Describes the process for identifying and 
evaluating potential wilderness in the National Forest System. And, 

• Forest Service Handbook 1909.15: Provides direction to complete an Environmental 
Impact Statement for proposals that would substantially alter the undeveloped character of 
roadless lands 5,000 acres or greater in size. Although there has been no site specific 
proposal put forth that would alter the undeveloped character of roadless lands 5,000 acres 
or greater in size. 

 
10.2 2005 MOTORIZED TRAVEL RULE 
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10.2.1 General Route Designation Criteria 
 
The 2005 Motorized Travel Rule requires consideration of the effects of designating roads, trails 
and areas on specific resources and components of travel management.  The Rule states, “In 
designating National Forest System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on the National 
Forest System lands for motor vehicle use, the responsible official shall consider effects on 
National Forest System natural and cultural resources, public safety, provision of recreation 
opportunities, access needs, conflicts among uses of National Forest System lands, the need for 
maintenance and administration of roads, trails, and areas that would arise if the uses under 
consideration are designated; and the availability of resources for that maintenance and 
administration.” (36 CFR 212.55 (a)). 
 
I have determined that the Forest Service has considered the effects of road and motorized trail 
designation on the resources identified in the 2005 Motorized Travel Rule based on the analysis 
and information contained in the FEIS and the project record. 
 
10.2.2 Motorized Trail Designation Criteria 
 
The Rule also contains specific criteria related to designating motorized trails.  It states, “In 
addition to the criteria listed in paragraph [a] of this section, in designating National Forest System 
trails and areas on National Forest System lands, the responsible official shall consider effects on 
the following, with the objective of minimizing:  (1) Damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, and 
other forest resources; (2) Harassment of wildlife and significant disruption of wildlife habitats; (3) 
Conflicts between motor vehicle use and existing or proposed recreation uses of National Forest 
System lands or neighboring Federal lands; and (4) Conflicts among different classes of motor 
vehicle uses of National Forest System lands or neighboring Federal lands.  In addition, the 
responsible official shall consider:  (5) Compatibility of motor vehicle use with existing conditions 
in populated areas, taking into account sound, emissions, and others factors.” (36 CFR 212.55 (b)) 
 
The objective of Alternative B was to provide a mix of recreational opportunity settings while 
minimizing effects on resources and uses listed above.  These resources were considered, as 
evidenced by the FEIS and project record, and specific measures were taken to minimize the 
effects of route designation where issues were identified.  Specific measures included avoiding 
designation of routes to reduce the potential for impacts to cultural resources and providing a range 
of recreation opportunities on the District to minimize user conflicts.  General outcomes of 
Alternative B include reducing the potential for adverse impacts on soils, water quality, fisheries 
and aquatics, wildlife, vegetation, and the spread of noxious weeds.  
 
10.2.3 Road Designation Criteria 
 
For roads, the Rule states, “In addition to the criteria in paragraph [a] of this section, in designating 
National Forest System roads, the responsible official shall consider:  (1) Speed, volume, 
composition, and distribution of traffic on roads; and (2) Compatibility of vehicle class with road 
geometry and road surfacing” (36 CFR 212.55 (c)). 
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The motorized mixed use analysis and the project record display that the Forest considered the 
above items in the route designations contained in Alternative B.  This consideration did not 
identify any issues of significant concern. 
 
10.3 MOTORIZED MIXED USE ANALYSIS (36 CFR 212 AND 36 CFR 261) 
 
As stated previously, the engineering analysis of motorized mixed use designations identified in 
Alternative B has been completed (see Project Record).  No extraordinary safety concerns with 
these designations were identified.  The analysis recommends installing signs on motorized mixed 
use routes to advise motor vehicle users of the motorized mixed use designation.  I have decided to 
designate the motorized mixed use as proposed in Alternative B, along with the recommended 
signing in the engineering analysis. 
 
10.4 MINIMUM ROAD SYSTEM (36 CFR 212.5[B][1]) 
 
This travel management planning process has resulted in identification of the minimum road system 
necessary to meet the utilization (including recreation), protection, and administration needs of the 
District.  Consistent with 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1), this process has involved the “science-based roads 
analysis” and “broad spectrum of interested and affected citizens, other state and federal agencies, and 
tribal governments” necessary for determining the minimum road system needed (see Chapters 2 and 3 
of the FEIS).  In addition, the process has revealed that Alternative B is the minimum “road system 
determined to be needed to meet resource and other management objectives adopted in the relevant land 
and resource management plan (36 CFR part 219), to meet applicable statutory and regulatory 
requirements, to reflect long-term funding expectations, to ensure that the identified system minimizes 
adverse environmental impacts….”  Chapters 1 and 3 of the FEIS identify consistency with the Forest’s 
land management plan and other statutory and regulatory requirements.  FEIS Appendix C, Chapter 2, 
and Chapter 3 disclose measures proposed in Alternative B to minimize adverse resource impacts and 
disclose the long-term funding expectations.   
 
10.5 CONSIDERATION OF ROADS ANALYSIS, 1999  
 
The Forest Scale Roads Analysis for the Custer National Forest (see Project Record) was completed in 
January, 2003.  The report highlighted potential impacts of roads and/or motorized access on wildlife, 
water quality, cultural resources; right-of-way issues; and potential changes to road management 
objectives.  This analysis helped inform me about potential resource issues associated with system roads 
and, to a limited extent, with non-system routes.   
 
10.6 FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976  
 
My decision will ensure that public lands will be managed in a manner that will protect the quality 
of the physical and biological components of the ecosystem.  Habitats will be conserved and 
enhanced through this decision and outdoor recreational opportunities will be provided for.  
 
10.7 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT  
 
The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) have been followed as required 
under 40 CFR 1500-1508.  The ROD and FEIS comply with the intent and requirements of the 
NEPA. Alternatives in the EIS were developed and analyzed under full public disclosure. The EIS 
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analyzes an acceptable range of alternatives, including a No Action Alternative.  It also discloses 
the impacts of each alternative and discusses the identified issues. This ROD discusses the decision 
I have made and the reasons for making the decision.  
 
10.8 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT  
 
On January 10, 2001, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13186 (16 U.S.C. 7 §§703 et seq. 
2001.) that outlines responsibilities of federal agencies to protect migratory birds. Upon review of 
the information in the Sioux Travel Management FEIS, I find that my decision complies with this 
Executive Order.  
 
10.9 NHPA, AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT, AND NATIVE 

AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT  
 
Since cultural resources are nonrenewable and easily damaged, laws and regulations exist to help 
protect them.  These include the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Archeological 
Resources Protection Act (ARPA), the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) and the 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).  Sacred and culturally 
important places fall under this purview of the NHPA, AIRFA and the Sacred Lands Executive 
Order (Executive Order 13007).  Native American graves are protected under NAGPRA. 
 
Following the USDA Forest Service policy for NHPA Compliance in Travel Management: 
Designated Routes for Motor Vehicle Use (2005), the Forest considered all non-system routes that 
were proposed for designation and the potential effects of the designation to cultural resources.  I 
found that the selected alternative would preserve and protect the cultural resources.  
 
Coordination with pertinent Tribes has been ongoing in the form of the original project scoping 
letter, public meetings, agency meetings, and letter correspondences.  This coordination effort is 
intended to insure that any tribal concerns or comments are addressed throughout the NEPA 
process in regards to NHPA, ARPA, AIRFA, and NAGPRA as well as through Government to 
Government consultation.  I intend to continue this consultation throughout the life of this project. 
 
10.10 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  
 
No impacts to minority or low-income populations were identified through public comment or effects 
assessment. I find that my decision does not disproportionately impact minority or low-income 
populations and is in accordance with Executive Order 12898 (59 FR 32, 1994). 
 
10.11 CIVIL RIGHTS IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
I find there is not a need to conduct a civil rights impact analysis for this project.  I base my finding 
considering the following efforts and disclosures that are compliant with laws, regulations, and 
policies.  Scoping was conducted via letters, news releases, public meetings (as summarized in the 
public participation summary and in detail in Chapter 2 of the FEIS) and radio announcements in 
October and November 2007.  Public meetings were conducted in Camp Crook and Buffalo, South 
Dakota, and Ekalaka, Montana. 
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Comments were received through a variety of means and are contained in the project record.  No 
scoping comments were received that indicated the Forest Service was discriminating against 
anyone or that the Forest Service was violating anyone’s civil rights or constitutional rights.  
Alternative B was developed, in part, as a result of scoping comments submitted to the Forest 
Service for consideration.  Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in September 2008 and 
the Draft EIS was distributed to the public for comment in October 2008.  The issues developed for 
analysis through scoping reflect respondents’ concerns about the environmental, cultural, 
economic, and social impacts that may result from travel management on the District.  There were 
three alternatives analyzed in detail (see section 5 of this ROD and Chapters 2 and 3 of the FEIS).  
There were also a number of actions/alternatives that were considered but dropped from detailed 
analysis (section 6 of this ROD and Chapter 2 of the FEIS).  The effects of the alternatives to 
recreation, cultural resources, and wildlife, the significant issues identified by the Forest Service, 
are adequately disclosed in the FEIS (Chapters 2 and 3). 
 
As noted in the Rationale for Decision section, there are strong feelings that have been expressed 
by motorized and non-motorized users of National Forest System lands on the District regarding 
route designations and motorized/non-motorized uses of the District.  The decision is focused on a 
mix of non-motorized and motorized recreation opportunities that responds to the expressed 
interests of those users, while minimizing impacts to natural resources.  There is a detailed analysis 
of the effects of route designations on recreation users disclosed in the FEIS.  Economic impacts 
were considered but not identified as a significant issue upon which to conduct effects analysis 
because the changes in use attributable to the alternatives are difficult to estimate and not expected 
to change appreciably as a result of the alternatives (FEIS, Chapter 2, Other Issues section). 
 
10.12 REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973  
 
Disabled access is provided per the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Under the Act, an individual with a 
disability will not, solely by reason of disability, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity conducted by the Forest 
Service. I find that my decision is compatible with the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 
  
10.13 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT  
 
The effects of the proposed action on black-footed ferrets were disclosed in the FEIS and in a 
Biological Assessment.  Black-footed ferrets are not known to occur in the area, the project area 
does not support an adequate prey base of prairie dogs to support ferrets, and the availability of 
habitat would effectively be the same under all of the alternatives.  The Biological Assessment 
concluded that the effects of implementation of the proposed action would have no effect on the 
black-footed ferret or their habitat.   
 
Upon review of Chapter 3 of the Sioux Travel Management FEIS, the biological evaluation, and 
the concurrence letter from the USFWS, I find that my decision complies with the ESA.  

 
11. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OR APPEAL OPPORTUNITIES  
 
Copies of the Sioux Travel Management FEIS are available for review at libraries and the Custer 
National Forest offices in Billings, Montana and Camp Crook, South Dakota. It may also be 
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accessed on the worldwide web through the Custer National Forest website at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/custer/projects/index.shtml. 
 
Additional printed or electronic (on compact disc) copies of the FEIS and this ROD are available 
upon request. The supporting project record is available for review at the Custer National Forest 
Supervisor’s Office, 1310 Main St., Billings, Montana, 59105. 
  
This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR Vol. 2 §215.11 (2003). A written appeal 
pursuant to 36 CFR 215.14 must be submitted within 45 days following the publication date of the 
legal notice of this decision in the Billings Gazette newspaper, Billings, Montana and the Rapid 
City Journal, Rapid City, South Dakota.  It is the responsibility of the appellant to ensure their 
appeal is received in a timely manner.  The publication date of the legal notice of the decision in 
the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for calculating the time to file an appeal.  
Appellants should not rely on date or timeframe information provided by any other source. 
  
Paper appeals must be submitted, or delivered in person between 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., to either 
of the following locations:  
 
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region  
ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer  
P.O. Box 7669  
Missoula, Montana 59807  
 
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region  
ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer  
200 East Broadway  
Missoula, Montana 59802  
 
Electronic appeals must be submitted to appeals-northern-regional-office@fs.fed.us 
 
In electronic appeals, the subject line should contain the name of the project being appealed. An 
automated response will confirm your electronic appeal has been received. Electronic appeals must 
be submitted in MS Word, WordPerfect, or rich text format (RTF).  
 
It is the appellant’s responsibility to provide sufficient project or activity-specific evidence and 
rationale, focusing on the decision, to show why my decision should be reversed. The appeal must 
be filed with the Appeal Deciding Officer in writing. At a minimum, the appeal must meet the 
content requirements of 36 CFR Vol. 2 §215.14 (2003), and include the following information:  
 

• The appellant’s name and address, with a telephone number, if available,  
• A signature, or other verification of authorship upon request (a scanned signature for 

electronic mail may be filed with the appeal),  
• When multiple names are listed on an appeal, identification of the lead appellant and 

verification of the identity of the lead appellant upon request,  
• The name of the project or activity for which the decision was made, the name and title of 

the Responsible Official, and the date of the decision,  
• The regulation under which the appeal is being filed, when there is an option to appeal 

under either 36 CFR 215 or 36 CFR 251, Subpart C, 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/custer/projects/index.shtml
mailto:appeals-northern-regional-office@fs.fed.us
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• Any specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks and the rationale for those
changes,
Any portiones) of the decision with which the appellant disagrees, and explanation for the
disagreement,
Why the appellant believes the Responsible Official's decision failed to consider the
substantive comments, and,

• How the appellant believes the decision specifically violates law, regulation, or policy.

i1.1 iMPLEMENTATiON

Ifno appeal is received, implementation of the decision may occur on, but not before, five (5)
business days from the close of the appeal filing period. When appeals are filed, implementation
may occur on, but not before, the fifteenth business day following the date of the last appeal
disposition.

11.2 CONTACT PERSON

For additional information concerning this decision or the USFS appeal process, contact Mary C.
Erickson, Acting Forest Supervisor, Supervisor's Office, Custer National Forest, 1310 Main Street,
Billings, Montana, 59105, ,-65.7-6200.

CU~ S/J3/09
Mary C. Eri son Date I I

Acting Fore LSup rvisor
Custer NationmForest
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