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SUMMMARY TABLE

Draft Environmental Assessment
for the Red Grade Trail Project

What action is proposed?

The proposed action is to issue a special use authorization for the

construction and maintenance of 15 miles of non-motorized trails and

approximately 1.3 acres of associated trailhead/parking areas.

Why?

This projectisneededtoNB & LI2 Yy R (12 GKS

What other action would
meet the same need?

There is no other action that would meet the same need.

What would it mean if no
action is taken?

The proposed action will not be authorized.

What factors will be used
when making the

No significant environmental consequences were identified. Other
environmental consequences of the proposed action are weighed

decision? against the benefits of expanded recreation opportunities in the
area.
Are there ways to If any are identified in the analysis, they will be reduced

mitigate adverse effects?

through the implementation of the proposed design
features.

What monitoring is
required?

Trail inspections to monitor erosion, sediment movement from the
trail, invasive weed spread, and trail maintenance and will be a
condition of the special use permit to be completed by the permit
holder.

LINE LJ
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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

1.1 Document Structure

The Forest Service has prepared this Environmental Assessment in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations. This
Environmental Assessment discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that
would result from the proposed action and alternatives. The document is organized into the following
parts:

Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Action: This section includes information on the history of the
project,thepuN1LJ2 &S 2F FyR ySSR F¥2NJ 6KS LINR2SOlz YR
and need. This section also details how the Forest Service informed the public of the proposal and how

the public responded.

Chapter 2. Alternatives, including the Proposed Action: This section provides a more detailed
RSAONARLIIAZ2Y 2F (GKS | 3SyOeQa LINRLRAaSR FOGA2y®
on significant issues raised by the public and other agencies. In this case, significant issues were

addressed to the proponent who then modified the application to the agency prior to final submittal

and no alternatives to the proposed action were developed. This discussion also includes project

design features common to all alternatives, which were developed to reduce impacts or ensure project
compliance with the Bighorn National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) or laws and
regulations.

Chapter 3. Environmental Consequences: This section describes the environmental effects of
implementing the proposed action and any alternatives. Based on internal and external scoping, the

Bighorn National Forest concluded that the proposal raises no issues of NEPA significant concern.
/ KIFLJGSNI o adzYYFNAT Sa dKS GSIFYQa FAYRAYyIaAOD

Additional Information: This section provides other required disclosures, a list of preparers and
agencies consulted during the development of the Red Grade Trails Project Environmental
Assessment, citations to referenced material, and other information.

Appendices: The appendices provide more detailed information to support the analyses presented in
the environmental assessment.

Additional documentation, including detailed resource analyses of project-area resources, may be
found in the project record located at the Tongue Ranger District in Sheridan, Wyoming.

1.2 Location

The Tongue Ranger District in located in north central Wyoming, on the northeastern portion of the
Bighorn Mountains. The project area is located southwest of Sheridan, Wyoming and directly west of
the community of Big Horn, Wyoming along the Red Grade Road that is under county jurisdiction to
the forest boundary and Forest Service jurisdiction but maintained by the county. The proposed trail
system lies to the north and south of Red Grade Road in the Poverty Flat area, T54N R 85W Sections
19, 28, 29, and 30; T54N R 86W Sections 24, 25, 26, and 35, 6th PM in Sheridan County, Wyoming (see
Figure 1).
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1.3 Purpose of and Need for Action

1.3.1 Purpose

Interest in summer outdoor recreation has grown nationwide in recent years, and has become
particularly visible on the Bighorn National Forest. Summer recreation activities have evolved to
include a significant variety of opportunities and use experiences. Likewise, recreation use in the
National Forests has evolved beyond the traditional activities and solitude-seeking experiences such as
hunting, fishing, camping, or hiking.

The Red Grade Road area has seen a dramatic increase in use of both motorized and non-motorized
recreational activities over the last 10 ¢ 20 years. Pressures, demands, and use has increased on the
Red Grade road itself lending to issues of concern on the different types of use on that route and the
association safety issues. In addition, those seeking non-motorized use off Red Grade Road for safety
and experience have taken to use socially created trails, routes that are user created and not designed
or maintained to any level.

The Bighorn National Forest has 519 miles of designated non-motorized trail. Some of which are
GRSIFR SyR GNIAfaé¢ GKI G Rénhdoy grilate Kid.Cherefore, thédetralls 2 NJ R
may not be available or convenient to use by the general public and may be difficult to locate.

There is a desire to offer other non-motorized trail experiences to engage current forest users as well
as encourage new users to visit and experience the National Forest System (NFS) lands. This is a want
not only for the Forest as emphasized by the Forest Plan but also by Sheridan County and the reason

for their partnership with Sheridan Community Land Trust (SCLT) to develop recreation opportunities.

1.3.2 Need

This projectisneeded & LIt NI 2 F (GKS Espebidbuielp&riit applsatidrifuphiittsd G 2
by Sheridan County.

1.4 Relationship to the Forest Plan

This action responds to the goals and objectives outlined in the Bighorn National Forest Revised Land
and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) and helps move the project area towards desired
conditions in that plan. The Forest Plan provides the basic direction and standards for management of
the Bighorn National Forest. In keeping with the management plan, the project is found to be
consistent with all other laws or policies governing national forest management generally and Forest
Service operations on lands administered by the Bighorn National Forest in particular. For the Red
Grade Trails project, the analysis team considered every Forest Plan goal and selected those that
specifically apply to the landscape under analysis. The goals and objectives that pertain to this
purpose and need are:

Objective 2a: Improve the capability of the Bighorn National Forest to provide diverse, high-quality
outdoor recreation opportunities (forest plan, chapter 1).

Infrastructure C Travelways guideline 5. Provide a wide range of recreation opportunities on existing
and new (non-wilderness) trail systems, including a variety of motorized and non-motorized
accessibility and difficulty levels.

Infrastructure ¢ Travelways guideline 1 (pg. 1-61). Work toward integrating trail systems with other
government entities, land owners, and partners.
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Goal 2 Strateqy 5 (pg. 1-6): Provide non-motorized and motorized trails/areas for a wide variety of
dzaSa YR SELISNASYOSaXodt NP JA RibotoRzad@e&ddfios G NI Af a 7
opportunities in coordination with Wyoming State Trails...

Goal 2 Strateqy 12 (pg. 1-6): When conducting travel management planning, promote the concept of
loop trails, routes to feature destinations, connections between developed and private recreation
attractions, and interpretive opportunities.

Goal 2 Strateqy 13 (pg. 1-6): Where funding for new trailheads is not available, emphasize the
construction of trails which would be accessible from existing trailheads.

The proposed action is a project level analysis that is not intended to re-examine the basic land use
allocations made in the Forest Plan, nor propose broad changes in land use allocations. Instead,
planning at the project level involves the development, analysis, and disclosure of potential
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of specific actions designed to achieve the
overall goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. Under the Forest Plan, the forest is segmented into
management areas. While multiple uses occur throughout each management area, the Forest Plan
provides direction regarding priorities, as well as more specific guidelines based on those priorities.
Within the Red Grade Trails project area there are parts of three management areas:

Management Area 3.5 Plant and Wildlife Habitat Management ¢managed to provide areas where
plant and animal species diversity is maintained. Existing habitat integrity is to be protected by
minimizing permanent loss of habitat resulting from road or facility development.

Management Area 5.13 Forest Products ¢ areas managed to provide commercial wood products.

Management Area 4.3. Dispersed Recreation C areas are managed to provide undeveloped recreation
opportunities in landscapes that are natural or have a natural appearance.

Management Proposed Trail Miles in Management
Area Area
3.5 10.49
4.3 3.68
5.13 1.19

Table 1. Proposed trail miles by Management Area

1.5 Proposed Action

The Tongue Ranger District of the Bighorn National Forest is proposing to authorize a special use
permit to construct and maintain approximately 15 miles of non-motorized trail and about 1.3 acres of
trailhead/parking areas.

Trail construction, monitoring, and maintenance would be the responsibility of the permit holder,
Sheridan County in partnership with SCLT. The trails would not be added to the Forest Service Trail
system but would be displayed on the forest visitor map. The Forest Service would be responsible for
administering the permit to ensure compliance with conditions of approval which would include trail
impacts and resource conditions.

The District also proposes to remove Forest System Trails (FST) 020, 019, and 238 (approximately
eleven trail miles) from the system by taking down signs and taking them off the maintenance
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schedule. These three non-motorized trails were not designed with user experience or resource
protection in mind. All three trails end on private land and are not accessible to the general public off
F2NBad o ¢KS GNIAfA FINB y20 OdzNNByidfe o0SAy3
Trails 020 and 019 appear to have been altered over time by users, wildlife and/or livestock. Trail 238
fades and disappears approximately one mile prior to leaving Forest Service lands and entering private
property. In addition, trails 020 and 019 would parallel the trails proposed by Sheridan County and

SCLT.

Undesignated routes in the vicinity of the proposed trails would be discouraged by trail design,
physical barriers and rehabilitated, if necessary.

1.6 Decision Framework

The Responsible Official for this analysis and decision is the Forest Supervisor, Bighorn National Forest.
The Responsible Official will decide whether to proceed with this action as described above, to
proceed with an alternative action, or to do nothing at this time. Enterprise.

1.7 Public Involvement

Scoping is the process of obtaining public comments about the proposed Federal Actions to determine
the range of issues to be addressed. The Bighorn National Forest notified the public and solicited
comments on the proposed action from other public agencies, tribal governments, adjacent property
owners, interest groups, and Forest Service specialists. A variety of methods were used to request
comments, including the following:

The proposal was listed in the forest schedule of proposed actions on April 4, 2018.

A legal notice was published on April 1, 2018 in the Casper Star-Tribune,the. A AK2 N} Dbl GA2 Yy I

newspaper of record.

A scoping notice/letter was mailed to interested parties on April 1, 2018. This letter included a brief
description of the project and invitation to submit written comments.

A news release was sent to the following media outlets: Sheridan Media, Northern Wyoming Daily
News ¢ Worland, Casper Star-Tribune, Buffalo Bulletin, Gillette News Record, Sheridan Press, Billings
Gazette, and Cody Enterprise.

A public information meeting was held on April 4, 2018 to provide further detailed information to
interested public and collect any comments individuals or groups wished to submit.

Fifty-six individuals or agencies commented on the notice of proposed action. The interdisciplinary

team (ID team) identified similar concerns into approximately fifteen different categories from the

submitted comments. Concerns ranged from potential increased recreational use to environmental
degradation caused by erosion, litter, and invasive species.

Thirty-nine commenters specifically supported the proposed route because of increased opportunity
for non-motorized users along the Red Grade Road. The commenters also pointed out this proposal
would provide easy access to the National Forest from the nearby communities of Big Horn and
Sheridan. Twelve commenters expressed partial support but had concerns with the size of the
proposal, environmental degradation, human safety, and conflict between non-motorized users
(horses vs. bicycles). Five commenters stated they did not support the project due to increased use in
the area and environmental degradation.

All letters and comments received on the proposal are part of the project record and available for
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public review.

1.8 Issues

For the purposes of considering comments on an Environmental Assessment (EA) under the NEPA

NBE3IdzE F GA2y S GKS (Se& fly3dza IS Aa F2dzyR Ay LI NI =
the scope and the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the environmental impact statement.

Identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or which have been

covered by prior environmental review, narrowing the discussion of these issues in the statement to a

brief presentation of why they will not have a significant effect on the human environment or

LINE GARAY3I | NBFSNBYOS (G2 GKSANI O20SNIY3IS St aSokK
comments to determine whether significant issues exist which cannot be avoided by project design.

Where such issues exist, the Forest Service may develop alternatives to the proposal that address the

issue.

For the purposes of considering comments on an EA under the HFRA regulation, the key language is

found in sub-three of paragraphtK NES 2F oc / Cw HMy®dPuHpol oY o6da{ LSO
LINPLI2ASR LINRP2SO0G 2N FOGA@AGEeS Ff2y3a 6A0K &dzLILJR
all comments from public scoping periods to identify specific ideas about the proposed project that are
supported by reason(s). The regulation does not require consideration of general comments that bear

y2 NBflIGA2YyaKALl G2 GKS LINR2SOG 0 AadkDB GANIOS
the commenter must address the specific project and must provide a reason for commenting.

For the Red Grade Project, the interdisciplinary team identified the following categories of topics
raised during the scoping or notice and comment period that constituted a significant issue.

Concern with impacts to recreation uses off Red Grade Road including user created trails, community
connections, motorized and non-motorized conflicts.

Concern with impacts to wildlife species.

Concern with impacts to soil through degradation and/or erosion.

Concern with impacts to sensitive plants and invasive weeds.

Concern with safety aspects of the trails and roads and multiple types of use and terrain.

A review of the comment letters and reasons for finding they did not contain site specific natural
resource issues may be found attached to this document in Appendix B.

Chapter 2: Alternatives

This section describes and compares the alternatives considered by the Forest Service for the project
area. It includes a discussion of alternatives considered but not studied in detail, a description and
map of each alternative considered in detail, a list of integrated project design features, and a
comparison of these alternatives focusing on the purpose and need for the project as well as the
potential environmental effects. These descriptions are intended to present the alternatives in
comparative form, sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by
the responsible official and the public (40 CFR 1502.14).

The Forest Service interdisciplinary team (IDT) used information from scoping in conjunction with field-
related resource information to formulate a range of reasonable alternatives. Other influences on the
scope of the project include Forest Plan direction (desired future condition, goals and objectives,
standards and guidelines) and federal laws, regulations, and policies. The interdisciplinary team
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considered one alternative. The team determined to analyze in detail the proposed action and
eliminated from detailed study the No Action Alternative.

2.1 Alternatives Considered by Eliminated from Detailed Study

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). Reasons for excluding proposed alternatives from detailed study include:
proposed activities do not meet the purpose and need for the project; suggestions are outside the
scope of the project intent; suggested alternatives are duplicative of the alternatives considered in
detail; alternatives contain components that are not technically or economically feasible; or proposed
alternatives are so lacking in detail as to be purely speculative. The following alternatives were
considered, but not studied in detail for the reasons summarized below.

2.1.1 No Action

' YRSNJ GKS C2NBaid {SNDAOSQE bot! AYLXSYSydlrdazy

Environmental Assessment (EA) need only analyze the proposed action and may proceed without

O2Y&ARSNI A2y 2F FTRRAGAZ2YLFE EOGSNYlFIGADBSad ¢KAA

analysis of the proposed action clearly contrasts the impacts of the proposed action with the current
condition and expected future condition if the proposed action were not implemented (36 CFR
220.7(b)(2)(ii)). For this analysis, the responsible official has decided thatastand-I f 2y S &y 2
alternative is not required.

Under this alternative the Forest would not authorize to Sheridan County to construct the trail or the
parking areas/trailheads. There would be no trails connecting to existing routes on State and BLM to
Forest Service lands.

There would be no alternative routes for non-motorized use of FSR 26, although this use is currently
minimal in the location of the proposed trails. Conflicts between non-motorized and motorized users
would continue and not be reduced on Red Grade Road.

Trails 020, 019 and a portion of 238 would remain on the Forest Service Trail System and on the
maintenance cycle.

2.2 Alternatives Considered in Detalil
2.1.1 Proposed Action

The Tongue Ranger District of the Bighorn National Forest is proposing to authorize a recreation land
use permit to construct and maintain approximately 15 miles of non-motorized trail and about 1.3
acres of trailhead/parking areas.

Trail construction, monitoring, and maintenance would be the responsibility of the permit holder,
Sheridan County in partnership with SCLT. The trails would not be added to the Forest Service Trail
system but would be displayed on the forest visitor map. The Forest Service would be responsible for
administering the permit to ensure compliance with conditions of approval which would include trail
impacts and resource conditions.

The project also proposes to eliminate Forest System Trails (FST) 020, 019, and 238 (approximately
eleven trail miles) from the system by taking down signs and removing them from the maintenance
schedule. These three non-motorized trails were not designed as they were based on user created
trails therefore did not consider user experience or resource protection. All three trails end on private

I O
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land and are not accessible to the general public off forest. The trails are not currently being used as

ikKSe INB &aK26y Ay G(KS +38ydeQa &Ll GALE REGHOI A

time by users, wildlife and/or livestock. Trail 238 fades and disappears approximately one mile prior to
leaving Forest Service lands and entering private property. In addition, trails 020 and 019 would
parallel the trails proposed by Sheridan County and SCLT.

Undesignated routes in the vicinity of the proposed trails would be discouraged by trail design,
physical barriers and rehabilitated, if necessary.

2.3 Design features applied to proposed trail son NFS lands.

Project design criteria are listed below in Table 1. These criteria were developed to avoid or eliminate
adverse impacts from project activities and are incorporated as an integrated part of the proposed
action. Project design criteria are based upon standard practices and operating procedures that have
been employed and proven effective in similar circumstances and conditions: Forest Service Manual
(FSM) and Handbook (FSH) direction, Regional Watershed best management practices, Forest plan
standards and guidelines, and other management requirements that apply.

1. | Favor drainage dips over water bars. (FSH 2309.18, chapter 23.22).

2. | Where possible, hardening of switchbacks and climbing turns in areas with sensitive soils is
recommended.

3. | Puncheons or boardwalks should have a straight approach and should not change
directions.

4. | Stabilize and maintain trails and other disturbed sites during and after construction to
control erosion. Provide sediment control until erosion control is permanent (WCPH 13.3).

5. | Keep equipment out of streams, swales, and lakes unless necessary for trail construction. If
construction equipment must cross these areas at designated points, activity should occur
during winter months or when soils are dry (WCPH 12.1c).

Construct trails and other disturbed sites to minimize sediment discharge into waterbodies.
Use filter strips and sediment traps where needed (WCPH 13.2).

6. | Do not excavate earth material from, or store material in any wetland, stream, lake, swale,
or water influence zone, except at designated road-stream or trail-stream crossings or
when necessary for trail construction (WCPH 12.1m).

7. | Design and install trail-stream crossings to sustain channel geometry and bank stability
during all design flows. Obtain necessary permits. Install crossings on straight and resilient
stream reaches, perpendicular to flow, and provide passage for fish and other aquatic life.
Consult hydrologist/fisheries biologist during design and installation of trail-stream
crossings to ensure hydrologic and aquatic passage (WCPH 12.1k, 12.2a-d, 13.1h).
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8. | Where possible, avoid wetlands and disturbing their drainage patterns during construction
or decommissioning activities (WCPH 12.4a-e).

9. | Eliminate soil-disturbing activities during periods of heavy rain or on wet soils (WCPH
13.1b).

10. | Where possible, construct trails with outslope and rolling grades instead of ditches and
culverts (WCPH 13.1d). This minimizes concentrated flow and reduces erosion and
sedimentation into waterbodies.

11. | Avoid unstable or highly erodible soils when possible. Retain stabilizing vegetation on
these soil types (WCPH 13.1e).

Where possible, operate construction equipment only when soil moisture is below the
plastic limit' or protected by at least 1 foot of packed snow or 2 inches of frozen soil
(WCPH 14.1b).

12. Install cattle guards at all fence crossings.

13. | If raptor nests are found during implementation, use spatial and timing restrictions as
necessary based on species-specific requirements for timing, intensity, and duration
of proposed management activities, activity types, and surrounding vegetation and
topographical elements to protect nesting raptors (USFWS 2018). These guidelines
specify up to a % mile radius from the nest with a project activity timing restriction
typically from April 1 to August 15 for goshawks, and variable for other species.

14. | Where known nests of avian Sensitive Species or species of concern occur, avoid nest
disturbance during construction from courtship through fledging.

15. | For slash generated by cutting trees during trail construction, lop and scatter to a
depth no greater than 18 inches.

16. | If slash cannot be lopped and scattered, hand pile and burn it. Locate piles at least 15
to 20 feet from residual trees depending on the size of the pile. Burn piles in the late
fall or early winter.

17. | During trail construction, require the following:
w Spark arrestors on all motorized equipment.
w Adherence to fire restrictions in place.

w Suppression equipment and tools on site to allow prompt suppression action

! Plastic limit ¢ the water content at which soil begins to break apart and crumble when rolled by hand into
threads 3mm in diameter (Sowers 1979).
Table 2. Design features to be implemented with the proposed action on NFS lands.



2.4 Monitoring

Draft Environmental Assessment 11
for the Red Grade Trail Project

streams, wetlands, riparian
areas?

Monitoring Question Monitoring Item Monitoring Type Frequency
Is the trail eroding and Trail condition, Ocular Annually for the
contributing sediment to particularly where the first five years.

trail crosses channels

Is the trail being
maintained to standard?

Trail inspection Ocular Every two years

Table 3. Monitoring would be conducted by the Permit Holder under the proposed action alternative. Monitoring items
would be verified, as necessary, through permit administration by the Forest.

Chapter 3: Environmental Consequences

An environmental assessment should briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis, including the
environmental impacts of the proposed action, to determine whether to prepare either an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Based on the
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components of the human environment that are likely to experience significant effects and therefore
are not further analyzed in this document. Each of these resource areas has been considered by the
Red Grade Trails IDT, and findings have been documented in the project record, which is hereby
incorporated by reference. Other resources were evaluated, but not included in this assessment but
are available for review in the project file including forest vegetation.

Recreation Resources

Soil, water, and fisheries
Wildlife

Sensitive Plants

Rangeland Resources

Fire and Fuels Management

Cultural Resources

The environmental impacts of the proposed action and the no action alternatives are described below.
The environmental analysis focuses on those resources most likely to be affected. Past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions within the project area with potential effects are listed in the
table below; these actions were considered in the effects analysis.

Action

Date and Description

Road projects

Sheridan County completes road maintenance annually on FSR
26. FSR 318 receives minimal maintenance every five years or if
needed.

Timber sales

Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) treatments: The previous
Squirrel project area included timber sale units which were cut
just west of the project area in the mid-m ¢ da./T@ed have
regenerated to 10-15 feet tall. Swamp timber sale project area
units are south of the project area. There are no future sales
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currently planned in the area. However, WUI will most likely
continue along private land.

Dispersed camping Anticipate increase in the foreseeable future. This increase
could be also lead to more trail use both motorized and non-
motorized.

Motorized use Has increased over time and will anticipate it to continue to

increase (based on national, state, and county trends).
Recreation events in the area include Dead Swede Hundo, Jeep
Jamboree and Peak Power Sports Customer Appreciation Rides.

Travel management Forest-wide analysis of the existing trail system to
identify under-utilized trails or trails causing resource
damage and remove them from the system.

Livestock grazing Red Grade Road is used to trail cattle up and down annually.
There is livestock grazing in the immediate area of the project.

Hunting Big game and game bird hunting occurs in the project area from
September 1 ¢ December 31.

Table 4. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions considered in the cumulative effects analysis for the
project.

3.1 Summary of Findings
3.1.1 Recreation Resources

Affected Environment

The area includes existing Forest Service trails 019, 238, and 020. See Appendix A.

Methodology Used to Analyze Effects

The effects analysis for recreation and scenery focused on how construction and use of the proposed
trail and trailheads and no trail construction and trailheads would affect the following: safety and user
conflict; recreation opportunities; noise and dust; visual aesthetics.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information

Actual counts of trail users and types of users were collected on trails 020, 019, and 238
during the summer and fall months of 2016 and 2017. There are no data prior to these
dates for comparison or to establish trends. The data were also collected at varying
intervals, which limits comparisons between years.

Spatial 3 and Temporal 4 Boundaries for the Effects Analysis

The spatial boundary for analyzing the cumulative effects to the recreation resource is the

area from the forest boundary at Poverty Flats west to Sand Coulee. This area also includes

from FST 238 south to Red Grade Road.

The short-term temporal boundary is the present time to five years in the future because it will take
five years to determine how sustained use would impact the proposed trail route. The long-term
temporal boundary is twenty years because that is the term of the special use permit.

3Spatia/ boundary ¢ the area on the ground where effects are anticipated.
4 Temporal boundary ¢ the period of time in which effects are anticipated.
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Effects from the Proposed Alternative

Recreation Opportunities

Users looking to hike, bicycle, or horseback ride would benefit from additional miles of non-motorized
trail opportunities. There would be increased opportunities for users to begin hiking, horseback riding,
or bicycling approximately fifteen minutes out of Sheridan, WY and about five minutes out of Big Horn,
WY. Currently, this opportunity exists on State and BLM lands. There is a decision pending on BLM
that could expand the trails further and potentially connect them to the proposed routes on the Forest
Service. This would increase community connections to the Forest Service and opportunities for those
seeking near-by outdoor recreation experiences.

There is evidence of existing non-motorized use in the area. Nearly thirty miles of undesignated trails
have been documented by local bicyclists. Construction of new trails could shift use of the
undesignated trails to other areas. This could reduce user satisfaction if existing users desire less
contact with other hikers, horseback riders, or bicyclists. The trail could introduce conflicts between
types of non-motorized users such as equestrian and bicycle users of the new trail.

Approximately eleven miles of system trail would be decommissioned. Users of these trails could be
displaced and opportunities for them reduced. While users would be displaced it is anticipated that
this is minor considering the trail counts and condition of trail indicates low use of the existing trails or
whatever that is.

Safety and User Conflict

{FFSGe YR dzaSNJ O2yFtAO0G 61 & ARSY( AeFeralSdmdridzNA Y =
were received that currently, non-motorized users hike, bike and ride horses on Red Grade road.

There is a concern that this use is in conflict with the heavy motorized use of the road. The road is

narrow, steep, and has limited sight distance making it hazardous for non-motorized users to be on

the road.

However, based on professional observation, most of the non-motorized use appears to occur on the
portion of the road that alternates between private and BLM lands, after it leaves State lands in the
foothills. The project area on the Forest Service along Red Grade Road appears to have less of this
type of conflict.

Conflict from the various types of non-motorized use may occur. Bicycle, pedestrian and horse use on
the same trails could lead to conflict. Conflicts have not been reported to the Forest Service on other
trails with similar management.

Noise and Dust

Currently, noise and dust from vehicle use on Red Grade Road affect dispersed campers and cabin
owners along that road. If the proposed trail is constructed, motorized use on the road may increase,
which could increase noise and dust. Alternatively, use could decrease as more people have the option
to park at lower trailheads to access non-motorized trails. Nation-wide use trends, vehicle count data,
and professional opinion predict use of the road will increase regardless of the development of this
trail system due to the high demand of recreational opportunities and primary access to that portion
of the National Forest.

Motorized use along the road is heaviest on weekends and holidays and more sporadic during the
week. During the winter months, this route is a designated groomed snowmobile trail. Noise is a
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currently a factor most of the year.

It is not anticipated that noise and dust will be measurable factors on the proposed trails. This is
specifically due to the reality that the majority of the concern is generated by motorized vehicular
traffic on Red Grade Road.

Visual Aesthetics

The trail would not change the scenery integrity objectives in the three management areas.
Management area 5.13 has a low scenery integrity objective so there is no impact from the trail in
these areas. Management Areas 3.5 and 4.3 has a moderate scenery integrity objective which the trail
meets because it is generally not visible from FSR 26. Trailheads will be designed to be either screened
or located where a parking area already exists.

3.1.2 Soils, Water Quality, and Fisheries

Affected Environment

Soils: Existing conditions for soils in the project area are described using summaries provided in the
SoilSurveyof i KS . A3K2NY bl dAz2ylf C2NBadx 2@e82YAy3
1986 survey, the Natural Resources Conservation Service Official Soil Series Descriptions database
(NRCS 2018) was utilized. The main soil types that potentially intersect the proposed trails are shown
in table 5.

Length
MU# Map Unit Soils Slope of Trail Limitations
(%) .
(mi)
10to
15 Cloud Peak-Eutroboralfs-Argiborolls association 65 7.05 No major limitations
25 Lucky-Burgess-Hazton association 2to 30 0.57 No major limitations
27 Nathrop-Passcreek-Starley association 21030 1.35 No major limitations
Slippage, erodes to
29 Owen Creek-Echemoor-Bynum association 21030 0.69 easily
38 Sapphire-Bottle-Foxton association 2to35 0.62 No major limitations
40 Tellman-Granile-Agneston association 21020 2.56 No major limitations
35+to
100 | Abac-Rock outcrop complex 50 0.10 No major limitations
10to
125 Cloud Peak-Tolman complex 75 2.42 No major limitations

Table 5. Soil types found in the project area by Map Unit (MU) and their limitations to management activities.Table 5. Soil
types found in the project area by Map Unit (MU) and their limitations to management activities.

The Owen Creek-Echemoor-Bynum association is 40 percent Owen Creek (clay loam), 25 percent
Echemoor (silt loam), and 20 percent Bynum (silty clay loam). This association is potentially sensitive to
ground-disturbing activities due to the low permeability of the Owen Creek soil and the erodibility of
the Echemoor soil. New trail segments would cross approximately 0.7 miles of the Owen Creek-
Echemoor-Bynum association.

Water Quality: The proposed trail would lie within the headwater regions of three 6th level
watersheds: Lower Big Goose Creek (100901010108), Upper Little Big Goose Creek (100901010105),

6bS
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and Middle Little Goose Creek (100901010106). The proposed trail system is upslope of several
perennial streams including Beaver, Jackson, Hanna, Hurlburt, Hill, Tepee, and Little Rapid Creek. The
closest of these perennial systems is Beaver Creek (approx. 0.05 miles). There would be 4 proposed
stream crossings at three unnamed tributaries (two ephemeral and one intermittent) and one crossing
on an intermittent section of White Creek. No streams or waterbodies located within close proximity
to the proposed action were identified as impaired in the 2016/2018 Wyoming Water Quality
Assessment and Impaired Waters List (WYDEQ 2018).

Wetlands and Riparian Areas: There are two types of wetlands that occur within a 0.25 mile distance
of the proposed action identified from the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI). The identified wetland
types are freshwater emergent and riverine wetlands. Short segments of the proposed trail would
cross two sections of wetlands delineated as riverine. Field visits and GIS data from the National
Hydrography Dataset (NHD) show these crossings occur at intermittent segments on an unnamed
tributary of Teepee Creek and a tributary of White Creek.

Fisheries: A list of threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species that may be present in
the project area was requested and received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) through
the IPaC website (http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/) and can be found in the project record with the wildlife
specialist report. The project area provided for the request returned no fish species listed as
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act. Additionally, the proposed trail would
be located in the headwater regions in three 6th level watersheds and stream crossings would occur at
four segments delineated as ephemeral and intermittent streams that do not support flow year round
flow and are not known to support aquatic habitat.

Methodology Used to Analyze Effects

Several methods and sources of information were applied during the analysis of the proposed action
and no action alternative. Bighorn National Forest GIS data were used for the soils and watershed
analyses. Field surveys and inspections of the proposed action were first conducted in the summer of
2015 and a following surveys and inspections occurred in the summer of 2018 following modifications
made from the initial project proposal.

Spatial and Temporal Boundaries for the Effect Analysis

Analyses were done at two spatial scales: the area adjacent to the proposed trails/parking areas and at
the watershed level. The area adjacent to the trails included the 15 foot right-of-way (ROW) and the
area of ground disturbance required for the construction of the finished trail tread of the easy,
intermediate, and difficult-rated trails and the intermediate-rated equestrian trail (table 6). At the
watershed scale, effects to soil, water, and fisheries were evaluated at the 6th-level watersheds of
Lower Big Goose Creek (100901010108), Upper Little Big Goose Creek (100901010105), and Middle
Little Goose Creek (100901010106).

Short- and long-term temporal boundaries were used for the analyses. The short-term temporal
boundary was from the present time to five years in the future. This timeframe includes the initial
implementation and construction, as well as trail use and maintenance for three to five years post-
construction. The long-term temporal boundary includes when the trail is finished and operational,
approximately five to twenty years after completion of the project.

Trail Length Tread Area
Name (mi) (acres)
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Buck Up 1.11 0.67
Cairn Connect 0.05 0.02
Canyon

Connect 0.08 0.03
Center Fire 2.61 0.95
Dreamcatcher 0.94 0.34
Growler 3.17 1.15
Highlander 0.23 0.09
Over the Rim 0.62 0.23
Rumor Has It 3.75 1.37
The Brink 2.79 1.02
Total 15.36 5.85

Table 6. Length and total acres by trail that would be disturbed by proposed action. Tread width would vary between all
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0St26
Parking Existing Proposed
Areas/Trailheads (acres) Addition (acres)
West Bear Gulch 0.16 0.03
East Bear Gulch 0.17 0.02
Poverty Flats n/a 0.17
Total 0.33 0.22
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Table 7. Proposed parking and trailhead footprints. The two existing Bear Gulch parking areas would be expanded under
the proposed action to accommodate more vehicles. At Poverty Flats a new parking area/trailhead would be developed.

Effects from the Proposed Action
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non-motorized trails from hand and machine-building techniques. The non-motorized trails would be
utilized by hikers, bikers, equestrians, runners, skiers, snowshoers, and others. Ground disturbance
would occur from the construction of the trail tread and development of 3 trail head parking lots. For

Fff GNIXAfax SEOf dzRAY3

GKS Sl dzSaiNRFY 2vyofceé iNIRA

MHENE TF2NJ G§KS Sl dzS & { S\B dndg/0.6Tiabkds, kebpectvafyi(table 6) N egeatation A Y

I Rel OSy i

G2 GKS (NI At

ONBI R ¢2dzZ R

0S INR2YSR d

proposed parking lots would result in 0.22 acres of new parking spaces. Additionally, three trails would

be closed totaling approximately 11.5 miles: 019, 020, and 238.

Soils: Approximately 5.9 acres of soil would be disturbed and compacted over the length of the

proposed trail and an additional 0.22 acres would be disturbed from the expansion and development

of three trail head parking lots (tables 6 and 7). Detrimental impacts to soil resources due to

recreational trails is largely due to soil loss and soil compaction (Marion and Wimpey 2017, Hale and
Zwick 2002, Pickering et al. 2010). Soil compaction would have a long-term effect but would primarily
be confined to the trail tread. During and following construction there could be a short term increase
in sediment from areas adjacent to the trail due to the removal of vegetative cover. Erosional rates are
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greatest on steep slopes and where fine soil textures are present that can result in increased soil
erosion especially where soil is disturbed and left bare. Long-term sediment loss on high-gradient
segments of the proposed trail would be expected but can be mitigated through appropriate design
criteria, monitoring, and through trail maintenance (Marion and Wimpey 2017). Areas with poorly
drained soils and where trail is located on gently sloping terrain, trail muddiness can occur. Trail
muddiness could result in the creation of new trails and the widening of trails as users avoid these
muddy areas of the trail. Installing and maintaining proper drainage structures and use of trail
hardening in these areas could minimize these effects.

Water Quality: The hydrologic impacts of non-motorized trails and parking areas include the following:
A compacted trail and parking surface which would result in elevated overland flow and runoff rates.
Interception of subsurface flow by trail cutbanks, especially those found at steep trail segments.
Lateral redistribution and concentration of runoff by trail surfaces.

Proposed trail construction on steep slopes would require considerable disturbance of hillslopes
through cut-and-fill methods to form the trail bed. Including design features such as switchbacks
would be required to mitigate steep slopes. These methods could disrupt subsurface flow through
interception on the trail surface from the cutbank, which could lead to an increase of overland flow
and the creation of preferential flow paths on the trail system. These processes would likely be
confined to the trail system and where the soil is left bare of vegetation or the soil is disturbed. Areas
where the trail is located on gently sloping or flat terrain water could accumulate or water could flow
down the trail until it reaches a preferential flow-path, however this scenario is unlikely given the long
distance water would need to travel to reach riparian or wetland areas. Adequate design features that
keep water of the trail by grade reversals, or through the use of rolling dips, outsloping, water bars,
and through other techniques would mitigate erosion and sediment-laden runoff that could have an
effect on water resources and quality (Marion and Wimpey 2017). As well, given the proposed trail
location from the distance to the mainstem of perennial streams and few stream crossings it is unlikely
that the proposed trail would contribute to substantial sediment being delivered to these systems.

Wetlands and Riparian Areas: The proposed trail would cross two wetlands delineated as riverine.
These crossings occur at intermittent sections of stream segments that do not support flow year
round. Soil compaction, erosion, and deposition can negatively impact wetland function and quality.
Design features such as hardening of the crossing or water bars that mitigate disturbance at these
crossings and reduce sediment from being deposited would lower the potential risk to these
resources.

Cumulative Effects

Activities considered relevant to soil and hydrology resources include: fuels reduction treatments,
domestic livestock grazing, and recreational opportunities. These activities have the potential to
adversely affect soil and hydrology resources through soil erosion and compaction, and increased
sediment delivery to riparian communities, wetlands, and streams. Fuel reduction treatments and
livestock grazing are likely to continue having some adverse effects to soil and hydrology resources,
however these effects have, in most cases, been mitigated through the use of efficient best
management practices. These activities coupled with the proposed trail would increase recreational
opportunities in the area, which would likely increase number of users and their impact on soil and
hydrology resources. The use of best management practices, monitoring, and trail maintenance would
mitigate these potential long-term adverse effects from such uses and increases of users in the area.
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3.1.3 Wildlife

Affected Environment

The project area is located to the north and south of Red Grade Road in the Poverty Flats area, T54N
R85W Sections 19, 28, 29, and 30; T54N R86W Sections 24, 25, 26, and 35 in Sheridan County,
Wyoming. The 15 miles of the proposed trails are within Managements Areas 3.5, Plant and Wildlife
Habitat Management (10.5 miles); 4.3, Dispersed Recreation (3.7 miles); and 5.13, Forest Products (1.2
miles), as designated by the Bighorn National Forest Revised Land and Resource Management Plan
(2005). The affected environment consists of predominately forested lands in various habitat
structural stages. Most of the proposed trails lie within a half mile corridor of the Red Grade Road
(FSR 26).

Methodology

Bighorn National Forest GIS files, NRIS (Natural Resource Information System) IPaC (U.S. Fish and
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Database) and NREX (Natural Resource and Energy Explorer) databases were reviewed for occurrences

in the project area. Broadcast acoustical surveys were conducted for Northern Goshawk (Focal and

Sensitive Species) in suitable habitat in the project area. The effects of the project on emphasis wildlife
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Species Considered and Evaluated

On November 19, 2018, an updated list of threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species
that may be present in the project area was requested and received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) through the IPaC website (http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/). In addition to the USFWS
species list, several Forest Service listed Sensitive Species have the potential to occur on the Bighorn
National Forest. Sensitive Species are selected by the Regional Forester, and the latest list was
updated in July 2016. In addition, species of local concern (SOLC), demand species and management
indicator species (MIS) are also evaluated.

Conditions/Impacts Common to All Wildlife Species Present

As mentioned above, approximately 10.5 miles of the proposed recreational trails are planned within

Management Area 3.5, Plant and Wildlife Habitat Management. According to the Bighorn National

Forest Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (2005), the Desired Condition for Recreation in

Plant and Wildlife Management Areas is:
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species and habitat objectives. Typical recreation activities include hiking, hunting, fishing, horseback,

dispersed camping, and wildlife viewing. Existing recreation facilities exist but are subordinate to
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The Guidelines for Recreation in Plant and Wildlife Management Area in the Revised Plan are:
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2. Manage for an adopted Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) class of semi-primitive non-
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Plant and Wildlife Management Area currently may not be met, considering the popularity of the Red
Grade Road, and the Forest System and social trails in the area. Any new recreational trails
constructed in this area will, undoubtedly, increase human use.

Currently, there is much human use along the Red Grade Road (FSR 26) corridor, especially through

the Poverty Flats area. Most impact to wildlife occur due to the yearlong motorized use of the road:

vehicles and ATVs in the summer months and snowmobiles in the winter. There have been many

studies conductedontK S SFFSO0Ga 2F NRBIRa 2y O NA2dza & LISOA !
the number of documented negative effects of roads on animal abundance outnumbered the number

of positive effectsbyafactor2 ¥ p€ Ay | NBOASH 2fFoadsadtrafiicdlRA S&a 2y
animal abundance and distribution (Fahrig and Rytwinski, 2009). Current human recreational use in

the area is already having an impact on animal abundance and use of habitat by wildlife near the

roadway and trails. In general, outdoor recreational use is predicted to increase in the future and will

continue this impact. Any new recreational trails constructed in the area will quicken the recreational
AYONBI 4SS (KIFIiQa LINSBRAOUGUSRITI SALISOAIfte F2NJ Y2dy

Endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species

The Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) was listed as a threatened species in 2000 (USDI, 2000). In January

2018, the USFWS announced the completion of a scientific review on the Canada lynx concluding that

the species may no longer warrant protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and should be
considered for delisting due to recovery (USFWS, 2018). In Wyoming, Canada lynx habitat consists of
subalpine/coniferous forests of mixed age and structural classes. Mature forests with downed logs and
GAYRTFIff LINPOARS O20SN) ySOSaalNE F2NJ RSyyiay3a 3
primary prey, the snowshoe hare, requires early to mid-successional forests with high stem densities

of conifer saplings. There is currently no population of lynx known to occur in the Bighorn National

Forest (USFWS, 2008). There is no designated Canada Lynx Critical Habitat in the Bighorn Mountains.

The Bighorn National Forest is currently considered unoccupied for lynx. No disturbance to lynx

habitat would occur from any of the project alternatives. There will be no direct, indirect, or

cumulative effects from the project alternatives. The determinationwoulR 0 S & y 2 STTFSOh¢
The USFWS listed the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo) as a proposed threatened species in 2013,

and then withdrew their proposed rule on August 13, 2014. In 2016, the District Court for the District

of Montana vacated the 2014 withdrawal of USFWS proposed rule to list the distinct population

segment of the North American wolverine as threatened under the Act, which effectively returns the

process to the stage of the proposed listing rule published in 2013 (USDI, 2016). Wolverines occur in a

wide variety of alpine, boreal, and arctic habitats. Reproductive success and the building of birthing

dens seem to require persistent, stable snow greater than five feet deep. Infrequent occurrence is

suspected on the Forest, mostly in Wilderness or remote un-roaded areas. No disturbance to

wolverine habitat would occur from any of the project alternatives. There will be no direct, indirect, or
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Sensitive species
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to the removal or disturbance of nest or roost trees during trail construction and use:

Birds: Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus), boreal owl (Aegolius
funereus), olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi)
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Mammals:! YSNRA OFYy YI NI SYy o0al NI S Zardd baS@oiyrorhints 0 > ¢ 26y a
townsendii), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes)

All project alternatives would have & y' 2 A Yok dhe@olloving species, due to lack of presence or
habitat of these species in the project area:

Birds: American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus),
Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), short-S I NBR 26t 6! aA2 FflFYYSdzaovz [ S
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sparrow (Ammondramus savannarum), sagebrush sparrow (Artemisiospiza nevadensis), harlequin

duck (Histrionicus histrionicus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Mammals: Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis), spotted bat (Euderma
maculatum), water vole (Microtus richardsoni)

Amphibians: Northern leopard frog (Lithobates pipien), Columbia spotted frog (Lithobates
luteiventris), and wood frog (Lithobates sylvatica)

Mollusks: / 2 2 LISNDR& w201@& az2dzyil Ay &yl Af ohsmnmBOKSt AE
(Oreohelix pygmaea)

Insects: Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus plexippus), Western bumblebee (Bombus occidentalis)

Management Indicator Species

Both project alternatives would have no measurable effects to Red-breasted nuthatch (Sitta

canadensis),. NEgSNDa aLl NNRPg oOo{ LATStfl ONBsgSNROZ . SI ¢
(Tamiasciurus hudsonicus).

The Action Alternative may impact Rocky Mountain Elk (Cervus canadensis) use of the project area.
Human off-road recreational activities (ATV use, mountain biking, hiking, and horseback riding) have
been shown to substantially increase elk movement rates and probabilities of flight response as
compared to control periods of no human activity. Elk responses were more pronounced during ATV
and mountain bike use than during horseback riding and hiking (Wisdom et al, 2005).

Most of the proposed trails are planned within designated elk calving (or parturition) area (see map
below) in the Red Grade Road area as designated by WGFD. WGFD comments during scoping
suggested limiting the use of trails between the dates of May 1 through June 20, annually, to protect
elk and their calves from human disturbance. The Red Grade Road corridor currently does not fit
descriptions of elk parturition areas based on recent science due to high human and motorized use.
WGFD currently has an ongoing study of collared elk on the Bighorn Mountains documenting elk
movement and interactions that will continue for another four or five years. Data from collared elk
cows show that they were using areas farther south of the Red Grade Road in the spring of 2018, but
the sample size is small (Thomas pers comm, 2018). This study data may be used in the future to
validate the designated seasonal range for elk.

Given the currently high human activity in this area, the yearlong motorized use of Red Grade Road,
and the information found in scientific literature, the northern portion of the designated Elk
Parturition Area, along Red Grade Road, is unlikely to be used by a large number of elk. The imposition
of timing limitations on the proposed recreation trails seems excessive as long as the Red Grade Road
remains open during this time period. Impacts to elk by the proposed action may be substantial, but in
proximity to the existing use of Red Grade Road, it is probable that elk use is already much diminished
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in the area.

Elk security should not be affected by the action alternative. The proposed trails are planned outside
of existing or potential elk security areas.

Species of Local Cancern (SOLC)and Demand Species

All project alternatives would have no measurable effects to SOLC and Demand species. This project
would not change the conditions associated with the viability determination made in the Revised
Forest Plan FEIS for species that occur in the project area.

A small portion of the proposed trails are planned within designated crucial yearlong range for moose.
There are no timing limitations recommended by WGFD for this area. However, the existing high, year-
round human use of the Red Grade Road is assumed to negate much moose use along this corridor.

Migratory Birds
The Action Alternative may impact certain individual migratory birds, but will have no measurable
effect on species populations. Decreased use of habitat proximal to trails is anticipated.

Design Features
The incorporation of the following Design Features will help mitigate impacts of the action alternative
to wildlife species.

Design Feature #13 - If raptor nests are found during implementation, use spatial and timing
restrictions as necessary based on species-specific requirements for timing, intensity, and duration of
proposed management activities, activity types, and surrounding vegetation and topographical
elements to protect nesting raptors (USFWS 2018). These guidelines specify up to a % mile radius from
the nest with a project activity timing restriction typically from April 1 to August 15 for goshawks, and
variable for other species.

Design Feature #14 - Where known nests of avian Sensitive Species or species of concern occur, avoid
nest disturbance during construction from courtship through fledging.

3.1.4 Sensitive Plants

Affected Environment

The affected environment includes the proposed trail system itself and the area adjacent each
individual proposed trail. This area encompasses the extent of the estimated change in use brought
upon the environment by the proposed action, including additional use by recreationists and livestock,
and the effect these changes will have on the plant species analyzed.

Methodology

Surveys were conducted by botanists from Wyoming Natural Diversity Database (WYNDD), and Forest
Service personnel in the project area. Those findings are analyzed in detail in the specialist report
which is a part of the project record. Bighorn National Forest GIS and WYNDD GIS data were utilized
to compare known species and habitat occurrences within the proposed trail system. Habitat
descriptions for the plant species analyzed were cross referenced with existing habitat in the project
area and localized knowledge was used in part to determine potential effects based on the proposed
action.
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Effects from the Proposed Action

Effects are analyzed in full in the associated specialist report which is a part of the project record. In
summary: The effects on 1 Threatened or Endangered Species (TESP), 15 Sensitive Species, 30 Species
of Local Concern, and 2 Demand Species were analyzed.

Threatened or Engangered Species (TESP)

The determination for the TESP species, UtesLaR A S & Q , i¢nN&fact Tha species has no known
populations on the Bighorn National Forest and US Fish and Wildlife Service has agreed to remove this
species from the list of TESP species for the Forest.

Bighorn National Forest Sensitive Species

¢ KS RSGSNXMNAiyfaciéA 26y 82 7 LALIX ASR (2 o aLISOASa FTNRY
Species list including, Peculiar Moonwort, Upward-lobe moonwort, Lesser panicled sedge, English

Sundew, Russet cottongrass, Slender cottongrass, Grass-of-parnassus, Northern

blackberry/Nagoonberry, and Lesser bladderpod. These species are not known to be present in the

project area nor is habitat present to support them. As a result they were excluded from further

analysis.

The following Sensitive Species were further analyzed:

az2zdzy Gl Ay f ETRi@speéies wiab faduhdlbiS didst Service personnel while surveying the

project area. Effects to both this species habitat and/or population are expected to occur. Additional

access to the area by humans and livestock may impact individual plants and habitat, however the

population is large in size and effects from the proposed action is not likely to result in a loss of

viability nor a trend toward listing. The population data was given to Sheridan County Land Trust and

those involved in trail layout rerouted the original trail downslope to minimize exposure to the plant.
Topography in the area of this trail is steep. The degree of slope will inhibit users from leaving the

trail, limiting the effects to this species. 20+ occurrences of this species are known on the Bighorn

National Forest. The determination for this species is dmay adversely impact individuals, but not

likely to result in a loss of viability in the Planning Area, nor cause a trenil toNR FSRSNI f
L Stft2g fFrReQa Af ALIISNE /FNE o0SIFNRO2¢YHfdaSTar 2 22 &
these plants are similar in nature. Habitat is known to occur in the project area, but surveys in the

project area for the plant found no occurrences. All 4 of these species have multiple known

occurrences on the Bighorn National Forest. The determination for these species is dmay adversely

impact individuals, but not likely to result in a loss of viability in the Planning Area, ceuise a trend
toward federal listingd €

| I f f Q & HabiGBin®rdzioject area does match the description for this species, but there are no
known occurrences on the Bighorn National Forest despite surveys, and attempts to locate a historical
record. The determination for the speciesisdy2 A Y LJ O €

Bighorn National Forest Species of Local Concern (SOLC)

¢CKS RSGOUSNXYAYFGAZ2Y 2F ay2 AYLI OGé¢ o1 & F LI ASR
including, Aromatic pussytoes, Pygmy pussytoes, Leathery grapefern, Little grapefern, Mingan

Y22y 2NIS | F1dzild Y22y 62N> adzR aSR3ISST { K2NIif S
whitlowgrass, Woodland horsetail, Low fleabane, Threeflower rush, Northern twayblade, Broadleaved
twayblade, Alpine poppy, Mountain lousewort, and Largeleaved pondweed. These species are not

known to be present in the project area nor is habitat present to support them. As a result they were
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excluded from further analysis.

The following SOLC were further analyzed:

adzal NR20GzX wlkadfSayl 1S TSNYI,LeaNthstk ESectikBthbied NI | &
plants are similar in nature. Surveys for the species found no occurrences. Habitats matching the

description for the species are present in the project area, however the habitats are less desirable

areas for trail development and will likely not be effected by construction. In the case of Leafy thistle,
elevational restraints make it unlikely the project area supports the species. Indirect effects are not

A 2w s A ~
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Lanceleaved grapefern, Howard forget-me-y 2 0 2 2 KA UGS f I NOKf SIFT oS NR(G2
and Hapeman sullivantia ¢ Surveys for these plants found no occurrences in the project area, but

habitat matching the description was identified. In contrast to the previous grouping of species, the

habitat is such that trail construction could occur on these sites. A variety of limitations for the species

make it unlikely that they would be effected by the proposed action, including elevational restraints,

but the possibility exists. Design features are written to address the potential for effects where trail
construction would occur in riparian I NB | & ® ¢ KS RS SN A yolods bfRigbilitf 2 NJ U
2N GNBYR (26 NR tAaGAyIED

Sheathed musineon, and Soft Aster ¢ Both of these species and their habitat occur in the project area.
Two trails were either rerouted from their original layout or had sections eliminated to avoid or
minimize the known musineon populations. The portion of the proposed trail that passes through the
known musineon population utilizes an established game trail. In the case of both these species the
effects from the proposed action may include loss of individual plants and habitat. The population of
soft aster was documented as approximately 500-1000 individuals, the proposed action would effect a
small portion of this population. The determination for these speO A S &o loAs &f viabijity or trend
G026 NR fAalGAYy3IED

Bighorn National Forest Demand Species

Sweetgrass, and Purple cone flower ¢ Sweetgrass is common on the Bighorn NF. The proposed action
may impact the species, but will not reduce the supply below acceptable levels. Purple cone flower is
not known on the Bighorn NF and is unlikely to be present in the project area, the proposed action will
not impact the species.

3.1.5 Rangeland Vegetation, Livestock Grazing, and Invasive Species

Affected Environment

The project area is located along FSR 26, Red Grade Road between Poverty Flats and Bear Gulch. It is in
sections 19, 20, 27, 28, 29, and 30 of T54N, R86W and section 25 of T54N, R85W, 6th PM in Sheridan
County, Wyoming (see Figure 1). Section 27 of T54N, R86W lies immediately east of the Forest
boundary and contains proposed and existing trails on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and
Wyoming state lands.

This project proposes to construct non-motorized trails in two pastures of the Rapid Creek Cattle and
Horse (C&H) grazing allotment: Poverty Flats and Rapid Creek. The majority of the proposed trail
system lays within the Poverty Flats pasture. The majority of grazeable acres and rangeland vegetation
in the project area lay within the Poverty Flats pasture. The majority of known noxious weed
populations in the project area occur within the Poverty Flats pasture.
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Rangeland Vegetation

Three permanent long-term trend monitoring transects are established to monitor rangeland
vegetation condition and trend on upland range sites. One is in the Poverty Flats pasture (within the
project area) and two are in Rapid Creek pasture (outside the project area). These transects were re-
sampled in 2007 and show that neither pasture was meeting desired conditions for upland rangeland
vegetation, nor were they moving towards desired conditions, at that time. One long-term trend
monitoring transect was established in 2007 to monitor riparian vegetation condition and trend in the
Rapid Creek pasture. This transect show that riparian vegetation is not meeting, nor is it moving
towards, desired conditions.

Rangeland vegetation on upland range sites in the Poverty Flats pasture is dominated by forbs, which
are not desirable forage for cattle. Meadow Timothy (Phleum pratense), an introduced grass species
common in hay meadows, is present in the wetter drainage bottoms. Desired conditions in this
pasture are to increase the amount of desirable grass species, reduce the amount of undesirable forb
species, and reduce the amount of Meadow Timothy. The amount of litter (plant matter from previous
years) is approximately half of the amount desired.

Rangeland vegetation on upland range sites in the Rapid Creek pasture is dominated by desirable
grasses, forbs make up to much of the plant community, and the space between plants exceeds the
desired threshold. Desired conditions in this pasture are to decrease the amount of forbs and plant
spacing. Riparian range sites are dominated by sedges and willows, which occur intermittently along
the stream banks. Desired conditions for these sites it a complete lining of the stream bank by a
mixture of sedges and willows.

2.6 miles of the proposed 17 mile trail system will traverse acreage grazeable by livestock. The
proposed Bear Gulch East and Poverty Flats trail heads are located in grazeable rangeland sites.

Livestock Grazing

The Rapid Creek C&H allotment is comprised of three pastures: Poverty Flats, Rapid Creek, and
Face/Diamond. This allotment has one livestock grazing permittee holding a permit to graze 149
mature cattle w/ nursing calf (pair) from July 1st to September 25th. In practice, this permittee has
been combining the Rapid Creek C&H allotment in rotation with the Big Goose C&H allotment (within
the combined use permitted on both allotments) and has been coming off shortly after the Labor Day
holiday. The result is a four pasture deferred rotation grazing system with 279 pair for an average
grazing period of approximately 10 weeks.

This same permittee holds a grazing permit on the Little Goose C&H allotment, which is run in
O02YY2y 6AGK  ASO2YyR LISNNXYAGGSS dzaAy3a F &ASLI NI
wSaidé¢ LI addaNBSZ wSR DN} RS w2l R YR (UKS t2¢

in early July and to come off the allotment in early September.

Conflicts between livestock grazing activities and recreation activities are minimal. The most common

conflict in the project area is livestock water above (north of) Poverty Flat at tank #538; it has become

a popular dispersed camping site. Access to this water system while livestock are in the pasture is

critical to proper management of the resource. Dispersed camping appears to be increasing in this

area, as it is across much of the forest.

Gates left open is another common conflict in this area of the district, and across most grazing
allotments on the forest. At least one report of this issue is reported on allotments surrounding the
project area each grazing season. The proposed trail system crosses existing fences in the project area
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in at least six locations.
Invasive Species

Common Mullein (Verbascum thapsus), Spotted Knapweed (Centaurea stoebe), Common Tansy

(Tanacetum vulgare), Houndstongue (Cynoglossum officionale), and Canada Thistle (Cirsium arvense)

FNB Iff LXIlIyda RSaA3IyFrGSR o6& GKS adlrisS 27F 2@2Y
project area. All of these plants occur along motorized travel corridors while Houndstongue and

Canada Thistle tend to occur throughout the landscape, favoring non-motorized travel corridors.

Noxious weed inventory and control in the project area is currently being done through a partnership
agreement with Sheridan County Weed and Pest District.

Spatial and Temporal Boundaries

Short-term effects are those which will occur within three to five years of the construction of the
proposed trails. Long-term effects are those which will extend beyond the ten-year term of a Term
Grazing Permit.

Analysis for this project was conducted within the defined project area as described above.

Effects from the Proposed Action

The proposed action will have an inconsequential direct effect to rangeland vegetation,

resulting in a long-term loss of 1.31 acres (0.001%) of grazeable @S IS G A2y X | aa dzY Ay 3
width for all portions of the proposed trails which cross grazeable rangeland vegetation.

3.1.6 Fire and Fuels Management

Fire regime and condition class, fire hazard, and fire risk were used to describe the existing
conditions and effects of the project. In the analysis area, the values at risk from a fire
include Bosin Rock communication site and various range improvements like fences and
water tanks and pipelines. Immediately outside the analysis area values at risk from a fire are
substantial: year-round residences, Black Tooth and Tepee cabin groups and widespread
dispersed camping use. Many other resource values including wildlife and fisheries habitat
and cultural resources occur throughout the analysis area. These at-risk values are mostly
located in timbered areas and in a part of the forest where the suppression strategy is to
confine the active zone responsible for fire spread considering site specific values at risk.
This, combined with the fire hazard (potential fire behavior) and elevated fire risk,
jeopardizes public and firefighter safety and increases the chance of the values being
destroyed by wildfire.

Methodology

Relevant literature, Fire Family Plus and the Interagency Fuel Treatment Decision Support
System (IFTDSS) models were used in this analysis. Fire Family Plus is a software system for
summarizing and analyzing historical daily fire weather observations and computing fire
danger indices based on the national fire danger rating system (Fire Family Plus help file
2015). The IFTDSS fire modeling system is a computer program based on mathematical
models that describe wildland fire behavior and the fire environment.

Incomplete and Unavailable information
None identified.
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Spatial and Temporal Boundaries for the Effects Analysis

The spatial boundary for the effects analysis is the Forest boundary and section lines
approximately one mile from the proposed trail system. The short-term temporal boundary
was from the present time until trail construction is complete. The long-term temporal
boundary is from the time the trail is fully operational into the future.

Affected Environment

The existing condition in the analysis area is described in terms of its historical fire regime
group and condition class. Fire regimes are used to group vegetation types based on
similarities in fire frequency” and fire severity.* Hardy and others (2001) describe condition

Of FaasSa a dal Fdzy Ol A 2y higoficalfirKrSgimRsSesiNdg®s 2 F RS LI NI

alterations of key ecosystem components such as species composition, structural stage,
audlyR |13SZ YR Oly2L) Of 2adz2NBd¢e

The success of past fire suppression (since 1910) has contributed to higher condition classes
in the analysis area. Fire regime group 3 (Limber pine, Douglas fir and Rocky Mountain
juniper) and fire regime group 4 (lodgepole pine) represent a majority of the acres in the
analysis area, and most of these acres are in condition class 2 which implies they have
missed at least one fire return interval.

Most of the project area has a moderate departure from the historic fire regime. Under the
right conditions (extended drought, high wind, low humidity), wildland fires in the project
area could be moderately uncharacteristic in terms of behavior, severity, and patterns. Most
of the canopy fuels characteristics in the timbered areas are such that, under the right
weather conditions, crown fire* is possible.

The analysis of fire risk shows a regular occurrence of fire starts. Most of the fire starts are
from lightning; however, the analysis area also has fire starts from human causes. The
chance of a human-caused fire in the analysis area is considerably less than for the chance of
a lightning caused fire. This can be attributed to the lack of people using the analysis area
due to limited access.

Effects from the Proposed Action

During the construction phase, there would be two main effects: an increase in fire hazard
due to additional fuel loading from trail clearing activities and an increase in fire risk due to
actual construction activities (e.g., equipment use). Effects would be reduced by
implementing design features 15, 16, and 17 (see Table 1).

Additional fuel loading could make fires more difficult to suppress, potentially decreasing
firefighter safety, increasing overall fire size, and increasing fire suppression costs. These
effects would be mitigated by routing the trail so that minimal clearing is needed, limiting
slash depth, or by hand piling and burning slash. An increase in fire risk means increasing the
probability that a human-caused fire could occur, thus increasing the need for a suppression
response in the analysis area.

X The number of times fires occur in a defined area and time period.
X The impact of fire on the ecosystem: degree of mortality, depth of burn, fuel consumption, etc.

X The movement of fire through the crowns of trees or shrubs more or less independently of the surface fire.
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Figure 2. Analysis area for fire and fuels effects.

Requiring trail construction crews to use spark arrestors on all motorized equipment, to follow any fire
restrictions in place, and to keep fire suppression tools and equipment on site would help mitigate
these effects under the proposed route.

After the trails are constructed, there would be both positive and negative effects associated
with the use of the trail. More miles of trails in the analysis area would improve access to
manage fires (both lightning- and human-caused) but also increase human presence and
activity in the area, thus increasing the risk of human-caused fires.

Even though the increase in trail miles could provide better access to manage fires, fire
suppression activities could still be delayed. Because protection of human life is the priority
for any wildland fire, a fire start in the area that requires evacuations to protect human safety
may have to be performed by fire suppression personnel before they are able to attack the
fire. An increase in miles of trails could mean a larger search area but would also make the
area quicker and easier to search.

Trails can serve as anchor points for fireline construction and as barriers to the spread of low
intensity fires. High intensity fires typical of the fuel types in much of the analysis area would
likely exhibit extreme radiant heat and spotting well ahead of the fire front which could make
the proposed trails relatively ineffective as barrier. The proposed routes could improve access
for firefighting which would reduce response time for initial attack.

Cumulative effects
The actions in the following table were considered in the cumulative effects analysis. Direct
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suppression of fires, the Roadless Area Conservation Rule restrictions and access are the
dominant actions affecting fuel loading in the analysis area. The project design features to
reduce slash and minimize the chance of a fire resulting from construction activities would
not offset the effects of increased fuel loading from direct suppression, Roadless Area
Conservation Rule restrictions and access issues. This would also be true for wildland-urban
interface treatments and past timber harvest.

The cumulative effect of all these actions would still be an increase in fuel load over time and
an increasing likelihood of more intense fires because of the increased fuel load.

Action Potential impact
Direct suppression of fires in the area Increases fuel loading
Roadless Area Conservation Rule Increases fuel loading

restrictions on timber harvest and limited
access to harvest timber

Past timber sales and Wildland-urban Reduce fuel loading and modify tree canopy.

interface (WUI) treatments around Fires would be less intense, firefighting would

private and public developments be safer, there would be a better likelihood
of protecting structures.

Increased access, motorized use and Fires might be reported faster with fewer

dispersed camping. acres burned as a result.

Increase in abandoned campfires which is the
biggest contributor to human-caused fires on
the forest.

Removing existing trails from the system | Reduces the risk of human caused fires and
increases response time to fire starts

Livestock grazing Reduces the fuel loading in grass fuel types.

Table 8. Actions and potential impacts considered in the cumulative effects analysis for fire and fuels.

The tree removal associated with construction of the routes would not add to fuel loading
from the actions listed above because design features 19 and 20 (see Table 1) require
treatment of slash. In addition, the fuel loading contribution of the routes would be minor
compared to the effects of direct suppression in the project area.

The effects of trail construction added to the effects of the actions listed in the previous table
would not change the risk of human-caused fire in the project area. Implementing the
following design feature (from Table 1) would minimize the chance of a fire resulting from
construction activities:

During trail construction, require the following:

e Spark arrestors on all motorized equipment.
e Adherence to fire restrictions in place.
e Suppression equipment and tools on site to allow prompt suppression action.
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The effects of trail use would add to the risk of humawaused fires. This is particularly
true if there is an increase in dispersed camping along the trails because nyaof the
human-caused fires on the forest originate from abandoned campfires. In combination
with increased fuel loading from direct suppression, Roadless Area Conservation Rule
restrictions and limited access to harvest timber in the area, trail use couldcrease the
likelihood of a fire that is moderately uncharacteristic in terms of behavior, severity, and
pattern. This, in turn, would make it more difficult to protect structures in the project
area and would pose a greater safety risk for firefighters.

Effects from the No Action Alternative

The no action alternative does not increase miles of trail in the project area. This would
have a positive effect not increasing human access and thus the chance for human
caused ignitionsz and a negative effect reducing accessibility for firefighters.

Cumulative effects: Without the trails, the amount of human use and amount of
dispersed camping would minimally change in the area where the trails are proposed.
This means fires could take longer to report redting in more acres burned, and
abandoned campfires would continue to occur at existing levels.

There would be no additional fuel accumulations from trail construction. Fuel loading
would be influenced by natural disturbances (wildfire, insect activity ad wind throw)

and would increase due to continued fire suppression and the inability to mechanically
treat fuels.

If the trails are not constructed, recreational use of the area is predicted to increase over
the long-term (see the affected environment seabn for Recreation). This could increase
the risk of human-caused fires over the longerm. Direct suppression, Roadless Area
Conservation Rule restrictions and limited access for timber harvest would increase fuel
loading over time as well, but without tre added area of new trails, minimal increase in
the likelihood of a fire is expected.

3.1.7 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are artifacts, structures, or sites that were made by people or landscapes
and natural features that acquire historic value through human activities. Cultural resource
investigations for this project were conducted in compliance with the National Historic
Preservation Act with additional guidance from the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act, the Programmatic Agreement among the USDA Forest Service, Wyoming
Forests, Wyoming State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, and the Bighorn National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.

NE
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this project the effort consisted of:

e Definition of the Area of Potential Effect as the proposed trail alignments,
trailheads, and parking areas on the Forest,

e Research of Bighorn National Forest and Wyoming state records to determine how
much of the area has been previously examined and if there are documented
historic properties in the Area of Potential Effect, and

e Survey by a Forest Service archaeologist that included two parallel pedestrian
transects along the proposed trails and intensive examination of the trailheads and
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parking areas.

Effects

No cultural resources were identified in the area of potential effect by these investigations.
Therefore implementation of either the no action or proposed alternative, would have no
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to documented historic properties.

On October 5, 2015 the Forest submitted a technical report to the Wyoming State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) for review. The report described the project design,
investigations, results, and recommendations including procedures and protection for
inadvertent discoveries during project implementation.

{I'th FT2dzyR GKIFIGd (GKS&S Ayg@gSaidAiardrzya YSSiG GKS
archaeology and historic preservation (48 FR 44716-42), and concurred that no historic
properties as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(1)(1) would be affected by this undertaking (October
13, 2015).

The following design feature (see Table 1) provides additional protection for cultural
resources; it would be incorporated into trail construction contract specifications.
e If any cultural materials or human remains are discovered during construction,
work in the area will cease until an archeologist who meets the Secretary of
LYGSNAZ2NRE LINRPFSaaAzzylf ljdz2ftAFTAOFGAZ2Y A &i
materials.

In addition, any inadvertent discoveries of human remains would be protected and evaluated
under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (43 CFR 10).

Chapter 4: Additional Information

4.1 List of Preparers

Amy Ormseth, District Ranger

Sara Evans Kirol, Trails Specialist
Cheri Jones, Recreation Specialist
Tracy Pinter, Wildlife Biologist

Pat Bower, Archeologist

Zach Palm, Range Specialist & Botany
Kevin Hillard, Fire and Fuels Specialist
Amy Ortner, GIS Specialist

Matt Enger, Hydrologist

Justin Reimer, Range Specialist & Botany
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Rachel Woita, Bureau of Land Management Recreation Specialist

4.2 Agencies and Persons Consulted

Scoping documents and the notice of proposed action for this project were sent to the
following agencies, organizations, and individuals. The environmental assessment is available
at http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=45472. Hard copies are available, by request:
phone (307) 674-2600.

o Northern Arapaho Tribe

e Crow Tribe

e Northern Arapaho Tribe

e Eastern Shoshone Tribe

e Wyoming Game & Fish Department
Wyoming State Trails

Sheridan County

City of Sheridan

Bureau of Land Management

Over 340 private individuals that had shown interest and participated with SCLT previous public
information

Council for Bighorn Range

e Sheridan College

e Sheridan Bicycle Company LLC.

e Sheridan Community Land Trust

e Montana Dakota Utilities

KTVQ Communications

Forward Sheridan

Gray Television Group, Inc.

Garber Agri-Business, Inc.

Cloud Peak Back Country Horsemen
Black Hills Back Country Horsemen
Big Horn Volunteer Fire Department
Bighorn Audubon Society

4.3 Incorpora tion by Reference
Agencies shall reduce excessive paperwork by: Incorporating by reference (40 CFR 1500.4(j)).

Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when the
effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action. The
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described. No material
may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially
interested persons within the time allowed for comment. Material based on proprietary data which is
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itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated by reference. (40 CFR 1502.21).

In preparing this Environmental Assessment, the Interdisciplinary Team reviewed and incorporated the
findings from numerous other environmental documents. They have not been included in this
document, but are hereby incorporated by reference.

Bighorn National Forest Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (2005): The Interdisciplinary
Team utilized this document to direct analysis and establish guidelines. It provided Forest goals,
objectives and Management Area direction.

Bighorn Forestwide Wildland-Urban Interface Fuels Heathy Forest Initiative Project (2010): This
document provided team members with information regarding hazardous fuels surrounding private
developments such residences, cabins, lodges, and cow camps.

Bighorn Municipal Watershed Environmental Assessment (2018) Botany Report and BE: These
documents were utilized by team members to evaluate and compare botany resource information.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for Livestock Grazing and Vegetation Management on 5 Project
Areas Botany BE (2011): This document was utilized by team members to evaluate and compare
botany resource information.

Willett Creek, Forest Service Road 226 Reroute Project Environmental Assessment Wildlife and Botany
BE (2015): These documents were utilized by team members to evaluate and compare botany
resource information.
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Appendix A: Project Area Maps

Red Grade Trails PrOJect Area

T
{ £ WL
A Fayy
“ Creeil® X 7632 2 A}
S 4
Falls e {
7 3
17 S E ). § /v
16 1 Ly gt £ o
58 a "\
' N )
L "AQP TN s> '
=N =\ \
21 7 22 ‘d
s 23 24
— = ? £,
T W\?g’
(=)
S o g2 SVl
o b A 2
< 4 A\QJL‘ i 25, 25
. N 26
—_— A1 0
| = e
3 il
33 9N 34“‘“ BM T
BIG-95! Py 5 T
DOSE 7 e i
U =y
& i } N
Rl o
271 '\\;/ / ..._"39 /<6
== e A ISR W N4E Project Area
e e T Tt Ly i SIS - —_—
:1ﬁ:‘§§;§§?§:;::5%ﬁz§£i§j‘ J{l:_ = A e Trail proposed for closure K
e e A T E) > ‘”\) B I
e ncioe < 81 3 e A .
T X I e heds W) 17




40 Tongue Ranger District
Bighorn National Forest

Proposed Trails

Parkinq ! Proposed Trails
[l Existing - Bear Guich - Shared - Equestrain,
East (including Equestrian) = Badstrian, and Bicycle
[0 Existing - Bear Gulch West )
Equestrian

[] Proposed - Poverty Flats o

—_— estrian
[] Permitted - The Aspens
B icormpietsd- bass — Pedestrian and Bicycle
[ completed - Springs Other Trails
0.5 0.25 0 Mil A G

' : s A ——— Permitted

Ownership

| sTATE
| usFs

BLM




Draft Environmental Assessment
for the Red Grade Trail Project

Appendix B : Consideration of Comments Submitted During
the Red Grade Project Scoping and Formal Notice and

Comment Period

Issues brought up in public comments: |

| Issue

[ Commentor

IRecreation Issues:

|

Designed trails are better- for safety,
maintenance, trail experience

Bertalot, Paullin, Bagley, Meyer, Gallagher, Taylor,
Condos

User conflict between horse and bicyle
(decreased safety)

Deaver, Jennings, Clarendon

lIncrease in road traffic

IRhinesmith

Public Safety- Increase in risky behavior
(bicycling on rugged terrain)

Big Horn Fire Department

Non-motorized opportunities/Increased
recreation opportunities/Engaging
youth/Health benefits/Public access and
connecting to the community/Benefits to
economy

Gallagher, Bagley, Weitz, French, Loeing, Allen, Young,
Rieder, Newbolt, Sorenson, Deaver, Taylor, Condos,
Parish, Putnam, Bertalot, Loeing, McGinnis, McMeans V.,
Newbolt, Condos,Weitz, Parish, Loeing, Newbolt,
Sorenson, Wallick, Gallagher, Condos, Montgomery,
Purcell, Bertalot, Weitz, Parish, French, Koeing, McGinnis,
Putnam, Dillon, McMeans, M., Young, Rieder, Sorenson,
Clark, Tate, Jennings, Morton, Meyer, Taylor, Cole

trails

Consider those who use social/unregulated

Canterbury, Garber

[Effects to scenery/visuals

[Thomas, Rhinesmith

\Want more equestrian opportunities

|Deaver, Clarendon

\wildlife Issues:

Wildlife concerns- loss of habitat,
fragmentation, too many trails, seasonal
closure

Miller, Landon, WY Game & Fish, Boyle, Williams,
Davidson- Council for Bighorn Range, Bighorn Audubon
Society

Compliance with Forest Plan- mainly
wildlife in MA 3.5 (and 1980's studies by
WY G&F that contributed to the
development of this M.A. prescription)

Davison- Council for Bighorn Ranger, Rhinesmith

\Wildfire Issues:

lIncrease wildfire risk

|Big Horn Fire Department, Boyle

\Range Issues:

\Keep system trails open for livestock

[Clarendon

Cattle movement- gate and barrier design
and horse trailer parking, horse friendly
trails

Connell, Clarendon
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[Invasive Species WY Game & Fish Department, Rhinesmith

Other: |

Dust - from increased use on road and new

) Rhinesmith
trails




