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AMENDMENT NO. 1

The text of Amendment 1 to the Helena Forest Plan is not available electronically. A hard copy can be
obtained by contacting the Helena National Forest, 2880 Skyway Drive, Helena, MT 59601.

The amendment was a joint effort to better coordinate recreation management within the greater Bob

Marshall Wilderness Complex (including the Scapegoat Wildemess) between the Flathead, Lewis and

Clark, Helena, and Lolo National Forests. The decision to amend the plan was made by Helena Forest
Supervisor Robert Gibson on April 6, 1987.

The amendment replaced Appendix S of the Helena Forest Plan with the direction found in the
document Bob Marshall, Great Bear, Scapegoat Wildemesses - Recreation Management Direction.
(April 1987) The following excerpt from the summary of that document describes the direction:

"The amendment is directed at managing recreation in the wilderness complex. Other portions of the
Forest Plans currently address management of fire, and management of the Flathead Wild and Scenic
River which flows through the wilderness. This amendment identifies management action to reduce,
prevent, or rehabilitate unacceptable resource and social conditions in the BMWC, The amendment also
establishes specific standards of acceptable conditions in different parts of the wilderness and identifies
how managers will go about determining what management actions are most suitable to address specific
problem areas. Finally, the amendment establishes a monitoring process to identify the effectiveness of
management actions and to keep track of changes in wilderness conditions."

http://www fs.fed us/r1/helena/planning/numberl.himl 7/16/2004
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT NO. 2

APRIL, 1989

Forest Plan, Chapter pg. 11/2

A. Goals

19. Protect stream segments determined to be eligible for classification under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act until suitability studies are completed.

Forest Plan, Chapter H, pg. 11/6

B.Objectives
1.Resource Activity/Summaries
Wild and Scenic Rivers

Segments of four streams on the Helena National Forest have been determined to be eligible for
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The four stream segments include portions of Copper
Creek, Little Blackfoot River, Beaver Creek, and the Missouri river (from Hauser Dam to Cochran
Gulch). These stream segments will be studied sometime in the future to determine their suitabilitiy for
inclusion into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Eligible stream segments will be protected to
maintain their outstandingly remarkable resource values and potential classification until suitability
studies can be completed.

Forest Plan, Chapter 11}, pg. I11/36

C.Forest-wide Standards
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

Streams determined to be eligible for protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act will be protected
to maintain their potential classification pending suitability studies.

The following Wild/Scenic/Recreational Management Standards were adopted from Forest Service
Handbook 1909.12 - Chapter 8 and further developed for the eligible rivers on the Helena National
Forest. These standards do not affect other public or private lands and will not abrogate any existing
rights, privileges, or contracts affecting Helena National Forest lands held by any private party.

I.Hydroelectric Power

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

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number2. html 7/16/2004
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2. Water Supply

Wild/Scenic; All water supply dams and major diversions are prohibited. If necessary, water monitoring
stations are permitted but must be unobtrusive.

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

3 Flood Control

Wild: No flood control dams, levees, or other works are allowed in the channel or river corridor. The
natural appearance and essentially primitive character of the river area must be maintained.

Scenic: Flood control dams and levees will be prohibited.

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

4 Range

Wild: Agricultural use is restricted to the amount of domestic livestock grazing currently practiced.
Scenic: A wider range of agricultural uses is permitted to the extent currently practiced. Row crops are
not considered as an intrusion of the "largely primitive" nature of scenic corridors as long as there is not

a substantial adverse effect on the natural-like appearance of the river area.

Recreational: Lands may be managed for a full range of agricuitural uses, to the extent currently
practiced.

5. Timber Production

Wild: Cutting of trees will not be permitted except when needed in association with a primitive
recreation experience (such as clearing for trails and protection of users) or to protect the environment
(such as control of fire). Timber outside the boundary but within the visual corridors, will be managed
and harvested with special emphasis on visual quality.

Scenic: A wide range of silvicultural practices may be allowed provided that such practices are carried
on in such a way that there is no substantial adverse effect on the river and its immediate environment,
The river area will be maintained in its near natural environment. Timber outside the boundary but
within the visual scene area will be managed and harvested with special emphasis on visual quality.

Recreational: Timber harvesting will be allowed under standard restrictions to protect the immediate
river environment, water quality, scenic, fish and wildlife, and other values.

6.Mining
Wild: Surface occupancy related to oil and gas leasing is prohibited within .25 mile of the river. Valid
claims and leases will not be abrogated. Subject to regulations (36 CFR 228) that the Secretaries of

Agriculture and Interior may prescribe to protect the rivers included in the National System, other
existing mining activity will be allowed to continue. Existing mineral activity must be conducted in a

hitp://Awww.fs.fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number2. html 7/16/2004
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manner that minimizes surface disturbance, and sedimentation. Reasonable access will be permitted.
Mining activities outside the boundary but within the visual corridors, will be managed with special
emphasis on visual quality through mitigating measures and reclamation.

Scenic: Subject to regulations (36 CFR 228) that the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior may
prescribe to protect the values of rivers included in the National System, new mining claims and mineral
leases will be allowed and existing operations allowed to continue. However, mineral activity must be
conducted in a manner that minimizes surface disturbance, sedimentation and pollution. Mining
activities outside the boundary but within the visual corridors, will be managed with special emphasis on
visual quality through mitigating measures and reclamation.

Recreational: Subject to regulations (36 CFR 228) that the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior
may prescribe to protect values of rivers included in the National System, new mining claims and
mineral leases are allowed and existing operations are allowed to continue. Mineral activity must be
conducted in a manner that minimizes surface disturbance, sedimentation and pollution. Mining
activities outside the boundary but within the visual corridors, will be managed with special emphasis on
visual quality through mitigating measures and reclamation.

7.Road Construction

Wild: Subject to valid existing rights, no roads or other provisions for overland motorized travel will be
permitted within a narrow incised river valley or, if the river valley is broad, within .25 mile of the river
bank. Also, unobtrusive trail bridges may be allowed.

Scenic: Roads may occasionally bridge the river area and short stretches of conspicuous or longer
stretches of inconspicuous and well-screened roads or screened railroads could be allowed.
Consideration will be given to the type of use for which roads are constructed and the type of use that
will occur in the river area.

Recreational: Paralleling roads or railroads may be constructed on one or both river banks, There can be
several bridge crossings and numerous river access points.

8.Motorized Travel

Wild: Motorized travel on land or water may be permitted, but is generally not compatible with this
classification.

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

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

9.Utilities
Wild/Scenic/Recreational: New transmission lines, gas lines, water lines, etc. are discouraged. Where no
reasonable alternative exists, additional or new facilities should be restricted to existing rights-of-way.

Where new rights-of-way are indicated, the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values must be
evaluated in the selection of the site. Each proposal will be evaluated on a case by case basis.

http://www.fs.fed us/r1/helena/planning/number2 htmi 7/16/2004
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10. Recreation Development

Wild: Major public-use areas, such as large campgrounds, interpretive centers, or administrative
headquarters, are located outside the wild river area. Simple comfort and convenience facilities, such as
fireplaces or shelters, may be provided as necessary within the river area. These should harmonize with
the surroundings.

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

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

11. Structures

Wild: A few minor existing structures may be allowed assuming such structures are not incompatible
with the essentially primitive and natural values of the viewshed. New structures will not be allowed
except in rare instances to achieve management objectives (i.e. structures and activities associated with

fisheries enhancement programs may be allowed).

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

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

12. Fisheries
Wild/Scenic/Recreational: To protect "outstandingly remarkable" fishery values in the four eligible
rivers, cumulative sediment analyses will be conducted for all projects/activities requiring road
construction or significant land disturbance within the specific drainage. If significant effects are
predicted, mitigating measures will be employed to maintain the outstandingly remarkable fishery value.
Forest Plan, Chapter IV, Implementation/Monitoring, pg. IV/6
TABLE IV-1

Forest Plan Monitoring Requirements
RESOURCE ELEMENT: Wild and Scenic Rivers - J1
ACTION, EFFECTS OF RESOURCE
TO BE MONITORED: Project level effects on the eligible rivers and adjacent lands.

INTENT: Insure protection of the "free flowing" water, the "outstandingly remarkable" resource values
and the assigned potential classification of "wild, scenic or recreational.”

DATA SOURCES: Project EA's, Plans of Operation, Field Reviews, Lease Applications, Forest

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number2.html 7/16/2004
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Monitoring Report.

RESPONSIBILITY: Recreation Staff Officer.
MEASUREMENT FREQUENCY: Annual, 100% sample.
PRECISION: High.

RELIABILITY: High.

REPORT TIME: Annual.

VARIABILITY WHICH WOULD INITIATE ACTION: Any action that would adversely impact
eligible rivers qualifications or potential classification.

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number2. html 7/16/2004
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
LITTLE BLACKFOOT RIVER
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
BEAVER CREEK AND MISSOURI RIVER
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United States Forest Helena Nationai Forest
Department of Service 301 5. Park, Drawer 10014
Agriculture Helena, MT 59626

Reply to: 1820
FP Amendment #2

Date: May 16, 1989

Dear Forest Plan Participant:

The Helena National Forest has completed the assessment of the eligibility and potential classification of
all rivers within the Forest for possible inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

As a result of the evaluation, | have decided to amend the Helena Forest Plan by adding to the standards
listed in Chapter Il {Forestwide Management Direction) of the Plan. .

The specific standards added are related to Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers and are designed to
protect the eligible rivers and the adjacent lands. These changes will not alter the multiple-use goals and
objectives identified in the Forest Plan.

The Decision Notice and the Farest Plan Amendment are enclosed. A copy of the Environmental Assess-
ment is available upon request from the Forest Supervisor, Helena National Forest, 301 S. Park, Federal
Building, Drawer 10014, Helena, MT. 59626. Please attach the amendment to your copy of the Helena
National Forest Plan.

Sincerely,

é\US&D NISng,

ERNEST R. NUNN
Forest Supervisor

Enclosure



DECISION NOTICE
AND
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY STUDY

USDA Forest Service
Helena National Forest



WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILUITY STUDY

INTRODUCTION

Section 5(d) of the 1968 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA), as amended, requires that all federal agencies
consider potential national wild, scenic, and recreational river areas in “ali planning for the use and develop-
ment of water and related land resources®, Therefore, as part of the continuing development and implementa-
tion of the 1986 Helena National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), the decision
needed incorporates three sequential steps:

(1) identify eligible rivers on the Helena National Forest;

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

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

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

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

ISSUES

Public involvement occurred during the eligibility assessment. The only issue identified relates to whether the
development of Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Management Standards protecting eligible river segments
and their potential classification: ’

WHETHER THE EXISTING STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES IN THE 1986 HELENA NATIONAL FOR-
EST PLAN PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR THE ELIGIBLE RIVERS AND THEIR POTENTIAL
CLASSIFICATION.

ALTERNATIVES

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

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



Step 1: Eligibility

Based on Section 1(b) and 2(b) of the WSRA, a river is eligible if it is free-flowing and, with its immediate land
area, possess at least one *outstandingly remarkable* resource value. A free-flowing river or section of a river
is defined by the WSRA in Section 16(z) and (b). "Outstandingly remarkable® resource values emphasized
in Section 1(a) of the WSRA are scenic, recreation, geologic, fisheries, wildlife, cultural, and natural. The IDT
developed criteria to be utilized in defining each of the above resource values. This criteria is displayed in
the EA. Applying the two sligibility qualifications, the IDT evaluated every river within the proclaimed Helena
National Forast boundary.

Step 2. Potential Classification

Once eligible rivers were identified, they wera assigned a potential classification of wild, scenic, recreational,
as defined by Section 2(b) of the WSRA, based on the condition of the river and adjacent corridor as they
existed during the eligibility assessment:

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

Scenic river areas - Thosa rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments, with shorelines
or, watersheds stilt largely primitve and shorelines largsly undeveloped, but accessible in places by
roads.

Recreational river areas — Those rivers or sections of rivers that are readily accessible by road or
railroad, that may have some developmant along their shorelines, and that may have undergone
some impoundment or diversion in the past.

Potential classification covers, as a minimum, an area extending the length of the eligible river segment and
extending in width .25 mila from each bank of the river (USDA-USDI interagency Guidelines for Eligibility,
Classification, and Management of River Areas, September 7, 1882). The river corridor can extend beyond
this .25 mile width if it facilitates management of the river's resources.

Potential classification only applies to river segment lengths and widths on Helena National Forest land, State
and private land inside and outside the Helena National Forest boundary contain river segments that are
free-flowing and potentially contain "outstandingly remarkable* resource values. The Forest will continue to
seek cooperative involvement as the State or Bureau of Land Management identifies eligible river segments
adjacert to National Forest land.

Step 3: Wild/Scenic/Recreational Management Standards

Section 10(a) of the WSRA requires that eligible rivers be administered to protect and enhance their *out-
standingly remarkable* resource values while providing for public recreation and resource uses which do not
adversely impact or degrade those values. Section 10(a) further states that primary emphasis shall be given
to protecting the river's esthetic, scenic, cultural, and scientific features. Section 12(b) of the Act states that
this management and protection shall not abrogate any existing rights, privileges, or contracts affecting
Federal lands held by any private party, The applicability of United States mining and mineral leasing iaws
is further clarified in Section 9 of the WSRA. The IDT with guidance from the USDA.USD! interagency
Guidelines for Eligibility, Classification, and Management of Rivers Area (September 7, 1982) and the Forest
Service Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook (FSH 1909.12, Chapter 8) developed Wild/
Scenic/Recreational River Forest-Wide Management Standards. These standards provide a description of
developments and activities that are permitted, restricted, or prohibited within the designated river corridor
for each of the three potential classifications. The EA lists the standards needed to protect these values.

2



Based on this three step process, the IDT developed two alternatives for analysis:

Alternative A (NO ACTION): This alternative would defer the verification of eligible rivers, potential classifica-
tion, and interim management direction to the 1996 Forast Plan revision.

Alternative B: This alternative would amend the 1986 Forest Plan verifing those rivers meeting the two
eligibility qualifications (free-flowing and comaining at least one “outstandingly remarkable® resource value)
under the Section 1(b) and 2{b) of the WSRA, assign a potential classification to each eligible river as directed
under Section 2{b) of the WSRA; and, apply the appropriate Wild/Scenic/Recreation River Management
Standards to manage and protect each river.

DECISION

it Is my decision to adopt and impilemertt Aiternative B for the Helena National Forest. Aitearnative B identified
four rivers on the Forest that were eligible for further study: Copper Cresk, Little Blackfoot River, Beaver Creesk,
and the Missouri River (Section 10A). Atternative B assigned a potential classification of wild, scenic or
recreational, as defined by Section 2(b) of the WSRA based on each river's existing condition, Wild river areas
would include Segment 1 of the Little Blackioot River. Scenic river area includes the Missouri River and
Recreational rivers would include Copper Creek, Segment 2 of the Little Blackfoot River, and Beaver Creek.
Alternative B prescribed Wild/Scenic/Recreational Management Standards to manage and protect the four
rivers based on their assigned potential classification, Under Alternative B, the Helena Forest Plan will be
amanded to reflect the four eligible rivers, their classification and the Management Standards.

During the eligibility assessment, the IDT documented the rivers determinad ineligible (Ineligible Rivers,
1988). This document focuses on the resource values of rivers rated *1* or '2° in the Montana Rivers Study
(Pacific Northwest Rivers Study) and/or identified during the public scoping process.

As new resource information (i.e. natural, wildlife, fisheries, cultural, geological, recreational, and scenic)
collected, it will be reviewed within the scope of the WSRA, potentially resulting in additional eligible rivers
that will be addressed in future Forest Plan revisions and amendments.

Table 1 summarizes steps 1 and 2 by listing the four eiigible rivers, their potential classification, river length,
and their *outstandingly remarkable" resource values.



TABLE |
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS REVIEW

SUMMARY
RIVER UPPER LOWER LENGTH POTENTIAL OUTSTANDING
BOUNDARY BOUNDARY MILES CLASSIF}- VALUES
CATION
R S — -
Copper Cr. SWi/4, S4 NW1/4, 5.0 Recreational Fisheries
T15N, RBW S36,T15N
R8W
Little Center of NW1/4 6.0 Wiid Fisheries
Blackfoot S15,T7N, 528, T8N
River R7W R7W
Little NW1/4 528 $12,T8N, 5.0 Recreational Fisheries
Blackfoot T8N, R7TW R7TW
Beaver Cr. NwW1/4 812 S19,Ti2N 4.5 Recreational Fisheries
T12N, 2w R2w
Missouri SWi/4 529 S18,T12N 25 Scenic Fisheries
River T12N, R2wW Raw Geologic
(Section 10A) Natural
Wildlifa
Recreation

Potential classification includes a minimum of one-quarter mile wide corridor extending outward from each
river bank. This could vary depending upon the resource to be protected.

RATIONALE FOR DECISION

My decision is based on the requirements of 1(b) and 2(b) of the WERA that state a river is eligible if it is
free-flowing and, with its immediate land area, possess at least one "outstanding remarkable* resource value.
The four selected rivers met these eligibility requirements and were then assigned a potential classification
according to Section 2(b) of the WSRA. Alternative B responds to the concern about the Forest Plan having
adequate standards to protect the eligible rivers, Alternative B provides managemant and protection of
eligible rivers through the Wild/Scenic/Recreational Rivers Management Standards until the river suitability
study is completed and/or a future decision is made on their designation into the National Rivers System.

Every river on or crossing the proclaimed Helena National Forest boundary was evaluated to determine if it
meets the WSRA eligibility requirements. This evaluation inciuded a review of the 1986 Pacific Northwest
Rivers Study which incorporated the Montana Rivers Study. The Montana Rivers Study provided baseline
data on the characteristics and qualities of rivers on tha Forest. Upon review of this study, the IDT developed
*outstandingly remarkable® resource valus criteria. This criteria assured that a uniform and consistent ap-
proach was used to evaluate rivers on the Forest. Based on the Montana Rivers Study review and the
application of the *outstandingly remarkable” resource value criteria, the DT developed a list of eligible rivers.



The potential classification of wild, scenic, recreational was assigned to each eligible river based on ¥
condition during the eligibility assessment. Wild, scenic, and recreational rivers are defined in Section 2(
of the WSRA. The development of Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Management Standards were based on the
USDA-USDI Interagency Guidelines for Eligilibilty, Classification, and Management of River Areas (September
7, 1982) and the Forest Service Handbook 1909.12, Chapter 8,

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT

My decision will amend the 1986 Helena National Forest Plan. Forest Plan Amendment-1 identifies which
rivars meet the WSRA eligibility qualifications; assigns each eligible river a potential classification; and
identifies the Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Management Standards that will manage and protect each
eligible river for further study under the WSRA.

Wild/Scenic/Recreational River Management Standards provide a description of developments and activities
that are permitted, restricted, or prohibited within the river carridor for each of the three potentiai classifica-
tions. In some cases, a river will be managed stricter than the standards applied to its assigned potential
ciassification based on existing Forest-Wide goals, objectives, standards, management area prescriptions,
and other resource-related legisiation (i.e. Wildernass Act of 1964, National Historic Preservation Act of 1366
etc). These standards do not affect other public or private lands and remain in effect until a river suitability
study Is completed under Section 4 of the WSRA and/or a future decision is made on thelr designation into
the National Rivers System.

This amendment does not result in a significant change in the Helena National Forest Plan. Actions under
this amendment do not significantly after the multiple-use goals and objectives for long-term land and
resource management nor change the planned annual resource outputs from the Forest. The determination
that this in a nonsignificant améndment is mads in accordance with the requirements of 16 U.8.C. 1604(f)
36 CFR 219.10(e) and (f), 36 CFR 219.12(k), and sections 1922.33(a) and (b} of interim Directive No, 15"
the Forest Service Handbook 1920-Land and Resource Management Planning.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
| have determined that this is not a major Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human
environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not needed. This determination is based on
the following factors found in 40 CFR 1508.27:

1. Adverse and beneficial effects are not significant (EA, pgs. 24-27).

2. There are no effects on public health and safety (EA, pgs. 25-27).

3. The eligibility determination, potential classification, and Wild/ Scenic/Recreation River Man-

agement Standards does not significantly effect the characteristics of adjacent geographic
arsas (EA, pgs. 4-11, 13-22).

4, There are no known effects that are highly controversial (EA, pgs. 24, 22-28).

5, There are no effects which are highly uncertain, or involve unique or unknown risks (EA, pgs.
22-28)

6. There are no irreversible resource commitments in the eligibility determination and protection

of the rivers identified (EA, pgs. 22-28).



7. There are no significant cumulative effects (EA, pgs. 27-28).
8. Thera are no effects to cultural resources (EA, pgs. 22-28).

9, There ara no significant effects to threatened or endangered wildiife species and sensitive
plant species (EA, pgs. 13-22, 22-28).

10, This action will amend the management direction and standards prescribed by the Forest
Pian for the Helena National Forest (May, 1986). This action complies with all Federai, State,
and local laws and raquirements for the protection of the environment (EA, pg. 1).

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR 217, Any appeal of this decision must
be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, Content of Notice of Appeal, including the reasons for appeal and must

be filed with:

John W. Mumma, Regional Forester
USDA Forast Service

P.0. Box 7668

Missoula, Montana, 58807

within 45 days of the date of this decision, For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest
Service appeal process, contact:

Ernest R. Nunn, Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest

301 S. Park, Drawer 10014
Federal Office Building, Room 334
Helena, Montana, 59626,

Clresrn N Sshelxe

Ernest R. Nunn Date\
Forest Supervisor

A,
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INTRODUCTION
What is being decided?

This decision notice documents our decision to amend the Flathead, Helena,
Lewis and Clark, and Lolo National Forest Plans to incorporate recreation
management direction for the Bob Marshall, Great Bear, and Scapegoat
Wildernesses, known as the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex (BMWC). This
recreation management direction will replace the following appendices:

Appendix R of the Flathead National Forest
Appendix S of the Helena National Forest
Appendix U of the Lewis and Clark National Forest
Appendix 0~2 of the Lolo National Forest

These Forest Plans are amended by the document titled Bob Marshall, Great Bear,
Scapegoat Wildernesses - Recreation Management Direction, dated April 1987.
This decision notice also documents our rationale for selecting Alternative D
as the strategy for modifying current recreation management direction in these
wildernesses. The analysis of alternatives and public comments we considered
in meking this decision can be found in the Environmental Assessment.

What ig the goal of thig Amendment?

Our goals in preparing this amendment are to secure preservation of the
integrity of the wilderness resource and minimize human induced impacts while
still permitting appropriate levels of recreational use.

What will happen to the existing recrestion management direction for these
Wildernesses? '

This amendment complements and supplements existing Management Area direction
for maenaging recreationel use as displayed in the Forest Plans,

What ig the duration of the Amendment, and can it be changed?

The management direction contained in this Amendment is subject to the same
revision period as the Forest Plans themselves. The Forest Plan will normally
be revised every 10 years, but must be revised every 15 years. In the case of
this Amendment, more frequent revision may be necessary to incorporate
additional direction with respect to wildlife management issues.

What is not being decided?

While this Amendment contains specific management actions that will be used to
rehabilitate and/or prevent unacceptable resource and social conditions, no
site specific actions are identified, with the exception of the Schafer Meadows
Airstrip area and those areas identified in Table 9. The Amendment lists the
management actions that may be undertaken and the process managers will use to
employ them on specific sites within the Wildernesses. The Amendment directs
that additional consideration be given to wildlife issues, in cooperation with
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, but does not identify
specific wildlife management direction. Decisions about outfitter service
levels will be made in the future.



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, ISSUES, AND MANAGMENT CONCERNS

Public involvment on issues, management direction, and development of
alternatives was an essential part of the process of identifying this
recreation management direction. A task force composed of about 45 citizens,
managers, and researchers was formed in February 1982 to jointly compose this
Amendment. The full Task Force met a total of nine times between February 1982
and June 1986. In addition, numerous meetings were held with subgroups of the
task force during this period to help resolve issues and identify
alternatives. A formal public comment period on the draft recreation
management direction began in July 1985 and ended in December 1985.
Approximately 1600 wilderness visitors participated in a study of visitor
preferences and attitudes toward management policy in 1982, The results of
this study were also used in developing the Amendment.

In dealing with the array of 15 issues listed in the environmental assessment,
six of them surfaced as major concerns warranting indepth discussion and
attention. These major issues were identified from the informal and formal
public involvement and from the interdisciplinary team's identification of
issues following publication of the draft Amendment:

1. Management of Schafer Meadows Airstrip and nearby recreation
facilitieg: How should aircraft use be managed snd what level of
recreation facilities is appropriate?

2. Outfitter base camps in the Argosy Creek and Silver Tip Creek
drainages: Can these base camps continue to operate and meet the resource
standards proposed for these areas?

3. Communijcation and administrative facilities: What administrative
facilities are appropriate in the Wildernesses and where should
compunication facilities be located?

4. Trail construction and maintenance: What is the sppropriate standard
for trail construction and maintenance in different areas of the

Wildernesses?

5. Wildlife: What is the effect of the Amendment on threatened and
endangered species, and how should wildlife be managed in the Wildernesses?

6. Opportunity Class Allocations: Should changes in the proposed
opportunity class designations be made?

A number of relatively minor issues were amlso identified, but those concerns
were either resolved during the planning phase, or are addressed in Appendix I
of the Environmental Assessment {Response to Public Comments).



ALTERNATIVES

During the planning process, tesk force members considered and evaluated a wide
variety of alternative ways of managing recreational use in these Wildernesses.
The Limits of Acceptable Change wilderness planning system provided the overall
framework for examining and discussing issues and concerns, proposing
alternatives and evaluating them. Alternatives were considered for the
following:

1. Descriptions of the wilderness recreation opportunity classes

2. Indicators of wilderness resource and social conditions

3, Standards for the above indicators

4. Wilderness recreation opportunity class allocations

5. Management actions to respond to wilderness resource and social impact
problems.

Because the overriding driving concern in this regime of wilderness management
is the designation of opportunity classes, the Environmental Assessment
addregses various alternative designations, which include:

1. Alternative A -~ No Action

Do not amend the recreation management direction for wilderness at
this time. Continue using the direction provided in the Forest Plans.

2. Alternative B -- Emphasize Opportunities for Wilderness Dependent
Recreation

This alternative would meximize the capability of the Wildernesses to
provide opportunities for appropriate recreation. It would increase
from the present situation the amount of allowable use and impact.

3. Alternative C -- Emphasize Preservation of the Wildernesses's Pristine
Conditions

This alternative would maximize the area in the Wildernesses where no
human impact would be permitted. Consequently, it would allow
substantially less impact and use than is currently permitted.

b, Alternative D -- The Proposed Action

This alternative allows somewhat more impact than alternative C around
the currently heavily used travel corridors. It would permit
considerably less impact over the entire wilderness than Alternatives
A and C.



THE DECISION

It is our decision to amend the Forest Plans with implementation of Alternative
D as the recreation management direction for the Bob Marshall Wilderness
Complex. This Amendment will guide management of recreation use of the Complex

until the Forest Plans are revised.

This Amendment establishes a basis to resolve several concerns and issues
within these Wildernesses, and directs the following:

1. Specific Wilderness Recreation Opportunity Classes are designated in the
wilderness. These are areas of land managed to provide opportunity for
similar wilderness dependent recreation experiences. Each of the four
Opportunity Classes provides for a specific type of recreation experience,
and establishes an overall management regime to restore, enhance or
maintain those experiences.

2 Indicators (and standards) of wilderness resource and social conditions are
established. These indicators will be periodically monitored to detect
changes in wilderness conditions. Negative changes in conditions will be
followed by management actions to prevent conditions from vioclating
standards (or becoming unacceptable).

3. A regime of management actions. For each major type of resource or social
condition impact problem, a list of management actions to be employed, by
Opportunity Class is identified. Generally, these actions are listed, and
will be used, in order of increasing restrictiveness. Non-regulatory
actions will be used first. If these actions fail to adequately correct the
oroblem, more restrictive and regulatory actions may then be implemented.

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION

The factors we used to determine which alternative best protects the integrity
of the wilderness resource include response to issues, concerns and
opportunities, response to laws and national policy; environmental quality; and
other agency goals.

In making this decision, we recognize the limitations of the physical and
biologicael systems of the wilderness, and that the Complex cannot provide
everything each individual or group would like. Our reasoning for the decision
is as follows:

Response to Issues and Concerns

1. Issue: Management of Schafer Meadows Airstrip and Nearby Recreation
Facilities

The Schafer Meadows area is placed in Opportunity Class IV because of the
extensive amount of recreation and administrative activity found there.
Placing this area in any other Opportunity Class would have made the
management job unrealistically difficult. Congressional direction mandates
that the airstrip remain open for public use, but that aircraft use of the



airstrip be managed to protect wilderness values. Standards for such use
are adopted in the Amendment, and the number of aircraft flights into the
area will be monitored. Educational efforts to reduce unnecessary training
flights will be implemented to reduce the noise generated by such. Pilots
will also be informed that the principal purpose of the airstrip is as a
wilderness access. The campground mid-way along the airstrip will be
removed as facilities deteriorate. The campground receives little use and
the one located at the end of the airstrip will suffice. We selected
Alternative D because it provides specific direction on management of the
Schafer area.

Igssue: Ouifitter base campa in Argosy Creek and Silver Tip Creek drainages

Nearly all those who commented on this issue, both in the formal comment
period and in Task Force deliberations felt that these drainages should be
designated as Opportunity Class I. These are truly pristine areas and
should remain so. We believe that outfitter base camps can be managed to
meet the standards in the Amendment. Alternative D was selected because it
minimizes the potential economic effects to outfitters, while maintaining
much of the BMWC in the most pristine opportunity classes. Managers will
work with outfitters in these areas, as well as others, to cooperatively
develop a plan of action, outlined in the camp operation plan, to ensure
that standards will be met. If after a trisl period, standards cannot be
met, managers will work with outfitters and affected publics to develop ‘
suitable alternatives. These alternatives may include moving the camp to a
different location, changing the standards, or changing the Opportunity
Class designation for these areas. QOur intent in maintaining these areas
in Class I was to first implement actions that would allow these camps to
remain, prior to the consideration of any possible changes in Opportunity
Class designations, or moving the camps to a different location.

Issue: Appropriateness and Location of Communication and Administrative
Facilities in the Wildernesses

The intent of the Amendment is to provide overall management direction for
recreation within the Complex. Management of administrative and
communication facilities wasg not intended to be a component of this
Amendment. However, such facilities do have an impact on wilderness
recreation experiences, either serving as an attraction to some
recreationigsts, or as an intrusion into other's experiences. The Amendment
directs that an analysis of communication facilities be completed to
determine communication needs and location of communication facilities,
basically repeater stations. Such facilities are normally very small, and
not intrusive to wilderness experiences. Never-the-less, every attempt
will be made to minimize the number of repeater stations and to locate them
outside of the Complex or outside of Class I areas.

Because of the size of the Complex, some administrative facilities are
needed to house wilderness rangers and trail crews. These facilities also
represent a former way of wilderness management that has important
historical value. Many facilities themselves are eligible for nomination
on the National Register of Historical Places. However, some of these
facilities are in poor condition, of little value for administrative
purposes, serve to concentrate wilderness visitors, or act as an



unneccessary intrusion into wilderness experiences., The Amendment directs
that no new facilities be constructed in the Wildernesses and that no
expansion of existing ones be permitted. We are further directing that an
analysis of the need for administrative sites be conducted to determine if
some can be eliminated, reduced in size or poved to less obtrusive
locations. Any decision to relocate or remove existing structures will be
made in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office.

Issue: Appropriate Standards for Trail Construction and Maintenance in
Different Areas of the Wildernesses

Some individuals and groups expressed the opinion that trails be
constructed and maintained to a high standard. Others felt that how trails
are built and the frequency and type of maintenance they receive should be
influenced by the Opportunity Class in which they are located. We have
decided that trails exist primarily to provide opportunities for wilderness
dependent recreation experiences. By adopting a specific allocation of
Opportunity Classes to different areas of the Complex, we are providing
opportunities for a range of those experiences. Thus, we feel that there
should be different standards for construction and maintenance in the
different Opportunity Classes. To the extent that budgets will allow, all
trails in the Complex will be maintained according to the guidelines
established in the Amendment. The Amendment provides overall guidelines
for these standards.

Tssue: Relationships between Wildlife and Recreation Management Direction

We believe that native wildlife is both an important component of
wilderness and an essential component of many wilderness recreation
experiences. The Complex contains four listed threatened and endangered
species. A biological evaluation was conducted to determine if the
proposed recreation management direction would adversely affect these
species. The bhiological evaluation contained several recommendations
concerning implementation of management actions at specific sites within
the complex. We will ensure that these recommendations are followed if it
is necessary to implement those actions.

There are innumerable relationships between recreationists and wildlife:
some seek wildlife as game, others as appreciation, still others view
wildlife as a way to learn more about natural processes. These
considerations were identified in the public involvement process, and the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks was requested to take the
leadership in developing a program of wildlife managment in the Complex. A
draft of the work plan to develop the proposed program was written and
presented to a number of public groups and individuals. While that program
has not been implemented at this time, we felt it was necessary to
implement the recreation management direction now in order to prevent any
further degradation of the wilderness and to begin restoration of
deteriorated areas. We will work with the Department in providing
appropriate input into their program. When that program is developed, the
salient components will be incorporated into the recreation management
direction for the BMWC as wildlife goals and objectives. Specific
indicators and standards may be developed if applicable, and
implementable,for wildlife protection and management.



6. Issue: Changes in Opportunity Class Allocations

Following release of the draft Amendment, several Ranger Districts proposed
changes in some Opportunity Class allocations. These were presented to the
LAC Task Force in February 1986. We concur with these recommended

changes. Some of the changes were recommended because of mistakes in the
original mapping, others because the draft did not accurately reflect
actual resource conditions, still others were made to provide grester
flexibility in management or to enhance opportunities to distribute
recreational use. We feel, however, that the allocation identified in the
Amendment is now relatively permanent, that is, it should be changed only
with very good reason, such as suggested in the discussion under Issue 2.

Response to Laws and National Policy

All three Wildernesses in the Complex are managed under the provisions of
the Wilderness Act of 1964. Section 4{a) of the Wilderness Act requires
that the Forest Service manage these Wildernesses to preserve the
wilderness character for which they were egtablished. We believe
designation of Opportunity Classes and the allocation in the Amendment does
the best job of meeting this mandate of all the alternatives considered.
The Amendment will prevent any further deterioration in the wilderness
resource as a result of recreation use.

The Amendment also responds to regulations promulgated under the provisions
of the National Forest Management Act of 1976 which state:

", ..Provide for limiting and distributing visitor use of specific
portions in accord with periodic estimates of the maximum levels of
use that allow natural processes to operate fully and that do not
impeir the values for which wildernesses were created."

The Amendment responds to this direction by establishing specific standards of
acceptability of resource impact and through implementation of a
non-degradation policy. In addition, limits on visitor use are provided for
should they become necessary.

Environmental Quality

Environmental guality was an important consideration in selecting Alternative
D. Indicators and standards established for important resource parameters will
help to control, reduce and minimize impacts from recreation. The
non-degradation policy limits the total amount of impact. Alternative D places
about 80% of the Complex in the two most pristine Opportunity Classes, while
Class IV is limited to approximately 6% of the area. Important habitat
components are substantially avoided in Class IV. The Biological Evaluation
determines that threatened and endangered wildlife species are not adversely
impacted. Alternative D will result in an improvement of resource conditions
over time, compared to Alternative A, because the staendards do not permit much
of the impact now found. Fish habitat impacts do not vary by any alternative,



Compatibility With Other Public Agency Cogls

The planning effort included representatives of other agencies, primarily the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Fish and Wildlife management
in the Wildernesses is guided by a Memorandum of Understanding between the
Forest Service and the Department. During the writing of the Biological
Evaluation, the Fish and Wildlife Service was informally consulted. They
determined the evaluation was consistent with Threatened and Endangered Species

recovery gosals.
IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

Implementation of this Amendment will begin immediately after signing of this
decision. Implementation requires moving from the current wilderness
recreation management direction as found in the respective Forest Plans to the
managment regime found in the Amendment.

Monitoring and evaluation are explicit components of the Amendment. The
monitoring program provides us with information on the progress of
implementation. Such information will provide feedback into the Forest
Planning process for future change if necessary.

RECORDS

The supporting records for the Amendment are contained in a project file
located at the Supervisor's Office, Flathead National Forest. They contain
detailed records and information concerning the process and data used in
developing the Amendment.

All documentation chronicling the amendment process is available for inspection
during regular business hours at:

Supervisor's Office
Flathead National Forest
1938 Third Avenue East
Kalispell, MT 599501
(406) 755-5401

DOCUMENTATION OF NONSIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT

This Amendment to the management direction for Wildernesses in the Bob Marshall
Wilderness Complex of the respective Forest Plans constitutes a nonsignificant
change to these plans according to 36 CFR 219.10(f), and the Forest Service
Manual 1922.33a, item 4, (minor changes in standards and guidelines). The
factors used to determine if the proposed change was significant or
nonsignificant were timing; location; goals, objectives, and outputs; and
management prescriptions.



Timing
The possibility of implementing management actions that may have significant
impacts, such as use rationing, would likely not occur within the near future.

Location

Only lands designated Wilderness will be affected by the Amendment. Further, a
relatively small part of the wilderness, campsites and trails will be
immediately affected.

Goals, Objectives, and Outputs

The Amendment is consistent with goals and objectives established in the
respective Forest Plans, and in a sense, is an implementation of those goals
and objectives. The Amendment does not alter long-term relationships among the
levels of goods and services projected by the respective Forest Plans.
Recreation opportunities provided in the Complex are not foregone, nor are
other wilderness dependent resources.

Menagement Prescriptions
The changes in menegement presribed by the Amendment are neither irreversible
or irretrievable.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

1. There are no irreversible resource committments.
2. There are no significant cumulative effects.

3. The impacts resulting from this Amendment should not adversely affect
the well being of threatened and endangered species.

L. The Amendment is within the scope of the Environmental Impact

Statements prepared for the Flathead, Helena, Lewis and Clark, and Lolo
Forest Land and Resource Management Plans.

10



APPEAL RIGHTS

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 211.18. Notice of Appeal
must be in writing end submitted to anyone of the following officials:

Edgar B. Brannon, Jr., Forest Supervisor Robert S. Gibson, Forest Supervisor

Flathead National Forest Helena National Forest

PO Box 147 Federal Office Bldg., Room 334
Kalispell, MT 593901 Helena, MT 59626

Orville L. Daniels, Forest Supervisor John D. Corman, Forest Supervisor
Lolo National Forest lLewis and Clark National Forest
Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula PO Box 871

Missoula, MT 59801 Great Falls, MT 59403

Notice of appeal must be submitted to one of the above officials within 45 days
from the date of this decision. The latest date given below will be used to
determine the beginning of the appeal period. A statement of reasons to
support the appeal and any request for orsl presentation must be filed within
the 45-day appeal period for filing notice of appeal.

%mﬁ/%mwk mohe 31,1987

Edgd4f B. Brannon, Jr. Date
Forest Supervisor
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Forest Supervisor
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THE BOB MARSHALL, GREAT BEAR AND SCAPEGOAT WILDERNESS

A SUMMARY OF DIRECTION FOR MANAGING RECREATION

This document is a summary of the amended recreation management direction for
the Bob Marshall, Great Bear, and Scapegoat Wildernesses. This recreation
management direction will replace the following Forest Plan appendices:

Appendix R - Flathead National Forest Plan - Management Area 21
Appendix S - Helena National Forest Plan - Management Area P-1
Appendix U - Lewis & Clark National Plan - Management Area P
Appendix 0-2 - Lolo National Forest Plan - Management Area 12

This summary is intended to answer the general public¢'s gquestions about this
amendment. More detailed information is available in the amendment itself which
may be obtained by request from the Forest Service addresses shown at the end of
this summary.

TO HELP YOU FIND ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS, CHECK THESE PAGES:

Page
1. What is the Bob Marhsall Wilderness Complex? . . . . . . . . . . 2
2. What is The Amendment for Managing Recreation All About? . . . . 2
What Process was Used to Develop The Amendment? 3

4. What Does The Amendment Do? 4
5. Why is the Wilderness Divided into Recreation Opportunity Classes? b
6. How is the Wilderness Mapped into Recreation Opportunity Classes? 6
7. What are Indicators and Standards? 6
8. What Management Actions are Suggested? 6
9. What Process Will Be Used to Determine When Management Actions

Are NeceSsary? .« « v ¢ = o b v s e e m e e e e e e e s s 15
10. What does monitoring consist of? . . + . . v v o 0 e 0 0 o 15
11. Where can additional information about the Amendment be found? . 15



1. WHAT IS THE BOB MARSHALL WILDERNESS COMPLEX?

The Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex is comprised of the Bob Marshall, Scapegoat,
and Great Bear Wildernesses, The Bob Marshall Wilderness was Congressionally
classified in 1964 when the Wilderness Act was passed. Separate legislation
classified the Scapegoat (1972) and Great Bear (1978) Wildernesses. Because
these areas are adjacent to one another, they are managed as one unit, called
the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex or BMWC, This area totals approximately 1.5
million acres, making it one of the largest contiguous roadless areas in the
lower 48 states. It contains a wide variety of topography, vegetation and
wildlife, including several threatened and endangered species. It provides
outstanding opportunities for solitude and lengthy backpacking, horseback and
rafting wilderness trips.

The complex is managed by four National Forests; the Flathead, Helena, Lewis &
Clerk and Lolo as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System. As part
of the cverall Forest planning process, these National Forests have developed
coordinated wilderness recreation management direction.

2, WHAT IS THE AMENDMENT FOR MANAGING RECREATION ALL ABOUT?

There are a number of reamsons why the Forest Service engeged in this planning
process. First, increasing visitor use is resulting in more pressure on the
wilderness resource, both in physical impacts on the land and in reduced
opportunities for solitude for people. Second, managers and citizens have
become increasingly concerned about these impacts and changes in wilderness
conditions end experience. Third, regulations developed pursuant to provisions
of the National Forest Management Act passed by Congress in 1976 require the
Forest Service to develop specific management actions to protect wilderness
values.

The amendment is directed at managing recreation in the wilderness complex.
Other portions of the Forest Plans currently address management of fire, and
management of the Flathead Wild and Scenic River which flows through the
wilderness. This amendment identifies management action to reduce, prevent, or
rehabilitate unacceptable resource and social conditions in the BMWC. The
amendment also establishes gpecific standards of acceptable conditions in
different parts of the wilderness and identifies how managers will go about
determining what management actions are most suitable to address specific
problem areas. Finally, the amendment establishes a monitoring process to
identify the effectiveness of management actions and to keep track of changes in
wilderness conditions.



3. WHAT PROCESS WAS USED TO DEVELOP THE AMENDMENT?

The amendment was developed by & Task Force of citizens, managers, and
researchers using the concept of Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC}, a wilderness
planning system recently developed by Forest Service scientists. The LAC
process, as applied in the BMWC, contains nine steps:

1. Identify management concerns, public issues, and overall wilderness
management direction. In this step, overall goals and objectives for
the area are established. Specific issues which the planning effort
muyst identify are alsc defined.

2. Define and describe wilderness recreation opportunity classes designed
to preserve a range of wilderness conditions. Wilderness recreation
opportunity classes represent a range of desirable conditions found in
the BMWC: while all areas must meet the minimum standards of the
Wilderness Act, some areas within the complex are managed for more
pristine conditions than others.

3. Identify resource and recreation characteristics which serve to
indicate wilderness conditions {such as campsite impacts or amount of
solitude). These "indicators" are selected because they are easily
measured and broadly representative of wilderness conditions.

4, Inventory the wilderness using the characteristics and indicators
identified in Step 3. In this step, maps of the indicators are
produced to display the status of wilderness conditions. These maps
provide information about the range of conditions, priority problem
areas, and suggest what areas will require intensive monitoring.

5. bevelop specific standards for each indicator and each wilderness
recreation opportunity class. The standards set the limit of
acceptable change for wilderness conditions; they are not necessarily
goals to be achieved. Through monitoring, the trend of each indicator
is established; appropriate management is triggered when trends appear
to be threatening wilderness standards.

6. Jdentify alternative ways of managing the wilderness in terms of
opportunity classes. In this step, alternatives for managing the
complex were developed by managers and a variety of citizens group
representatives.

7. Select a preferred alternative which describes the desirable range of
wilderness conditions and appropriate management actions., The
amendment represents the alternative selected by the Task Force.

8. Implement management actions to ensure that objectives established in
Step 7 are achieved and that unacceptable conditions are restored to
standard.

9. Monitor and evaluate wilderness conditions and the effectiveness of

management actions.



The LAC planning system as implemented in the amendment is a continuous process,
with monitoring information being used, where necessary, to change management
actions, to prevent unacceptable degradation of the wilderness resource, and to
identify owverall changes in wilderness conditions.

The LAC Task Force, comprised of about 40 representatives of a variety of
concerned citizens and user groups, Forest Service managers, and scientists have
met over the last U4-1/2 years to develop the amendment. Nine meetings of the
full Task Force were held in that period, but many other meetings with
subgroups, field trips, and workshops were also held. Table 1 displays the
representation of the Task Force.

4. WHAT DOES THE AMENDMENT DO?

Briefly, the amendment allocates the BMWC into four different wilderness
recreation opportunity classes, as shown in the enclosed map. Each opportunity
class has somewhat different management objectives in terms of resource,
recreation, and administrative conditions. The objectives are "gquantified"
through the use of indicators, and standards of acceptable conditions. For each
of the opportunity classes and type of management problem encountered, an array
of management actions are identified. Managers will choose from this array when
they find that wilderness conditions are unacceptable or are taking a negative
trend. Because wilderness is designated partly to provide for "primitive and
unconfined" experiences, managers will try to select management actions which
are the least intrusive to the wilderness visitor. For example, management
actions such as education and information will be used as a first choice.
Mandatory visitor permits will be used only if all other techniques fail.

5. WHY IS THE WILDERNESS DIVIDED INTQO RECREATION OPPORTUNITY CLASSES?

Resource conditions vary substantially from one part of the wilderness to
another. For example, in the South Fork drainage of the Flathead River, impacts
from recreational usge are apparent, trails are heavily used, and the visitor
reiatively freguently encounters other wilderness travelers. In other areas of
the wilderness, such impacts and use levels are low, resulting in pristine
conditions. Most people would agree that management of these different
conditions must also be different. Each recreation opportunity class has
slightly different management objectives, meaning that recreation use and
impacts will be managed somewhat differently. All opportunity classes must meet
the minimum standards established by the Wilderness Act.

Using recreation opportunity classes in the management process assures that some
areas in the wilderness will remain truly pristine, and not show the same types
of impacts that other more heavily used areas do. Recreation opportunity
classes also retain a wider diversity of wilderness experiences than would be
available if all parts of the BMWC were managed similarly. This means that
there will always be places where the adventurous visitor can go to get away
from other people. On the other hand, the main travel corridors will be
retained as places where inexperienced visitors can travel if they do not wish
to go into the more remote areas.



TABLE 1

LAC TASK FORCE

Research

University of Idaho - Department of Wildland Recreation

University of Montana - School of Forestry

University of Montana Wilderness Institute

Montana State University - Department of Animal and Range Sciences
Forest Service Wilderness Research Unit, Intermountain Experiment Station

Unit Mangers

Lolo NF —=rewevememme—— ~- Seeley Lake Hanger District
Heleng NF —==we——m-wwema— Lincoln Ranger District

Lewis & Clark Ni' =-=-—mww Rocky Mountain Ranger District
Flathead NF ===w=rmwemewn-— Hungry Horse Ranger District

Spotted Bear Renger District

Other Agencies

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Montana Aeronautics Division

Public Representation

The Wilderness Society

Montana Wilderness Association

Sierra Club, Montana Chapter

Montana Pilots Association

Montana Qutfitters and Guides Association
Professional Wilderness Outfitters Association
National Forest Recreation Association

North American Qutfitters Association

Back Country Horsemen of America -~ 3 BCH Chapters
Unaffiliated Users

Lincoln Subgroup

Swan Valley Citizens Group



In the BMWC, the Task Force has determined that four different opportunity
classes fully describe the range of conditions desired. Opportunity Class I is
the most pristine, and Opportunity Class IV is the least pristine. However, the
conditions in Opportunity Class IV still meet the minimum required by the
Wilderness Act.

6. HOW IS THE WILDERNESS MAPPED INTO RECREATION OPPORTUNITY CLASSES?

The relative characteristics of the four recreation opportunity classes are
summarized in Tables 2 and 3. A total of eight alternative opportunity class
maps were generated for the BMWC, using manager, researcher, and citizen
expertise. From these alternatives, managers generated another composite map
which was presented to the Task Force. The Task Force then agreed, through
consensus and modifications, on a preferred alternative. After public review,
managers made a decision on a final opportunity class allocation, displayed in
the enclosed map.

The map displays how the Task Force recommends the wilderness to be managed in
terms of diversity of wilderness opportunities. While many of the major trails
are located in the least pristine opportunity class (IV), overall, the
alternative emphasizes maintenance of pristine conditions.

7. WHAT ARE INDICTORS AND STANDARDS?

Two terms are used to help determine when management actions should be
implemented. One is "indicator"; the other is "standard”. An indicator is like
a gas gauge on a car, it is one indication of the usability of the auto. An oil
stick is another. In the wilderness, an indicator might be the impact at a
campsite, or the amount of solitude or privacy a visitor might have. An
indicator is a measurable factor which suggests to the manager the conditien of
the wilderness resource.

A standard is the level of the indicator beyond which you will not accept. For
example, you may decide to get gas every time your gas gauge reads half full and
add oil when the dip stick indicates low o0il level. In wilderness, a standard
may be the number of campsites in a certain area, or the number of people
encountered along the trail in a day. Through monitoring of indicators,
managers know if wilderness conditions are getting better or worse. The
standard is the limit of what managers and the public agree is acceptable in
wilderness conditions, not necessarily what is desirable. The indicators and
standards are displayed in tables 4 and 5.

8. WHAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS ARE SUGGESTED?

Through extensive involvement of the LAC Task Force, a number of management
actions were identified for potential use in the complex. These are shown in
Tables 6-9. The actions are listed in decreasing order of acceptability to the
public for each of the opportunity classes and by each type of problem that may
occur. The problems are keyed to the indicators identified in Tables 4 and 5.
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TABLE 6

POTENTIAL MANAGEMENT ACTIONS DIRECTED TOWARD
REDUCING HUMAN IMPACTED SITE DENSITY
(LISTED IN ORDER OF DECREASING ACCEPTABILITY)

Opportunity Class 1

Campsite (Obliteration

Contact Repeat lsers

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Closure of Large Area to Camping

Opportunity Class I11

Contact Repeat Users

Campsite Obliteration

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Closure of Large Area to Camping

2'_'!'2::::Ezz:"—:ﬁ.".“ﬂﬁﬁ:::=::"_"‘2EE::ﬁ:zﬂa:::::ﬂﬂz::zﬁﬂﬁ:ﬁ:::::::2'.'.":EZ::Z::::EEZE:ﬂ::S::

11

Opportunity Class IT

Campsite Obliteration

Contact Repeat Users

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Closure of Large Area to Camping

Opportunity Class IV

Contact Repeat lUsers

Campsite Obliteration

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Closure of Large Area to Camping



TABLE 7

POTENTIAL MANAGEMENT ACTIONS DIRECTED TOWARD
REDUGING UNACCEPTABLE SITE CONDITIONS OR IMPACTS
(LISTED IN DECREASING ORDER OF ACCEPTABILITY)

Opportunity Class 1

Information and Education
Contact Repeat Users

Limit Group Size

Limit Number of Stock per Group
Campsite Closure

Enforcement

Prohibit Stock in Campsite
Semsonal Campsite Closures
Remove Existing Facilities
Campsite Restoration

Equipment Requirements

Close Campsite to Certain Users Only
Ranger Contact

Temporary Corrals

Campsite Permit

Opportunity Class II1

Information and Education
Contact Repeat Users
Enforcement

Campsite Restoration

Ranger Contact

Limit Group Size

Temporary Corrails

Limit Number of Stock per Group
Seasonal Campsite Closure
Campsite Closure

Prohibit Stock in Campsite
Permanent Hitch Racks

Equipment Requirements

Campsite Permit

Close Campsite to Certain Users Only

12

Opportunity Class IT

information and Education
Contact Repeat Users

Limit Group Size

Enforcement

Limit Number of Stock per Group
Campsite Closure

Campsite Restoration

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Prohibit Stock in Campsite
Egquipment Requirements

Remove Existing Facilities
Ranger Contact

Close Campsite to Certain Users Only
Temporary Corrals

Campsite Permit

Opportunity Class IV

Information and Education
Ranger Contact

Campsite Restoration
Enforcement

Contact Repeat Users

Temporary Corrals

Limit Group Size

Limit number of Stock per Group
Permanent Hitch Racks

Seasonal Campsite Closure
Campsite Closure

Prohibit Stock in Campsite
Equipment Requirements

Campsite Permits

Pit Toilets

Close Campsite to Certain Users Only



TABLE 8

POTENTIAL MANAGEMENT ACTIONS DIRECTED TOWARD
REDUCING CAMPSITE AND TRAIL ENCOUNTERS
(LISTED IN ORDER OF DECREASING ACCEPTABILITY)

Opportunity Classes I and Il

Limit Group Size

Length of Stay Limits

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Self-igsued Entry Pernits

Close Campsite to Certain Users
Office~issued Permits

Campsite Permits

Opportunity Class IV

Limit Group Size

Length of Stay Limits

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Self-issued Entry Permits

Screen Trails from Each Other
Signing with Direction & Distance
Campsite Permits

Change Access Conditions

Building More Bridges

Allow 1-Way Travel Only on Some Trails
Office-issued Permits

Close Campsite to Certain Users Only
Trail Head Entry Quotas

e Y e e T e e et
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Opportunity Class III

Limit Group Size

Length of Stay Limits

Seasonal Campsite Closures
Self-issued Entry Permits
Canpsite Permitsg

Screen Trails from Each Other
Office~issued Permits

Close Campsites to Certain Users
Signing with Direction & Distance
Change Access Conditions

Build More Bridges

Allow 1-Way Travel Only on Some Trails



TABLE 9

POTENTTAL MANAGEMENT ACTIONS DIRECTED TOWARD
IMPROVING RANGE CONDITIONS
(LISTED IN ORDER OF DECREASING ACCEPTABILITY)

Opportunity Classes I and 11 Opportunity Class IIT
Information and Education Information and Education
Limit Total Number of Stock per Party Temporary Corrals
Require Users to Provide Length of Stay Limits
Supplement Feed Limit Total Number of Stock per Party
Length of Stay Limits Require Users to Provide
Seasonal Campsite Closures Supplement Feed
Prohibit Stock in Campsi:a Seasonal Campsite Closures
Closure of Large Areas Prohibit Stock in Campsite
Limit Stock/People Ratio Closure of Large Areas
Close Drainages on Rotating Basis Permanent Corrals
Prohibit Stock Overnight in Campsite Limit Stock/People Ratio
Temporary Corrals Close Prainages on Rotating Basis

Drift Fences

Opportunity Classg IV Additional Direction from Forest Plansg
Information and Education Grazing by Permit
Temporary Corrals Limit on Grazing Time

Length of Stay Limits

Limit Total Number of Stock per Party

Require Users to Provide
Supplemental Feed

Seasonal Campsite Closures

Permanent Corrals

Prohibit Stock in Campsite

Closure of Large Areas

Drift Fences

Limit Stock/People Ratio

(Close Drainages on Rotating Basis

14



Generally, managers will try the most acceptable techniques first before moving
down to techniques of lesser acceptability. Monitoring will indicate if the
technique has been effective in reducing the problem. In some cases, where
problems may be particularly difficult, managers may begin further down the list
of techniques if it is necessary to do so.

9. WHAT PROCESS WILL BE USE TO DETERMINE WHEN MANAGEMENT ACTIONS ARE
NECESSARY?

Following implementation of the amendment, for areas where monitoring data show
that standards are being vicolated or where negative trends are occurring,
managers will first field check the data to make sure it is accurate. If it is,
managers will then determine if the situation is consistent with the intent of
the objectives of the opportunity class. If not, then managers will determine
the priority of the problem and its cause. Finally, managers will go to the
appropriate table (Tables 6-9) and implement the appropriate technique(s) to
resolve the problem.

10. WHAT DOES MONITORING CONSIST OF?

Monitoring in the BMWC serves three functions: (1)} measurement of the
effectiveness of management actions implemented to restore or maintain
acceptable wilderness conditions; (2) identification of adverse changes in
wilderness conditions; and {3) completion of the inventory process for the
entire area, These three objectives will be met through two complementary
monitoring processes. One is a long term monitoring process. The second is
directed at indicators to be monitored annually, and areas of special concern
such as locations where standards are already being violated.

Using this monitoring system, managers will then continue to examine the
situation over time to determine if conditions are improving. Managers will
continue to work closely with citizen task force members in gelecting
appropriate management actions in particularly difficult or controversial
situations.

11. WHERE CAN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING THE AMENDMENT BE FOUND?

if you want to receive a complete copy of the recreation management direction
for the BMWC or more information on the LAC process, pleasse write the Forest
Supervisor's Office address below. The available information on the inventory
can be examined at the Supervisor's Office for each of the four National Forests
involved.

Flathead National Forest Lewis & Clark National Forest
P. 0. Box 147 P.0. Box 871

Kalispell, MT 50901 Great Falls, MT 59403

Helena National Forest Lolo National Forest

Federal Office Bldg., Room 334 Bldg. 24, Fort Missoula
Helena, MT 59626 Missoula, MT 59801
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Helena National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan

Amendment No. 3
August, 1990

Forest Plan, Page 11/28

The first paragraph under leasable minerals should read as follows:

Leasablie Minerals

1. The Forest Plan does not make leasing recommendatlons. The Plan identifies where oil and gas leasing
could potentlally occur, where It wouid be compatible or incompatible with surface resource management
direction and what stipulations may be applied to the leasing activity should it occur. Before any action is
recommended on lease applications, site-specific analysis of environmental effects will be done in accordance
with the NEPA process. Stipulations displayed in Appendix N which are based upon the Environmental Analysis
for Oif and Gas Leasing on the Helena National Forest, 1981, will be recommended in accord with management
area direction in Chapter il

**End of Amendment***

Amendment No. 3, August, 1950 Page - 2



Cllotiner

Department of Service 301 S. Park, Drawer 10014
Agriculture Helena, MT 59626
REPLY TO: 1820 Date: August 14, 1990

SUBJECT: Forest Plan Amendment Number 3

TO: Management Team

Enclosed is a Decision Memo amending the Forest Plan. This is amendment number 3 to the Plan The
purpose of this amendment is o clarify wording in Chapter Hl (Forestwide Management Direction}, page

il/28.

This item surfaced during the appeal period when a concern was raised over whether the Forest Plan made
oil and gas leasing recommendations. It was discovered that the language on page il/28 of the Forest Plan
could be interpreted to mean that the Plan had made leasing recommendations. The intent of the Forest
Plan was not to recommend oil and gas leasing, but to identify areas where leasing has the potential to
occur. The attached Decision Memo and Forest Pian Amendment addresses this concern and clarifies the

wording in the Plan.

The Decision Merno and Forest Plan Amendment covering the above change is enclosed. Please insert
this amendment in your *Official Copy" of the Helena Forest Plan.

You should make others in your area aware of these amendments to the Plan so they can update their
own copies.

e
’ DWIGHT CHAMBERS
' Planning Staff Officer

Enclosures



United Siates Forest Helena National Forest

Department of Service 301 S. Park, Drawer 10014
Agriculture Helena, MT 59626

Reply to: 1820
FP Amendment #3

Date: August 8, 1980

Dear Forest Planning Participant:

This is to keep you updated on the amendments to the Helena National Forest Land and Resource
Managemernt Plan.

The current amendments to the Forest Plan have been renumbered so they are in proper sequence and
to avoid confusion in the future, The amended recreation management direction for the Bob Marshall
Wilderness Complex, dated April, 1987 will be amendment number 1. The Wild and Scenic River standards,
dated April, 1989 will be amendment No. 2.

The document titied *Bob Marshall, Great Bear, Scapegoat Wilderness Recreation Management Direction,
dated April 1987, was prepared and released through the Flathead National Forest Supervisors Office. This
was a multi-forest document which amended four Forest Plans, including the Helena Forest Plan. This is
the first amendment to the Helena Forest Plan and incorporates recreation management direction for the
Bob Marshall, Great Bear, and Scapegoat Wildernesses, known as the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex
(BMWC). This recreation management direction replaced Appendix S of the Helena Forest Plan. You
should have received a copy of this document in April of 1987.

The second document you should have received, dated April 1989, amended the Forest Plan to inciude
rivers that meet the Wiid and Scenic River Act eligibility qualifications, assigns a potential classification to
each river and identifies management standards designed to protect the eligible rivers and adjacent lands.
This is the second amendment to the Helena Forest Plan,

The third amendment is enclosed and addresses an area of the Forest Plan that needs clarification. This
item surfaced during the appeal period when a concern was raised over whether the Forest Plan made
oil and gas leasing recommendations. The attached Decision Memo and Forest Pian Amendment address-
es this concern and clarifies the wording in the Forest Plan.

During the appeal period, it was discovered that the language on page li/28 of the Forest Plan could be
interpreted to mean that the Plan had made leasing recommendations. The intent of the Forest Plan was
not to recommend oil and gas leasing, but to identify areas where leasing has the potential to occur, | am
amending the Forest Plan to clarify this wording.

The Decision Memo and Forest Plan Amendment covering the above change is enclosed. Please attach
the amendment to your copy of the Helena Forest Plan.

RNEST R. NUNN
Forest Supervisor

Enclosure



Decision Memo
Forest Plan Amendment No. 3
Helena National Forest
Helena, Montana

Fhave decided to amend the Helena National Forast Land and Resource Management Plan (LAMF). The purpose of Forast Plan Amendment
No. 3 is to clarify werding in Forest Plan Chapter il {Forestwide Management Direction), Page #/28.

During the appeal period of the Forest Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, a concern was raised that the Plan had made oil and gas
jeasing recommandations without any site-specific analysis. It was discoverad that the first sentence on page 1/28 of the Forest Plan could
be intatpreted to read that recommendation decisions for oil and gas leasing had already been made. The intent of the Forest Plan was 1o
identify areas where oil and gas leasing could potentially oceur, where it would be compatible or incompatible with surface resource
management and what stipulations would be applied should leasing occur,

The corrections mada in this Forest Plan amendment provide clasiiication that will not aiter the multiple-use goals and objectives as Identifled
in the Forest Plan,

| have determined the proposed change is not significant since it Is a minor clarification in standards and will not alter the multiple-use goals
and objectives for long-term land and resource management

Adoption of this amandment will not significantly change the forestwide anvironmenta! impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest Plan
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This amendment Is categorically excluded from further documentation in an EIS or EA {FSM 1950
Interim Directive No. 16 and FSH 1909.15 Interim Directive No. 2).

Additional information can be obtained from:

Dwight Chambers, Staff Officer
Land Management Planning
Helena National Forest

a01 8. Park, Drawer 10014
Helana, Montana 59626

{406) 449-5201

Implementation of this decislon will begin immediately. This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217.(1). Notice of appesl must
be in writing and submitted within 45 days of this decision to:

John W. Mumma, Reglonal Forester
USDA Forest Service

£ 0. Box 7668

Missoula, Montana 59807

Simultanecusly a copy of the notice of appeal must be sent to the Deciding Officer:

Ernest R. Nunn, Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forast

301 S. Park, Drawer 10014
Helena, Montans 59626

The notice of appeal must be fled in compliance with the procedures identified in 36 CER {FR 3357), including 36 CFH 217.8 and 217.9,

As B minimum, & written notice of appeal filed with the reviewing officer must: 1) List the name, address and phona number of the appeliant;
2) Identify the decision about which the requestor objects: 3) identify the document in which the daclsion is contained by the title and subject,
date of the decision, and name and title of the Deciding Officer; 4) Identify spacifically that portion of the decision or declsion document fo
which the requestor objects; 5) State the reasons for objesting, including lssues of fact, law, reguiation, or policy and if applicable specifically
how the declslen viclates law, regulation, or policy, and; 6) identify the specific change{s) in the decision that the appellant seeks “FR

217.9(b)).

Sl <\a\ao

Forest Supstvisor

Date



FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 4
HELENA NATIONAL FOREST

MARCH 12, 1991

AMENDMENT DECISION WAS VACATED IN

APPEAL DECISION ON OCTOBER 4,1991



United States Forest Reglon 1 Federal Buliding
Department of Service P.O. Box 7669
Agricuiture Missouia, MT 59807

Reply to: 1980
Date: March 12, 1591

Dear Forest User:

| have decided to amend eleven of the thirteen Forest Land and Resource Management Plans in Region One.
These amendments will show the ASQ as two non-interchangeable components: (1) the component that is
to come from inventoried roadiess areas, and (2) the component that is to come from existing roaded areas.
My decision, and my rationale for it are contained in the enclosed Decision Memo. These amendments will

not change the total ASQ for each Forest.

| have also decided to require Forest Supervisors to monitor the amount of timber soid from inventoried
roadless areas separate from roaded areas and notify the pubiic of the results in an annual monitoring report.

| originally announced this proposal in December of 1990. | want to thank those respondents (184) for their
thoughtful responses. Many felt that the Allowable Sale Quartity (ASQ) was too high. Many also stated that
the roadless area timber harvest should be deferred until Congress decided their future management. Still
others requestad no change from the presert.

The 1976 National Forest Management Act (NFMA) directed the Forest Service to enter a new era in
management. Forest Plans were developed to integrate resource managsment direction for_ali National
Eorests. As we learn more from the impiementation of those Plans through monitoring and evaluation, it's
clear that they must be kept current to reflect the changing needs and demands of society.

Management of the National Forests in the Northem Region is of interest to all of us and affects the fives of

many people. We fully intend to continue impiementing our Forest Plans and this decision does not change
our commitment to that direction.

/s/ John W. Mumma
JOHN W. MUMMA

Regional Forester

Enclosure: Decision Memo



DECISION MEMO
Amendment to eleven Forest Plans

Northern Region
States of Idaho and Montana

PROPOSED ACTION (DECISION).

| have decided to amend the Forest Plans (Forest Land and Resource Management Plans) for the Beaver-
head, Bitterroot, Desrlodge, Flathead, Gallatin, Helena, idaho Panhandie, Kootenai, Lewis & Clark. Lolo and
Nezperce National Forests to partition Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) into two non-interchange: 2 compo-
nerts. One component is from the inventoried roadless areas and the other component comes - 1 existing
roaded areas.

Forest Plans determined the ASQ which is defined as a maximum amount of timber that can be harvested
over a ten year time period, Forest Planning determined ASQ from roaded areas and roadless areas.
However, only one forest, the Clearwater actually partitioned the volume into two non-interchangeable
components. The Custer National Forest does not have a roadless component of their ASQ.

The purposes of these amendments are to clarify: 1) how much of the ASQ is to come from the roaded or
roadless areas (and estabiish upper limits for both) and 2) that these components are not interchangeable.
By non-interchangeable, | mean that the amount of timber to be sold in a decade is restricted to the amount
estimated in the Forest Plans for each component; rcaded and inventoried roadless. These amendments
preclude removal of timber from existing roaded lands in excess of Forest Plan estimates (Exhibit 1), and
preclude attempts to increase harvest on roaded areas in order to make up for any decadal shortfall in
roadless area harvest,

In addition, | am amending the Forest Plans (except the Custer Forest Plan) to require the Farest Supervisors
to monitor the amount of timber sold from inventoried roadless areas separate from roaded areas, and to
notify the public of the resuits in an annual monitoring report.

SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

The Region took a two-phase approach to public involvement to address this issue: 1) On December 14, 1990
| held a press conference to discuss the proposat and the reasons for consideration. 2} On December 21 |
sent a letter to interested individuals, organizations, agencies and Indian tribes outlining my proposal and the
reasons behind it. That letter requested their written commenrts by January 15, 1991,

The December 21 istter identified two other options for public comment: 1) take no action at this time; 2) defer
timber harvest in roadless areas until Congress passes wilderness legisiation. | have received, reviewed, and
considered approximately 184 letters from individuals, groups, and other agencies. The letters ranged from
support and opposition of the original three options to suggestions for other options. Common themes
throughout the comments inciuded the need for Congressional action on the wilderness issue and that we
remain committed to good land stewardship. _

{



in addition to the proposal, other options | considered to address the issue were:

Option 2 - Take no action at this time.

Option 3 - Defer timber harvest in roadless areas until Congress passes wildemess legislation.

Option 4 - Amend the Forest Plans to require that monitoring identify the portion of harvest coming from
the roadless and roaded lands without partitioning the ASQ at this time.

Option 5 - Use the Chief's policy and guidelines for below-cost timber sale programs to determine
where they are below cost and amend the Plans accordingly.

Option 6 - Using monitoring results, determine which Forest's ASQ need to be adjusted based on
changed conditions and better data. Amend or revise the Forest Plans accordingly.

Option 7 - Defer timber harvest in roadless areas for two years to allow Congress to pass Wilderness
legislation. Consider cutting beyond Forest Plan estimates in roaded areas where Standards and Guidelines

can still be met.
RATIONALE FOR DECISION:

| am concerned about the growing opposition to our proposed timber sales as indicated by the number of
appeals, especially within roadless areas and the resulting delays and increased costs. Without resolution
of the wildemess isste in Montana and Idaho the issue is further clouded. We are also concerned with the
personal hardships and adverse affects on timber-dependent communities which may be aggravated by the
failure to achieve the goals stated in the Forest Plans.

Public debate and controversy on roadless area harvest has increased the difficuity to meet Congressionally
financed timber targets. We have relied on the roaded land base to meet these targets which raises
environmental concems especially where accelerated harvest on adjacent private lands has occurred.

This action will clearty identify the ASQ and monitor accomplishments within and outside of the roadless areas
and identify the tradeoffs. This decision reduces the potential to increase harvest on roaded lands to
compensate for reduced volumes on roadless areas by establishing a ceiling for each component. The total
ASQ for each Forest remains the same. My intent is to work toward a sustainable level of harvest.

We are committed to mesting all Forest Plan Goals and Objectives within the Standards and Guidelines and
want to avoid abrupt timber harvest level changes in later years. With disproportionately high volumes coming
from less than the total suitable land base, options to maintain a balanced timber program in the future could
be significantly reduced. Uttimately, our ability to provide an even flow of timber from the roaded areas in the
future may be reduced or even impossible, particularly without resolution of the wildemess issue.

Many publics were concerned that this amendment does not accomplish enough and that more drastic
changes are needed. This may be true i a solution to the timber harvest controversy is not resolved.

| will continue to monitor this situation. Five year monitoring and evaluation reviews of our Forest Plans will
be compieted in 1992 and 1993 (Exhibit 2). if Congressional action doss not resoive this issue, if the costs
and delays of entering roadless areas continue to escalate, and if pressure to meet total timber targets from
the roaded areas continue, | will seriously pursue other options.

REASONS FOR CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION:

The environmental affects of the programmatic decisions made in the Forest Plans were disclosed in the
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) prepared for the individual Forest Plans, While this proposed action
amends portions of those Plans, it does not change decisions made in those Plans that may cause environ-
mental impacts. There is no change in the assignment of lands to Forest Plan management areas. There are
no effects on the quality of the human environment that have not already been disclosed in the EISs for the

Forest Plans,



Forest Plans established allowable sale gquantity (ASQ) as an upper limit to the amount of timber that may
be offered for sale during the decade from the forest. The analysis which was used to establish the ASQ in
the Farest Plans is now being used to estabiish two separate upper limits on the amount of timber sold; one
for inventoried roadless areas, and the other for remaining lands.

With its incorporation into Forest Plans, this decision may be a factor in the selection of particular timber sale
projects to implement during the remainder of the Plan period. The site-specific environmental effects of suich
projects will be evaluated through the NEPA process, including public participation and a decision document.

This decision will also affect Forest Plan monitoring activities. These activities are entirely administrative in
nature and have no effects on the environment.

This proposed action is categorically excluded from documentation in an environmental impact statement or
an environmerntal assessment (EA) in accordance with direction in FSM 1852.2 (which refers to examples of
actions that do not ordinarily require an EIS). It will have no significant effect on the human environment
individually or cumulatively. Therefore it has no more environmental impact than those actions within the
typical classes and no extraordinary circumstances exist that might cause the action to have significant
effects.

This amendment will be implemented seven days after the notice is published in the principal newspapers
for Montana and idaho identified for Regionai Forester decisions in the Federal Register, Vol.55 No.220,
Wednesday, Nov 14, 1990, p.p.47500 thru 47502.

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Written notice of appeal must be received within
45 days of the date of publication in the principal newspapers. Any written notice of appeal of this dacision:
must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.8, "Content of Notice of Appeal®, including the reasons for appeal
and must be filed with: Chief, USDA Farest Service; 14th & independence, SW.; 201 14th Street, S.W.;
Washington, DC 20250.

For further information, contact Jim Hagemeier; Director of Land and Financial Planning and Management,
USDA Farest Service, Northern Region; P.O. Box 7669; Missoula, Montana 59807, telephone (406)329-3453.
fsfdohn W. Mumma

John W. Mumma
Regional Forester

Date: 3/12/91

Enclosures



EXHIBIT 1

December 1990

ASQ NON-INTERCHANGEABLE COMPONENTS

Total ASQ from ASQ from

Forest ASQ Roaded Roadless
Beaverhead 173 75 a8
Bitterroot 334 294 40
Custer 1 35 35 00
Deerlodge 230 164 66
Flathead 1000 833 67
Gallatin 210 70 140
Helena 150 123 27
Kootenai 2270 2187 83
Lewis & Clark 121 81 40
Lolo 1070 705 365
MT Total 5583 4667 926
Clearwater * 1730 1000 730
IPNF 2800 2260 540
Nezperce 1080 540 540
ID Total 5610 3800 1810
REGION TOTAL 11203 8467 2736

* The Forast Plans for these two Nationai Forests wiil not be amended. Their ASQ is displayed in order to show
the State and Regional totals.

ASQ figures are expressed as decade totals in mmbf.



HELENA

Add the following obijective for timber (page 11/4). Insert as the first paragraph under Timber.

Program up to the aliowable sale quantity of 150 million board feet of timber saies from suitable
lands during the first decade. Approximately 123 miilion board feet of this total can be soid from
the currently roaded areas of the Forest. The remaining 27 million board feet will have to be
harvested from currently roadless land designated suitable for timber harvest by this Plan. In
the event thesa roadless lands are made unavailable for timber harvest due to appeals, litiga-
tion, or lack of funds, the timber sale program will be reduced accordingly.

Delete the secand sertence of the existing paragraph so that & reads:

Management activities will increase the timber productivity on the approximately 251,000 acres
of suitable timberiand. The sale program depends on managing suitable acres with stocking
control techniques, such as precommercial and commercial thinning, and successfully manag-
ing any insect or disease outbreaks. Timber management activities and projects will be coordi-
nated with other resources through an interdisciplinary process. Appendices H thru M and V
summarize the timber volumas and schedule activities. Opportunities to gather firewood will be
increased by temporarily expanding access, by not bumning slash piles in potential woodcutting
areas for at least one season, and by developing a public awareness program. Soil and water
consarvation practices will be applied during Plan implementation to ensure that Forest water
quality goals wili be mat.



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

October 4, 1981

MEMORANDUM FOR F. DALE ROBERTSON, CHIEF
FOREST SERVICE

FROM: JOMN H. BEUTER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

SUBJECT: USDA Decision on Review of the Administrative Decision by the Chief of the Forest Service on the
Four Consolidated Appsals of the Decision Memo Amending 11 Forest Plans in the Northermn Region.

Dale, enclosed is my review and decision regarding your August 8, 1991 decision on the Northem Regior;
consolidated administrative appeal by Friends of Wild Swan {appeal #91-13-00-0119), Associated Logging
Contractors (Appeal #91-13-00-0132), Intermourttain Forest industries Association {Appeal 91-1 3-00-01386),
and Alliance for the Wild Rockies, inc. (Appeal #31-13-00-0137), with regard to the Decision Memo amending
11 forest plans in the Northern Region.

Please promptly notify Appellants 6f my decision.
Enclosed aiso is the record pertaining to this appeal.

Enclosure



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

October 4, 1991

SUBJECT: USDA Decision on Review of the Administrative Decision by the Chief
of the Forest Service on the Four Consolidated Appeals of the
Decision Memo Amending 11 Forest Plans in the Northern Region.

TO: F. Dale Robertson
Chief
Forest Sarvice

Pursuant to 36 CFR 217.17 (e-f) and authority delegated to me by 7 CFR 2.19 (¢) (1990), | elected to review
your August 9, 1891 décision on the consolidated administrative appeals by Friends of Wild Swan (Appeal
#91-13-00-0119), Associated Logging Contractors (Appeal #91-13-00-0132), intermountain Forest INdus-
tries Association (Appeal #91-13-00-0136), and Alliance for the Wild Rockies, Inc. (Appeal #91-13-00-0137),
with regard to the Decision Memo amending 11 forest plans in the Northern Region.

BACKGROUND

On March 12, 1991, Regional Forester John W. Mumma issued a Decision Memo (DM) amending 11 Land
and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs) in the Northern Region. The amendments, which became effec-
tive March 23, 1991, were issued “to clarify: (1) how much of the [allowable sale quantity] ASQ is to come
from the roaded or roadless areas {and estabiish upper limits for both[,] and (2) that these components are
not interchangeable.*(DM,p.1):

Appellants' major issues were portrayed as follows in the Chief's August 9, 1991 Appeal Decision (AD,p.3-7):

1. Whether the uss of a "categorical exclusion® violated the National Environmertal Policy Act (NEPA) (Appeal
#s 91-13-00-0119,0136,0137).

*The 11 national forests with amended plans include the Beaverhead, Bitterroot, Deerlodge, Flathead,
Galiatin, Helena, idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, Lewis and Clark, Lolo, and Nezperce. Plans were not amended
on the two remaining forests in the region: the Clearwater NF had already partitioned the ASQ into roadiess
and roaded components in its original plan, and the Custer NF has no roadless component associated with

its ASQ.



2. Whether the action violates provisions of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regarding significant
amendments, scoping and monitoring (Appeals #s91-13-00-0118,0132),

3, Whethar the action violates the Endangered Species Act by failing to ensure the recovery of the grizzly bear
and gray wolf (Appeal #91.13-00-0119).

4. Whether the amendment reduce the flexibility of the Forest Service to achieve the ASQ (Appeal
#s91-13-00-0132,0136).

5. Whether the estimated amount of timber in each noninterchangeable component (NIC) was supported by
flawed data (Appeal #91-13-00-0136).

The Chief's AD affirmed the Regional Forester's decision with regard to all five issues.

DISCUSSION

The appeals are generally premised on the belief that the amendments will have significant consequences
that require additional analysis and public disclosure. The OM and AD, however, are consistant in asserting
that the amendments are merely a partitioning of the ASQ into two components of the forest, roadless and
roaded, and that thereby sets an upper limit to the volume that can be offered for sale in each of the
companents over the planning period.

The DM and AD emphasize that the amendments do not change the total ASQ, nor the suitable timberiand
base. The Regional Forester certified that the amendments are not significant because they do not change
the planning goals and objectives, nor available management practices (Admin. Record, Tab 10). The
amendments are specifically intended to notify the public of the Regional Forester's intent to minimize the
chances for undesirable consequences that might result if overharvesting were to occur in roaded areas to
offset harvesting in roadless areas that may be forestalled by appeals, litigation and the unresolved consider-
ation of these lands for wildermess designation.

Apparently, the Regional Forester anticipated that there would be interest in making up the forsstalled
roadless area timber sale volume by offering more volume from suitabie timberiand acres in the roaded areas.
This could have the potential to exceed standards and guidelines sat forth in the forest pians, and coutd
compromise the long-term sustainability anticipated in the LRMP. However, it has been established by the
Secretary that °...[t]he selected ASQ is a ceiling of timber which could be sold over a 10-year period taking
into account other multiple-use values and compliance with Forest plan management direction.” (Statement
of Action on GAQO Report, Forest Service: The Flathead National Forest Cannot Meet Its Timber Goal, May 24,
1991, p.1). The Secretary also noted the Chief's commitment that every project be in full compliance with
standards and guidelines set forth in Forest plans. (/d.)



There is no question that the Region is facing a dilemma. The ASQs in the plans are apparently valid but the
Region is unable to achieve timber output projections because of externally generated disruptions. Does this
mean that the plans should be amended? it all depends on whether the disruptions are significant enough
to warrant structural changes in the LRMPs, The Record does not disclose that structural changes were
evaluated at the time the amendments were approved. The Regional Forester may exercise professional
judgment under his administrative authority to control harvesting in specific areas in order to achieve
standards and guidelines established in the LRMP. The question is whether LRMP amendments are needed

to do so.

In this cass, the Record shows no evidence that there is anything wrong with the management direction
contained in these LRMPs. The Regional Forester has broad discretion in determining whether and how to
conduct timber sales. it should not take an amendment for the Regional Forester to notify the public that
management standards and guidelines will not be exceeded in roaded areas because of other limitations on
harvesting in roadless areas. it was inappropriate to use plan amendments as the means for pubiic notice.

DECISION

Using LAMP amendments to partition the ASQ for 11 National Forests in the Northem Region into two
noninterchangeable components for the purpose of advising the public of future timber sale offerings is found
to be unnecessary, and the amendments are vacated. The Regional Forester has sufficient discretion to
assure that LRMP direction is implemented in accordance with the standards and guidelines without resorting
to the amendment process. f thera is a need to amend the ASQ for any of the national forests, NEPA and
NFMA planning procedures much be followed.

It was proper for the Regional Forester to give public notice regarding possible limits on timber offerings if
conflicts over the management of the roadless areas are not resolved. The Regional Forester retains full

discrstion to exercise professional judgment to prepare timber sales during the planning period that conform
to the LRMP standards and guidelines, and to project the volume estimated to be forthcoming from the

roadless and roaded components of the suitable timberiand base.

This decision is the final administrative determination with respect to the above referenced appeals.

/S/ JOHN H. BEUTER
JOHN H. BEUTER

Deputy Assistant Secretary
Natural Resources and Environmernt



HELENA NATIONAL FOREST

LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AMENDMENT NO. 5

JULY 7, 1992

This amendment changes Management Area boundaries mapped during the Forest Plan process. The
change is needed 10 apply appropriate management and Forest Plan standards to the Sheriff Guich area,

The following information describes the location and acres of the amended Management Area boundary.
Detailed maps and descriptions are on file in the Land Managament Planning Office, Helena National Forest
Supervisor's Office in Helena, and the Townsend Ranger District Office.

FROM TO

M

DISTRICT PROJECT NAME ACHES
Wm

Townssnd Sheriff Gulch 130

++*END OF AMENDMENT***



Dacision Notice
and
Finding of No Signlificant Impact

For

Sheritf Gulch Regeneration Harvest Sale
snd
Amendment No. 5
to the
Helena National Forest Plan

USDA Forest Service
Helena National Forest
Townsend Ranger District

Meagher and Broadwatar Counties, Mortana

NOTICE: This Decision Natice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) withdraws and su-
percedes the DN/FONSI | signed on July 7, 1982 addressing the Sherilf Gulch Regeneration
Harvest Sale and Helena Forest Plan Amendment #5, The July 7 document had an error in the
legal description of the project area and omittad certain rationale | wanted to include in the
discussion conceming my decision. This new DN/FONS! corracts those deficiencies and
presents my decision on this project and Forest Plan amendment.

I. Imroduction

The Forest Service proposes commercial harvesting of 30 acres of overstocked, stagnated lodgepole pine
in Sherift Guich on the Townsend Ranger District. The regeneration harvest will utilize a clearcut harvest
method and produce approximately 300 thousand board feet (300 MBF) of timber. Harvest activity will be
accomplished in Sections 2, and 3 of Township 11 North, and Range 1 East, approximately 40 miles northeast
of Townsend in the Sheriff Guich drainage.

In a connected action, the Forest Service also proposes to amend the Helena Forest Plan to make a
Management Area boundary adjustment in Sheriff Guich which would change 130 acres from Management
Area M-1 to Management Area T-1. The Planning reguiations and Forest Service poiicy permits Forest Plan
amendmerts resulting from analysis conducted during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR 218.10(f) and
FSM 1922.5). The need for change in Management Area boundaries and a Forest Plan amendment was
determined through site specific project analysis and associated ground inspection by Interdisciplinary Team
members. This area review reflects a more intensive survey of the area than was possible during the Forest
Plan development. The amendment will add 130 acres to the suitable timber base.

The selected Forast Service action is to approve harvesting of 30 acres of lodgepole pine in Sheriff Guich
and to amend the Helena Forest Plan to reallocate 130 acres of Management Area M-1 in Sheriff Guich to
Management Area T-1. Thig action is described and analyzed in the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
1992 Townsend District Small Sale Program that was prepared by Townsend Ranger District personnel. The
EA and analysis are filed and available for public review at the Townsand Ranger District.



The Forest Plan amendment would adjust the Management Area boundary to include the proposed Shern,

Guich sale within a T-1 Management Area. The proposed harvest activity is consistert with the Forast Plan

management standards for T-1 Management Areas. The proposed harvest activity compiies with the Forest-

;.vide standards and management direction contained in pages ll/14 1o Il/16 and /30 1o [I}/33 of the Helena
orest Plan.

Il. 1ssues, Concerns and Publiic Invoivement

Public comments for the proposal were solicited through media releases in the Helena newspaper, and letters
to interested public groups. In addition, comments were solicited from biologists from the Montana Depart-
ment of Fish, Wildiife, and Parks. Comments recaived from the public are on file and can be viewed at the
Townsend Ranger District,

An interdisciplinary team composed of Forest Service specialists reviewed the public and agency comments.
Four issues were identified that led to the deveiopment of four alternatives. The issues identified were timber
supply to area mills, loss of production on sites allocated for timber management, loss of big game security
and the effectiveness of the proposed silvicultural practices. Other comments and concerns were evaluated
but did not lead to the development of an aftermnative.

ill. Aernsatives

Four attematives were given: detailed considsration in the analysis. The four alternatives and their relative
consideration of Sheriff Guich and a Forest Plan Amendment are: Atemative A (no action: Sheriff Guic’
harvest = 0 acres; Forest Plan amendment = 0 acres), Atemnative B (the proposed action: Sheriff Guic
harvest = 30 acres: Forest Plan amendment = 130 acres), Alternative C (reduce the number of acres clearcut;
Sheriff Guich harvest = 10 acres: Forest Plan amendment = 130 acres), and Alternative D (reduce the number
of acres thinned: Sheriff Guich harvest = 30 acres; Forest Plan amendment = 130 acres).

V. Declsion

| am withdrawing my original DN/FONS! signed on July 7, 1992 and issuing this new DN/Fonsi documenting
my decision for this project and Forest Plan amendment.

This Decision Notice addresses only the Sheriff Guich related portions of the 1992 Townsend District Small
Sales Program EA. Based on the analysis documented in the EA, it Is my decision to selact the Sheriff Guich
project identified in Altemative B involving regeneration harvesting of 30 acres utilizing a clearcut harvest
method. In addiion, | amend the Helena Forest Plan to rsaliocate 130 acres from Management Area M-1 10
Management Area T-1.

V. Rational for Decision

| have selected the Sheriff Guich project identified in Alternative B of the 1992 Townsend District $malil Sales
Program EA because it best fits the purpose and need of the proposal. In addition, | have determined that
the Forest Plan amendment providing for this Management Area allocation adjustment is not significant since
it is a minor change in allocation and will not alter the multiple use goals and objectives for long-term land
and resource management. Adoption of this amendment will not significantly change the Forest-wide environ-
mental impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statermnent. |
One aspect of the 30 acre Sheriff Gulch regeneration harvest | wish to address in particular is the use ot
clearcutting as the selected harvest method. | have reviewed the EA and project files to understand and



evaluate the clearcutting recommendation. The Biclogical Environment writeup in Chapter i of the EA notes
that the existing stand in Sheriff Guich *is dominated by 2000+ stagnated Lodgepole Pine poles per acre
which are 80 to 100 years oid. ... The excessive stocking of the site has resulted in a stand which is stagnated
and has no potential for release should thinning occur * The siiviculturists’ stand diagnosis matrix (Project File
records) shows that several harvest methods were considered for application on the Sheriff Guich stands
including: clearcutting; seedtree harvest; shelterwood harvest; and unevenaged managemant. The seedtree.
shelterwood, and unevenaged management treatmants were not viable options for these stands due to the
potential for windthrow of unharvested trees and the lack of shade tolerant species to accamplish regenera-
tion of an understory stand. | concur with the conclusion that clearcutting is the optimal harvest method for
meeting Forast Plan objectives through the Sheriff Guich project. This conclusion is based on existing stand

conditions and species composition.

in reaching my decision on this project, | have also taken into consideration the recent Policy Statement of
the Chief of the Forest Service concemning reduction of clearcutting on National Forest System lands. Under
the Policy the use of the clearcut harvest method is to be limited, however clearcutting is allowed under cenain

circumstances including:

4. To preciude or minimize the occurrence of potertially adverse impacts of insect or disease
infestations, windthrow, logging damage, or other factors affecting forest heafth. (emphasis

added)

5. To provide for the establishment and growth of desired tree or other vegetative species that are
shade intolerant. (emphasis added)

The silviculturists’ input on this project has identified both potential windthrow and the lack of shade tolerant
trees for regeneration as conditions that exist on the proposed Sherift Guich harvest unit. | believe that the
use of the clearcutting method is entirely appropriate for this project and is in conformance with the Chief's
Policy Statament.

A more detailed description of Alternative B along with the environmerttal effects of this action are disclosed
in the EA.

VL. Finding of No Significant impact

In reaching my determination that preparation of an environmental impact statement is not needed, |
considered the following factors and information developed during the analysis of the propesal disclosed in
the EA:

(a). Context

The setting of the proposed activities are in a localized areas with implications only for the immediate
harvest areas. | have determined that the effects would be limited to these areas due to the small
acreages invoived.

The cumulative effects of the past management, combined with the current proposals and reasonably
foreseeable future actions are displayed in Chapter 4 of the EA. The selected alternative is consistent
with the management direction, standards and guidelines outlined in the Helena National Forest Land

and Resource Management Plan (Helena Forest Plan).



(b). Intensity
1). Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.

impacts associated with the alternatives are discussed in Chapter Two and Chapter Four of the EA. These
impacts are within the range of those identified in the Helena LAMP Environmental Impact Statemert. The
actions would not have significant impacts on cther resources identified and described in Chapter Three of
the EA. impacts from the selacted alternative are not uniqua to this project. Previous projects have had similar
activities and non-significant effects.

| conclude that the beneficial and adverse effects of the selected afternative are not significant in the context
of the proposed and cumuiative effects.

2). The degree to which the proposed actlon affects public heaith or safety.

Pubiic safety and health was not idertified as an issue during the scoping process. Commercial operations
will be conducted in accordance with currert requirements to minimize hazards to workers conducting
logging operations. A degree of risk is involved for the individual members of the pubilc that harvest their own
post and pole material, but the small size of the material involved lessans that risk.

Based upon this information, | have concluded that the selected alternative does not constitute a threat to
public heaith or safety. The project does not irvoive National Defense or Security.

3). Unique characteristics of the geographic erea.

Analysis idertified no impacts to any unique geographic areas. Identification of unique areas was an outcome
of analysis and decisions made during the adoption of the Helena LRMP. None of the alternatives enter any
roadiess areas nor do they impact any wetlands or farmlands.

A cultural resource inventory has been completed for the project areas and no sites will be aff:- ~ad by the
selected altemnative. Additionally, the potential for impacting yet undiscovered sites is mitigatec allowing
LRMP standards and guideiines and the Decigion Natice.

Basad upon the identification of unique areas in the Helena Forest LRMP, and the cultural resourcs inventory,
| conclude there will be no significant effects on unique resource characteristics.

4). The degree to which the effects on the quaslity of the human environmert are likely to be highly
controversial.

The EA is tiered to the Helena LAMP Environmental Impact Statement. Forastwide effects of the Helena LRMP
Plans standards were disclosed in that EIS. All aternatives meet the LAMP standards. Extensive SCoping was
compieted during the analysis in order 10 identify areas of potential contraversy. The scoping activities are
identified in Chapter If of the EA. Areas of potential controversy were identified as issues. Issues were used
to focus deveiopment of alternatives, mitigation measures, and the environmental analysis itself.

There has been no irformation presented to indicate that there are areas of potential controversy. | conciuqa
that it is very uniikely that the environmental effects associated with this action will be highty comroversa(e'

5). The degree 1o which the possible effacis on the human environment are highly uncertain o
involve unique of unknown risks.



This action is similar to many past actions in these analysis areas and adjacent areas. Effects of this action
will ba similar to the effects of past sirnilar actions. Responsible logging activities have occurred on the Helena
Forast in the past. The selected aternative involves, common, well accepted logging practices and mitigation
measures. The Interdisciplinary Team that conducted the analysis used the resuits of past actions as a frame
of reference, and combined that insight with scientifically accepted analytical techniques and best available
information to estimate effects of the proposal.

| conclude that there are no unique of unusual characteristics about the area which have not been previously
ancountered that woulkd constitute an unknown risk upon the human environment.

6). The degree to which the action may estabiish & precedent for future actions with significant
sifects or represents a decision In principle about a future consideration.

Similar actions have occurred in these drainages. Effects of this project are minor and short-term in nature.
Major follow-up actions will not be necessary.

| conclude that this action does not establish precedence for futtre actions with unknown risks to the
erwvironmert,

7). Whether the action |s related to other actions with individually Insignificant but cumulative "
significant impacts.

Chapter IV of the EA discusses the combined effects of the projects with other past, present, and reasonable
foresaeabie future action. Based on the discussion in the EA, {'ve concluded that there are no cumuiatively

significant impacts.
8). The degree to which the action may affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects

listed In or eligible for listing In the Natlonal Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.

A cultural resource inventory was done on the project areas and no sites were identified within the proposed
disturbance area. Any cultural resources discovered during operations will be avoided.

Based uponthiswmlmmmbawmwmmmmmmdsigmﬁcamwemmc.
culturai or histolic resources.

9). The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened specles or
lts habitat that has been determined to be criticai under the Endangered Specles Act of 1973,

No impacts to ary endangered or threatened species (Bald Eagle, Peregrine Falcon, Northemn Rocky
Mountain Woll and Grizzly Bear) or their habitat are foreseen. A biological evaluation documenting a ‘no
gffect* finding was compieted and is found in the project file at the Townsend Ranger District office.

Based upon the conciusions documented in the Blological Evaluation, | conciuda that there will ba no adverse
effect to species or their habitat determined to be criticai under the Endangered Species Act.

10). Whether the action threstens a viclation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements
Imposed for the protection of the snvironment.

Chapter | of the EA refers to the taws that impose requirements for environmental protection. These activities
are in compiiance with these laws. Upon adoption of the Forest Plan amendment adjusting the Management
Area boundary no Forest Plan standards are violated by these activities.



Based on these discussions, | have concluded that these projects are in compliance with statutes imposed
for the protection of the environment.

Finding

| find based upon the analysis disclosed in the 1932 Townsend District Small Sale Program EA and my
evaluation of the factors described in 40 CFR 1508.27, that this is not a major Federal action that will
significantly affect the quaiity of the human environment; therefore, an Environmental impact Statement is not
nieeded.

VIi. Mitigation

Practices that apply to the selected alternative to protact resources include limitad operating season due to
the current road closure, protection of archeological resources, and BMPs,

Viil. Monitoring and Evaluation

Weekly inspactions will ba parformed by the harvest inspector while harvest activities are ongoing. Monthly
inspections of regeneration suctess and weed infestation wili be done and evaluated.

IX. Consultation with others

The resuits of this analysis have bean discussed with the local Mortana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
wildlife biologist.

X. Appeal Rights

For additional information regarding this decision or the Forest Service appeais process, contact George A,
Weldon, Townsand Ranger District, Box 29, Townsend, MT 59644 or telephone (406) 266-3425. This decision
maybeimbhmﬁed?daysﬂtupcbﬂcnowcaﬁonandissubiecttoadministraﬂveraviewpursumtoss
CFR 217 within 45 days of inkial publication of the legal notice announcing this decision in the Helena
Independent Record. Aty appeal must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, Content of a Notice of Appeal,
including the reasons for appeal and must be filed with David F. Jolly, Regional Forester, Federal Building,
200 East Broadway, P.O. Box 7889, Missoula, Montana, 58807,

%\ﬁeﬁ\\‘ N daued N Lo\

EFANEST R. NUNN Date
Forest Supervisor
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Forest Plan Amendment #5

Management Area Boundary Change
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AMENDMENT NO. 6

April, 1993

This amendment deletes the second paragraph on page ill/62 for Management Area P-1 under the Grazing
standards section, and replaces it with the following:

Managers shalf inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated Pest
Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wildermess,

*** End of Amendment ***



LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AMENDMENT NO. 11

April, 1993

This amendment deletes MANAGEMENT AREA P Grazing paragraph 11, on page lll-45 and replaces it with
the following:

Managers shall inform wilderness users of the noxious weed problem and will use an integrated Pest
Management approach to prevent, control, or gradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness.

v End of Amendment ***



ORDER
USE OF WEED FREE FORAGE, HAY, AND STRAW
HELENA NATIONAL FOREST

Pursuant to 36 CFR Sections 261.50 (a) and 261.58 (1), to prevent the spread of weeds within the Helena
National Forest:

ALL HAY AND STRAW BROUGHT ONTO THE HELENA NATIONAL FOREST IN THE FOLLOWING
DESCRIBED AREA SHALL BE CERTIFIED BY AN AUTHORIZED FEDERAL, STATE, OR COUNTY
OFFICER AS BEING NOXIOUS WEED SEED FREE. THIS CERTIFICATION SHALL BE ATTACHED TO
EACH BALE FOR BALED FEED. OTHER PELLETIZED FEED OR GRAIN MUST MEET CURRENT
CERTIFICATION STANDARDS IN MONTANA FOR WEED SEED FREE FEED.

THE AREA TO BE RESTRICTED IS DESCRIBED AS:
Scapegoat Wilderness: The Scapegoat Wilderness on the Helena National Forest in Townships

15N, 16N, and 17N; Ranges BW, 9W, and 10W, PMM. Maps of this area are available on request
from the Lincoin Ranger District of the Helena National Forest Supervisors Office.

This order is effective July 1, 1994,

Done at Helena, Montana this th day of Juna, 1883.

ERNEST R. NUNN
Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest

Violations of this prohibition are punishéble by a fine of not more than $5,000.00 or imprisenment for not
more than 6 months or both.

16USCS51 :
18USC3571 {



ORDER
USE OF WEED FREE FORAGE, HAY, AND STRAW
LOLO NATIONAL FOREST

Pursuant to 36 CFR Sections 261.50 (a) and 261.58 (1), to prevent the spread of weeds within the Lolo
National Forest:

ALL HAY AND STRAW BROUGHT ONTO THE LOLO NATIONAL FOREST IN THE FOLLOWING DE-
SCRIBED AREA SHALL BE CERTIFIED BY AN AUTHORIZED FEDERAL, STATE, OR COUNTY OFFI-
CER AS BEING NOXIOUS WEED SEED FREE. THIS CERTIFICATION SHALL BE ATTACHED TO EACH
BALE FOR BALED FEED. OTHER PELLETIZED FEED OR GRAIN MUST MEET CURRENT CERTIFICA-

TION STANDARDS IN MONTANA FOR WEED SEED FREE FEED.

THE AREA TO BE RESTRICTED IS DESCRIBED AS:
Scapegcat Wildernass: The portion of the Scapegoat Wildemess on the Lolo National Forest in
Townships 16N, 17N, and 18N; Ranges W, 10W, 11W, and 12W, PMM. Maps of this area are

available on request from the Seeley Lake Ranger District or from the Lolo National Forest Supervi-
sors Office.

This order Is effective July 1, 1994,

Done at Missoula, Montana this th day of June, 1983,

ORVILLE L. DANIELS
Forest Supervisor
Lolo National Forest

Violations of this prohibition are punishable by a fine of not more than $5,000.00 or imprisonment for not
more than 6 months or both,

16USC551
18USC3571



United States Forest Helena Natlonal Forest
Department of Service 2880 Skyway Drive
Agriculture ) Helena, MT 58601

Reply to:  1820/2030

Date: May 24, 1993

Dear Forest Plan Participant:

Thank you for your continuing interest in the management of the Helena National Forest and the Bob
Marshall Wilderness Complex (BMWC). As you probably know, the BMWC is managed by the Helena,
Flathead, Lewis and Clark, and Lolo National Forests.

Since 1986, the Forests have requested comments on weed management from over 1,200 individuals
and groups. Each Forest has also done at least one Environmental Impact Statement on their weed
management programs. Three recurrent issues have come up. They are:

1. What are the potential impacts of weeds on forest resocurces?
2. What are the potential impacts of weed control methods on forest resources?
3. How will weed management methods affect human health?

We recently reviewed how the Forest Plans addressed wilderness weed management. Based on that
review, each Forest Supervisor signed a decision to update their Forest Plan standard. The new
standard will better enable wilderness managers to comply with the Wilderness Act by using an
integrated pest management approach to weed management. The present standard limits managers
by emphasizing the control of weeds after they establish, The amended standard will enable us to more
effectively prevent the establishment and spread of weeds through the use of weed free feeds. | believe
that preventing weeds is more ecologically sound than treating them after they establish. To ensure
consistency, the wording of this standard will be identical for each Forest.

I've attached a copy of the decision for your review. Please feel free to contact Charlie Hester, Lincoln
Ranger District, at 362-4265 if you have any questions. Thanks again for your interest.

Sincerely,

e & Gt

JAMES E. GUEST
Acting Forest Supervisor

Enclosure



DECISION MEMO

Nonsignificant Forest Plan Amendment
for
Implementation of an Integrated Pest Management Approach to Weed Management
in
The Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex

FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 17
HELENA NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 6
LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11
LOLO NATIONAL FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 17

April, 1993

. Summary

The Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex (BMWC) includes the Bob Marshall, Great Bear, and Scapegoat
Wildernesses. The complex lies within the Flathead, Helena, Lewis and Clark, and Lolo National Forests.
Each of these four respective Forest Plans include identical language regarding noxious weeds and

livestock fead in the wildemess.

This Forest Plan amendment responds to rising public concern about the establishment and spread of
noxious weeds in the wildemess by replacing the existing Standard common to all four Farests Plans with

a Standard that reads:

*Managers shall inform wildemess users of the noxious weed problem and will use an Integrated
Pest Management approach to prevent, control, or eradicate noxious weeds in the wilderness."

The present standard reads:

*Managers will inform persons using stock in the wildemess of the noxious weed problem. When
supplemantal feed is required, encourage the use of weed-fres hay and pellets. Wilderness
manager-public contacss should emphasize the relationship between overused, disturbed sites and
noxious weed establishment. Stock users will be encouraged to use weed-free hay, but certification
will not be mandatory.* '

The present standard limits each Forest to the controi of weeds after they have become established. The
new Integrated Pest Management (IPM) standard will allow each Forest to more effectively prevent the
establishment of weeds in the BMWC., Initial implementation of this management strategy will begin with
sach Forest issuing an Order requiring weed seed free feed (WSFF) in the BMWC. This Order is categori-
cally excluded from further documentation under FSM 1809.15 Chapter 31.1b item #1. This requirement
will be phased in to give the public time to adjust and to ensure that an adequate supply of WSFF is
avaiiable. Both the public and scientific community will be asked for recommandations on other integrated
pest management methods to prevent the establishment and spread of weeds.

Il. Reasons for this Decision

The Wilderness Act (P.L. 88-577) defines wilderness in part as an area *where the earth and community
of life are untrammeled by man.® Although wilderness may be viewed as those areas that are “left alone®,
human impacts have challenged the ability of the Forest Service to comply with the Wilderness Act. The



the Lewis and Clark Forest mailed out 94 letters asking for comment on their weed management program.
The Forest received 1B responses. In November, 1887, the Lolo Forest sent out over 1000 letters asking
for comment on weed management on the Forest, Sixty-two responses were received. On January 5, 1990,
the Lolo Forest sent out another 850 letters asking for comment. Thirty-six responses were received. Since
that time the Loio Forest has mailed out another 250 letters asking for comment on specific weed control
projects. On February 1, 1991, the Flathead Forest senit out requests to 186 individuals and groups asking
for public comment on weeds in the wilderness. The Forest received 30 responses, On February 28, 1992,
the Flathead Forest sent out another 60 letters to interested groups and individuals asking for additional
public comments on weeds in the wilderness. The Forest received 3 responses. On January 29, 1883, the
Flathead asked for public comment on their second Weed Management EIS. They received 13 responses.

Public comments revealed widespread concem about the noxious weed problem and supported an
emphasis on prevention in order to minimize the need for direct control measures. Particular concern was
expressed over the establishment and spread of weeds in the wildemess. Additional concern was ex-
pressed about preventing the transport of weed seed in livestock feeds. Biological controls were also
generally viewed as an acceptable long term weed management approach.

V. Contact Person

The contact person for additional information on this amendment is Robert Meuchel, Program Officer for
Planning, Lolo National Forest, Building 24, Fort Missoula, Missoula, MT 53801

V. Appeal Rights

This decision may be implemented 7 days after publication in the Missoulian, the Great Falls Tribune, the
Helena independent Record, and the Daily Interiake. Forest Plan amendments are subject to appeal under
36 CFR 217.3()(1). The 45-day appeal period will begin immediately after publication of this notice inthese
newspapers. Appeliants must fila two copies of a Notice of Appeal with the Regional Forester, 200 East
Broadway, P.O. Box 7669, Missoula, MT 59807, Notices of Appeal must meet the requirements of 36 CFR

217.9,

S/ 55
Date

LD HOLTROP
lathead National Forest Supervisor

G Wl e

ERNEST R. NUNN Datg  ~
Helena National Forest Supervisor

- ﬁm/ﬂf-é—fdw z.——u— : - cy //_/?—3
JOHN GORMAN . Date”
Lewis and Clark National Forest Supervisor
S /53
VILLE L. DANIE: Date

#

l.olo National Forest Supervisor



HELENA NATIONAL FOREST

LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AMENDMENT #7

JUNE 17, 1883

This site specific amendment excepts the Miller Mountain hard rock mineral exploration project area from
Forest Plan standards for open road density and hiding cover (Big game standards 3 and 4, Helena Forest
Plan, p. Il/17). This amendment also excepts the project area from the Visual Quality Management Standard
of partial retention for lands in the project area that are within a W-2 management area alflocation (Helena
Forest Plan, p. Il/53). The change is needed because the current phase of this exploration project is for
continued drilling and road construction to outline the mineral resources. Mineral expioration activily is
consistent with Forest-wide direction for locatable minerals (Helena Forest Plan, p.1l/27) and is a recognized
use and activity within the management area direction for National Forest lands in the project area (Helena
Forest Plan, p. IIi/54. From the exploration information developed through this activity, a future decision may
be made whether or not to develop a mine. During these phases of project activity, the Forest Plan standards
for open road density and hiding cover, and visual quality cannot be met.

The following information describes the location and acres of the area to be excepted from meeting the
identified Forest Plan standards. Location maps are attached. Detailed maps and descriptions are on file in
the Land Management Planning Office, Helena National Forest Supervisors’ Office in Helena and the

Townsend Ranger District Office.

DISTRICT PROJECT NAME ACRES EXCLUDED FROM ACRES EXCLUDED FROM
MEETING FOREST PLAN MEETING FOREST PLAN
STANDARD FOR OPEN ROAD STANDARD FOR VISUAL
DENSITY AND HIDING COVER QUALITY
Townsend | Miller Mountain Approximately 590 acres; Approximately 225 acres
Expioration Plan T10N, R3E, Sec. 12, 13; (within same area)
of Operations T10N, R4E, Sec. 18,19

*#****END OF AMENDMENT****
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Unlted States Forest Helena National Forest
Department of Service 2880 Skyway Drive
Agriculture Helena, MT 59601

Reply to: 1920

Date: June 23, 1993

Dear interested Party:

Enclosed is the Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact for Pegasus Gold Corporations’
1993 Milier Mountain Plan of Operations and the associated site specific Helena Forest Plan Amendment
#7. A copy of Forest Plan Amendment #7 is also enclosed. This amendment has been determined to
be a nonsignificant amendment. Under National Forest Management Act regulations, Forest Supervi-
sors must determine if Forest Plan amendments are significant or nonsignificant.

The Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact was signed on June 17 and a notice
announcing the decision was published in the legal notice section of the Helena Independent Record

on June 20, 1993.

if you have any questions about these decisions or would like additional information, please contact
Dennis Heffner at (406) 449-5201 or George Weldon at (406) 266-3425. Thank you for your continued
interest in the Helena National Forest.

Sincerely,

THOMAS J. CLIFFORD
Forest Supervisor

Enclosures (2)

cc.  George Weldon, Townsend Ranger District



DECISION NOTICE
and
FINDING OQF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

FOR
PEGASUS GOLD CORPORATION'S
PLAN OF OPERATION AND RECLAMATION
FOR THE MILLER MOUNTAIN PROJECT
USDA Forest Service

Helena National Forest
Townsend Ranger District

Broadwater and Meagher Counties, Montana



. INTRODUCTION

An Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Miter Mountain exploration Pian of Operations
submitted by Pegasus Gold Corporation on January 12, 1993 with changes on April 23 and May 6, 1993. The
proposed activities include drilling 79 hotes and constructing approximately 12,500 feet of new access road
Approximately 8600 feet of road and 66 drill pads from prior exploration activity will be reclaimed in 1883.
Some additional drilling and road construction would occur on adjacent private land, however the predomi-
nant amount of activity, including the reclamation, is on National Forest j{ands Pegasus’ proposed activities
are located in T10N, R2E. Sections 12, 13, 23 and 24; and in T10N, R3E, Sections 18 and 19, approximately
25 miles northeast of Townsend, Montana in the Confederate Guich area.

in a connected action, | propose to make a site specific amendment to the Helena Forest Plan to except the
project area from meeting Helena Forest Plan standards for open road density and hiding cover (Helena
Forest Plan standards for big game, #3 and 4, p. i/17-18}, and the visual quality standard of partial retention
in the W-2 management area portion of the project area (Helena Forest Plan visual standard for management
area W-2, p. lli/53). The Planning regulations and Forest Service policy permits Forest Pian amendments
resulting from analyses conducted during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR 219.10(f) and FSM 1922 5).
The need for excepting the project area from these standards through a Forest Plan amendment was
determined through site specific project analysis and associated ground inspection by analysis team mem-

bers.

The open road density standard for the elk herd unit in this area is 0.1 miles per square mile where available
hiding cover is 30% or less (Helena Forest Plan p.li/18). The existing road density in the specific project area
is approximately 14 miles of road per square mile due to recent and past mineral exploration activities,
Approximately 8 miles of these roads are open during general rifle season. The hiding cover in the herd unit
averages about 19%, primarily due to inherent topography and vegetation.

Approximately 225 acres of the project area has a management allocation of W-2. Visual quality standards
for this management area is partial retention. The "partial retention® objective for visual quality provides for
management activities that remain visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape. Exploration road
construction in the area precludes meeting the visual quality standards

The area considered for the amendment is outlined in Figure 2 of the EA and includes approximately 590
acres.

1. Issues, Concerns and Public Involvement

Public comments for the proposed project were solicited through a media release in weekly and daily
newspapers, in newsletters and through letters to interested public groups. The letters to public groups were
sent and articles published in newspapers the weeks of January 28th and February 1st, 1983, in addition,
copies of the Plan of Operation were circulated among resources personnel of the Helena National Forest
and Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP). Comments received from the public are cn
file and available for review at the Townsend Ranger District.

From the public, a total of 2 written comments were received. An interdisciplinary team composed of Forest
Service resources specialists reviewed the public and agency comments. Two issues were identified that led
to the development of three alternatives. The issues identified were;

Issue-Open road density’ and hiding cover? in the Confederate elk herd unit are outside of Forest Plan
standards for these parameters and the exploration proposal leads 1o additional new roads. Although
most of the new road would be closed, about 3,000 feet would be open.



'Open road density is the number of miles of road open during hunting season per square mile of area
=Hiding cover is that type of vegetation which conceals 90% or more of a standing elk at 200 feet (Helena

Forest Plan, p I1-18}).

Issue-Visual quality standards for the W-2 management area portion of the project are for partial
retention® The amount of roads constructed in the W-2 area precludes the project from meeting the
visual standards

3partial retention for visual management is described where management activities remain visually subordi-
nate to the characteristic landscape.

Other comments and concerns were evaluated but did not lead to the development of an alternative.

Iil. Alternatives

Three alternatives were given detailed consideration in the analysis. These alternatives and their relative
consideration of the exploration project and Forest Plan amendment are:

Alternative 1. No Action

No new road construction or drilling would occur on National Forest lands. Potential mineral deposits wouid
not be identified and quantified. Elk security acres would remain unchanged. Open road density would remain
unchanged. The landscape would continue to appear altered Dy management activities The project area
would not be excluded from meeting Forest Plan standards for open road density, hiding cover, and visual
quality and a Forest Plan amendment would not be made.

Alternative 2: Proposed Action

Pegasus would conduct exploration activities in the project area after the spring calving period. They would
conduct the reclamation for 1993 as outlined in the 1992 Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact
for Miller Mountain Exploration Activities (Helena National Forest, June 3, 1892). The project area would be
outside of Forest Plan standards for open road density and hiding cover, and visual quality in management
area W-2. A Forest Plan amendment excepting the area from meeting these standards would not be done.

Alternative 3: Modified Proposal and Forest Plan Amendment

This alternative addresses the issues of elk security as measured by hiding cover and open road density, and
meeting visual quality standards. Pegasus would conduct their activities with mitigation identified to address
elk security and visual quality issues. A Forest Plan amendment would also be written to exclude the area
from hiding cover and open road density standards and visual quality standards.

IV. Declsion

Based on the analysis documented in the EA, it is my decision to select Alternative 3 - Modified proposed
action and Forest Plan amendment, The decision is to approve the construction of 12,500 feet of new road
and 79 drill sites with mitigation as outlined in Appendix A of the EA, and to approve a site specific Forest
Plan amendment to except 590 acres of the project area from meeting Helena Forest Plan standards for road
density and hiding cover, and approximately 225 acres of W-2 Management Area allocation within the project
area from meeting the Management Area standard for visual quality. This action is described and analyzed
in the EA that was prepared for this proposal. The EA and analysis are filed and available for public review
at the Townsend Ranger District. With selection of this alternative it also continues the actions identified in

the Decision Notice for Miller Mountain dated June 3, 1992.



V. Rationale for Decislon
| have selected Alternative 3 based on the following:

Alternative 3 allows for exploration activities in the project area while also implementing measures to reduce
current open road density in the Confederate elk herd unit. These measures inciude:

a. road closures in areas of new road construction

b. implementing new closure methods in Jimmys Guich area closure adjacent to the Miller
Mountain

¢. incorporating the reclamation schedule established in the 1992 Decision Notice and Finding
of No Significant Impact for Miller Mountain Exploration

in addition, | have determined that the Forest Plan amendment providing for exclusion of the project area from
meeting Forest Plan standards for road density, hiding cover and visual guality is not significant since it
involves a relatively small area and will not alter the multiple use goals and objectives for long term land and
resource management. Adoption of this amendment will not significantly change the Forest wide environmen-
tal impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement. it should be noted that this
Forest Plan amendment is for this specific project only and is being made to provide for implementing the
Forest Plan Management area direction for minerals. One of my primary considerations for deciding to amend
the Forest Plan was that for the hunting district that contains the Confederate elk herd unit, the harvest levels
for bulls for the first week of the season were meeting the objective stated in the Forest plan. For visual quality,
timely and effective reclamation will move this project area closer to the Visual quality objectives as stated
in the Helena Forest Plan in the long run. -

Vi. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

| considered the following factors and information developed during the analysis before reaching my determi-
nation that preparation of an environmental impact statement is not needed:

{a) Context.

The setting of the proposal and associated disturbance is the Miller Mountain area of the Confederate
elk herd unit. The Confederate elk herd unit was defined as the area that the proposal would influence
with respect to the big game resource. The action proposed is a continuation of mineral exploration
activities conducted since 1984 and is an activity which is a recognized use within the Forest Plan
Management Areas involved. The cumulative effects of past management, cambined with the current
proposal, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are displayed in Chapter 4 of the EA. The existing
conditions described in Chapter 3 are the conditions resulting from historical mining activity and the
past 8 years of management activities. The selected alternative is consistent with the management
direction, standards and guidelines outlined in the Helena Forest Plan (USDA, 1986) with the exception
of not meeting hiding cover and open road density standards within the Confederate elk herd unit, and
exceeding visual quality objectives as identified in Management Area W-2. However, adoption of an
amendment for this project to implement Forest Plan direction for minerals exploration and develop-
ment will not significantly change the Forest wide environmental impacts disclosed in the Helena
Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement, and it will not alter the multiple use goals and objectives
for long term land and resource management.



{b) Intensity.

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.

impacts associated with the alternatives are discussed in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 of the EA These impacts
are within the range of those identified in the Helena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Staterment (USDA
Forest Service, 1986). The actions would not have significant impacts on other resources identified and
described in Chapter 3 of the EA. Impacts from the selected alternative are not unique to this project, previous
projects have had similar activities and non-significant effects.

1 conclude that the beneficial and adverse effects of the selected alternative are not significant in the context
of proposed and cumulative effects.

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety,

Public health and safsty was ot identified as an issue during the scoping process. However, during
implementation of Alternative 3, Pegasus is required to abide by public health and safety requirements of the
State of Montana Also, upon request by a Forest Officer, Pegasus would be required to implement any
appropriate public safety practices deemed necessary.

Based upon this Information, and mitigation measures, | have concluded that the selected alternative does
not constitute a threat to public health or safety. The project does not involve National Defense or Security.

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area. .

Field reviews conducted for this analysis identified no impacts to any unique geographic areas. None of the
alternatives enter any roadless areas and do not impact any wetlands, farmiands or floodplains. A cultural
res surce inventory has been completed for the project area and no sites will be affected by the selected
akernative. | conclude that there will be no significant effects on unique resource characteristics.

4, The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly
contraversial.

This EA is tiered to the Helena Forest Plan EIS. Forestwide effects of the Forest Plan's standards were
disclosed in that EiS. All action alternatives considered in the EA meet Forest Plan standards with the
exception of the standards for open road density and hiding cover in the Confederate elk herd unit and the
visual quality standards in Management Area W-2 in the project area. Within the herd unit, the cpen road
density and hiding cover standards would only be attainable if there were almost no roads in the area due
to the inherent openess of the terrain. Alternative 3 provides for the most reasonable reduction in open road
density and increase in elk security acres of the three alternatives analyzed Alternative 3 will not affect existing
elk security areas because the new roads that travers near identified security areas will be unavailable for
public use. Visual quality in the project area is altered by the exploration activities that have occurred.
Reclamation bonding and standards provide for restoration of much of the disturbance. Visual quality effects
are considered relatively short term as reclamation proceeds and vegetation becomes reestablished.

There has been no information presented as a result of scoping efforts and interagency communications to
indicate controversial results from the analyses conducted. Therefore, | conclude that that the environmental

effiects associated with this action wiil not be highly controversial.

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or
invoive unique or unknown risks.



Responsible mineral exploration has occurred on the Helena National Forest and other forest lands for more
than 10 years. Pegasus' proposal involves accepted mineral exploration practices and mitigation require-
ments. Thus, | conclude that the effects of the proposed action are not uncertain nor involve unique or

unknown risks.

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.

Actions simitar to the proposed project have occurred within the same area since 1984. Effects of these
activities are localized and relatively short-term in nature. The new roads identified for this proposal are
temporary and are bonded for reclamation. They will not become Forest system roads. In the event that mine
development and mining is planned, a new, extensive environmental analysis would be initiated by the Forest
Service and the State of Montana.

7. Whether the action Is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulative
significant impacts.

Chapter 4 of the EA discusses the combined effects of the project with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions. Based on the discussion in the EA, I've concluded that there are no cumulatively

significant impacts.

8. The degree to which the action may affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed
in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause ioss or destruction
of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources, -

A cultural resource inventory was done on the project area and no sites were identified within the proposed
disturbance area. Numerous cultural resources field reviews have been conducted in the area for previous
proposals. Alf cultural resources identified have been avoided during operations.

Based upon this information, and concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer, | conclude this
action will not cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural or historic resources.

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or
its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

A biological evaluation was conducted and it was concluded that the proposed action would have no effect
on threatened, endangered or sensitive animals and no effect on sensitive species of plants (Ondov, 1992;
Ondov and Lavell, 1992; Lavell, 1993).

10, Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements
imposed for the protectlon of the environment.

As stated in the Introduction, above, this project is consistent with Forest Plan management standards with
the exception of the standards for hiding cover, open road density and visual quality. The selected alternative
excepting the Forest Plan standards for road density, hiding cover and visual guality is not a significant Forest
Plan amendment. The site specific Forest Plan amendment involves a relatively smaill area and will not alter
the multiple use goals and objectives for long term land and resource management. Scoping activities and
the environmental analysis completed for this proposal did not identify any actions or effects that would
threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements. Thus, | conclude that this project is in
compliance with statutes imposed for the protection of the environment.



Finding

Based upon the analysis disclosed in the Miller Mountain Project EA, and my evaluation of the factors
described in 40 CFR 1508.27, | find that this is not a major Federal action that will significantly affect the guality
of the hurman environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not needed.

Vil. MITIGATION

Practices that apply to the selected alternative to protect resources or mitigate effects of road construction
on elk security are listed in Chapter 2 and Appendix A of the EA. These include road and drill pad reclamation,
seasonal and year around road closures, best management practices, noxious weed control, timing of
activities and protection of archaeological resources.

Vill. MONITORING AND EVALUATION

inspections will be conducted by the minerals administrator while drilling and construction are ongoing.
Regular inspections of revegetation success, weed infestations, project area fences, traffic activity and the
overail mineral exploration operation will be conducted and evaluated.

IX. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

The results of this analysis have been discussed with the Montana Department of Fish, Wiidlife and Parks,
and with the Hard Rock Bureau of the Montana Department of State lands. -

X. APPEAL RIGHTS

if you have concerns about this decision, please contact me so that | may hear and discuss those concerns
with you. Far additional information regarding this decision or the Forest Service appeals process, contact
George A. Weldon, Townsend Ranger District, Box 29, Townsend, MT 59644 or telephone (406} 266-3425.
This decision may be implemented 7 days after public netification and is subject to administrative review
pursuant to 36 CFR 217 or 36 CFR 251 within 45 days from the date of initial publication of this decision in
the newspaper. Any appeal must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9 or 36 CFR 251.80, Content of Notice
of Appeal, including the reasons for appeal and must be filed with Dave Jolly, Regional Forester, Federal
Building, 200 East Broadway, P.O. Box 7668, Missoula, Mt 58807.

TOM CLIFFORD
Forest Supervisor
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT NO. 8
AUGUST 13, 1993
This amendment changes the Management Area (MA) designation for approximately 120
acres of National Forest system iand in the Gipsy Creek drainage ( E 1/2 Sec 32 and W 1/2
Sec 33, T8N, R4E ).

The following information describes the location and acres of the changed Management Area
allocation. A location map is attached.

Detailed maps and descriptions are on file in the Land Management Planning Office, Helena
National Forest Supervisor's Office in Helena, and the Townsend Ranger District Office.

FROM TO
DISTRICT PROJECT MA ACRES MA ACRES
NAME
Townsend Gipsy Creek L-1 20 W-2 20
T-1 100 Ww-2 100

**END OF AMENDMENT***

file://K:\Imp\planning\plan_amendments\amendments\number8.himi 3/6/00



Decision Notice
and
Finding of No Significant Impact

For

Amendment Neo. 8
to the
Helena National Forest Plan

USDA Forest Service
Helena National Forest
Townsend Ranger District

Meagher and Broadwater Counties, Montana

. Proposed Action

he Helena National Forest proposes to amend the Forest Plan to change the Management Area (MA) designation
n approximately 120 acres of land which is currently designated as MA T-1 and L-1 (approximately 100 acres and
0 acres respectively). This proposed change is in response to newly identified site specific information generated
wough environmental analysis completed for the Kissing Gipsy Timber Sale Environmental Assessment, which
ras ~-~available during the Forest Planning process.

he w..endment would reassign the area of approximately 120 acres to a W-2 management allocation.

[. Background

1 reviewing Management Area suitability in the Kissing Gipsy project area (Kissing Gipsy EA, 1992), the
rterdisciplinary team found that in one instance, on-the-ground conditions did not fit with the management area
oals as identified in the 1986 Helena National Forest Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan, Pages 111/30-33).

‘he need for change was found through site specific project analysis and associated ground inspection by Interdisci-
linary Team (IDT) members and visual inspection of the Forest Plan map by Helena Forest personnel. As a result
f environmental analysis for the Kissing Gipsy project it was found that an area of approximately 120 acres within
1e project boundary did not match the physical conditions described in the Forest Plan data base. Through site
secific analysis it was found that the 120 acre area contains an aggregation of riparian areas which form a mosiac
f extremely wet and moist sites as well as several well defined stream channels. Due to the combination of riparian
onditions, steeper slopes, and broken topography we have determined that the area is not suitable for intensive
mber or livestock management. The area does have the physical characteristics and biological components that fit
rell with the W-2 Management Area goals and objectives.

i1 pna National Forest Plan



e National Forest land within the Helena National Forest has been divided into 23 Management Areas, each with
ferent management goals, resource potential, and limitations (Forest Plan, pages 1II/1 and I1I/2). The three
nagement areas that would be affected by this change are Management Areas T-1, L-1, and W-2:

-The goal for Management Area T-1 is to emphasize cost effective timber production, provide healthy timber
stands and optimize timber growing potential, maintain water quality and stream bank stability, and protect
soil stability (Forest Plan, page I11/30).

-The goal for Management Area L-1 is to optimize livestock production through intensive grazing systems,
while maintaining other resource uses (Forest Plan, page III/11).

-The goal for Management Area W-2 is to maintain or enhance spring, summer, and fall habitat characteristics
for big game species; provide habitat diversity for non-game wildlife species; and provide forage for both big
game and livestock. Generally W-2 areas consist of "riparian and other lands that have forage, resting, and

security characteristics and provide important spring, summer, and fall requirements for all big game species.
Range allotments are in parts of the area" (Forest Plan, page I11/53).

. Alternatives
1. No action - make no changes in Management Area allocation.
2. Change Management Area allocation as proposed.
3. Delay any change in Management Area allocation until Forest Plan revision.

4. Leave Management Area allocation as it is and implement timber harvest activity on the site.

Environmental Consequences

ere are no environmental consequences as a result of implementing Alternatives 1-3 as no activities are being
iposed in the 120 acre area under consideration.

ernative 4 was examined in the Kissing Gipsy EA and was found to be an infeasible alternative as the interdiscip-
ary team specialist determined that the area could not be harvested in compliance with existing state and federal
/S,

. Decision - Forest Plan Amendment

s my decision to amend the Helena Forest Plan at this time to reallocate 120 acres from Management Areas T-1
10 acres) and L-1 (20 acres) to Management Area W-2.

e 120 acres wiil be changed to Management Area W-2 so that identified resource values can be better managed.
e attached map)



I} ~""MA Non-significant Amendment

I have determined that this amendment does not result in a significant change to the Helena National Forest Plan.
'he determination that this is a non-significant amendment is made in accordance with the requirements of 16
15.C. 1640(f), 36 CFR 219.10(e) and (f), 36 CFR 219.12(k), and Forest Service Manual 1920. Actions under this
mendment will not significantly change the multiple-use goals or objectives for long-term land and resource
yanagement nor significantly change the planned annual outputs for the Forest.

11, Finding of No Significant Impact

have determined that this is not a major Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human
nvironment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not needed. This determination is based on the

sllowing factors:
1. There are no physical or biological effects.
2. There are no effects on public health and safety.
3. There are no effects on any unique characteristics of the area.
4. There are no effects that are highly controversial.
. There are no effects that are highly uncertain, or involve unique or unknown risks.

6. There are no actions which establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects nor represent a
decision in principle about a future consideration.

7. There are no significant cumulative effects.
8. There are no effects on inventoried cultural resource sites,
9. There are no effects on threatened or endangered species or their habitats.

10. The proposed action complies with all Federal, State, and local laws and requirements for the protection of
the environment.

X. Appeal Rights

his decision may be implemented 7 days after the Legal Notice announcing this decision is published in the Helena
:dependent Record. Forest Plan amendments are subject to appeal under 36 CFR 217. The 45 day appeal period
/i1l begin upon initial publication of the Legal Notice in the Independent Record. Appellants must file two copies
f a Notice of Appeal with the Regional Forester, 200 East Broadway, P.O. Box 7669, Missoula, Mt. 59807. Itis
e snsibility of those who appeal a decision to provide the reviewing officer sufficient narrative evidence and



ument to show why the decision should be changed or reversed. Any appeal must meet the requirements of 36
R 217.9.

Contact Person
ditional information may be obtained from:

ry Adelblue, Team LeaderGeorge Weldon

nd Management PlanningDistrict Ranger

lena National ForestTownsend Ranger District
30 Skyway Drive415 S.Front, Box 29

lena, Mt. 59601 Townsend, Mt. 59644

omas J. CLIFFORDDate
rest Supervisor



Title Page 1 of 1

HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT NO. 9
AUGUST 13, 1993
This amendment modifies a Management Area boundary mapped during the Forest Plan
process. The change is needed to assign appropriate management direction and Forest Plan
standards for approximately 40 acres of National Forest system land in McQuithy Gulch
( NW 1/4 Sec 15, T12N, R7W).

The following information describes the location and acres of the changed Management Area
allocation. A location map is attached.

Detailed maps and descriptions are on file in the Land Management Planning Office, Helena
National Forest Supervisor's Office in Helena, and the Helena Ranger District Office.

FROM TO
DISTRICT PROJECT MA ACRES MA ACRES
NAME
Helena McQuithy M-1 40 T-1 40
*END OF AMENDMENT*™*

file://K:\Imp\planning\planwamendments\amendments\numberg.html 3/6/00



Forest Plan Amendment No.9
Nonsignificant Amendment to the Helena National Forest Plan

USDA Forest Service
Helena National Forest

Yecision: It is my decision to amend the Helena National Forest Plan to make a Management Area boundary
djustment involving 40 acres in McQuithy Gulch (NW 1/4 Sec 15, T12n, R7W). This amendment is based on site
pecific information developed during project planning. The amendment changes the Management Area allocation
or the 40 acres from an M-1 to a T-1 designation.

ta’ fe for the Decision: Forest Service policy permits Forest Plan amendments resulting from analysis
oL sd during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR 219.10(f) and FSM 1922.5). The need for change was found
hrough site specific field inspections and evaluations by IDT specialists. The existing Management Area boundary
plits an 80 acre stand of 28 year old simber into two different Forest Plan allocations. The upper and lower portions
f the stand are within the suitable timber base with a T-1 Management Area allocation, while the central portion (40
cres) of the stand is outside of the suitable timber base with an M-1 Management Area allocation. The 40 acres of
/-1 allocation are identical to the remaining portion of the stand and are suitable for timber management. The
nformation gathered from on-the-ground reconnaissance of the area indicates that adjusting the management area
oundary to incorporate the entire stand within the T-1 Management Area allocation will allow for stocking
eduction treatments to reduce competition both within tree canopies and in the root zomes. 1 believe the
Aanagement Area boundary adjustment will provide for more appropriate and efficient management of the entire
tand, based on more detailed site condition information than was available during the original Forest Planning

TOCess.

{onsignificant NFMA Amendment: I have determined the proposed change is not a significant Forest Plan
mendment since the decision will not alter the Forest multiple use goals and objectives for long term land and
esource management. Through this decision the acreage change in Management Area allocations is minor and
doption of this amendment will not significantly change the Forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in the
lelena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement (ELS).

mplementation: This decision may be implemented 7 days after the Legal Notice announcing this decision is
ublished in the Helena Independent Record.

\d~ ° istrative Appeal: Forest Plan amendments are subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217. The 45 day appeal
12 /ill begin upon initial publication of the Legal Notice in the Helena Independent Record. Appellants must



: two copies of a Notice of Appeal with the Regional Forester, 200 East Broadway, P.0. Box 7669, Missoula, Mt.
807. It is the responsibility of those who appeal a decision to provide the reviewing officer sufficient narrative

idence and argument to show why the decision should be changed or reversed. Any appeal must meet the
jutrements of 36 CFR 217.9.

mtact Person:
lditional information may be obtained from:

ry Adelblue, Team LeaderDennis Hart

nd Management PlanningDistrict Ranger
lena National ForestHelena Ranger District
30 Skyway Drive2001 Poplar Street

lena, Mt. 59601Helena, MT. 59601

Thomas J. CliffordDate
-est Supervisor
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT NO. 10
July, 1995

This amendment identifies several language changes in management area direction within
the Elkhorn Mountains based on information developed during site specific analysis efforts.

The specific changes are listed below.

On page 1I/81, delete the paragraph under the Recreation standards section for
Management Area Elkhorn-1 and replace it with the following:

- Motorized dispersed recreation activities are limited to designated routes and/or areas.

On page |1/83, delete the first paragraph under the Facilities standards section for
Management Area Elkhorn-1 and replace it with the following:

- The public lands in the Elkhorn Mountains are administered under an area closure.
Motorized vehicle use is limited to designated routes and/or designated areas. Timing
limitations identifying the permitted season of use or daily time of use may also be specified
for individual designated routes or areas.

On page 11/86, delete the statement "(See Elkhorn Travel Management Direction, Figure lil-
1.)" from the first paragraph under the Facilities standards section for Management Area

Elkhorn-2.

On page /87, delete the second paragraph under the Recreation standards section for
Management Area Elkhorn-3 and replace it with the following:

- Motorized dispersed recreation activities are limited to designated routes and/or areas.

On page 1I/89, delete the first paragraph under the Facilities standards section for
Management Area Elkhorn-3 and replace it with the following;

- The public lands in the Elkhorn Mountains are administered under an area closure,
Motorized vehicle use is limited to designated routes and/or designated areas. Timing
limitations identifying the permitted season of use or daily time of use may also be specified
for individual designated routes or areas.

On page 11792, under the Facilities standards section for Management Area Elkhorn-4 add
the following:

- The public lands in the Elkhorn Mountains are administered under an area closure.
Motorized vehicle use is limited to designated routes and/or designated areas. Timing
limitations identifying the permitied season of use or daily time of use may also be specified

file://K:\Imp\planning\plan_amendments\amendments\number1 0_final.html 3/6/00
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for individual designated routes or areas.

Page 111/93, Figure Iii-1, delete the entire page. The Forest Visitor Map will be used to display
the travel management program for the Eikhorn Mountains, as it is for the remainder of the
Forest. (see Forest Plan page l1/17, item 4 paragraph 2)

*** End of Amendment ***

file://KA\imp\planning\plan_amendments\amendments\inumber10_final.html 3/6/00
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT NO. 11
July, 1995
This amendment identifies an exception to the Forest Plan open road density standards for

the Sheep Creek and Kimber Gulich elk herds based on information developed during site
specific analysis efforts.

The specific Forest Plan amendment language follows and is to be added at the end of
section 4.a. on Forest Plan Page 1/18.

Based on more detailed site specific analysis, exceptions to the open road density limits
listed above have been identified.

Within the Elkhorn Mountain Sheep Creek elk herd unit, roads will be managed during the
general big game hunting season to maintain an open road density of no more than 0.23

mi/miZ.

Within the Elkhorn Mountain Kimber Gulch elk herd unit, roads will be managed during the
general big game hunting season to maintain an open road density of no more than 0.22

mi/mi®.

> End of Amendment ***

file:// K:\imp\pianning\plan_,,amendments\amendments\number‘1 i.html 3/6/00
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Forest Plan Amendment No. 12
Nonsignificant Amendment to the Helena National Forest Plan
USDA Forest Service
Helena National Forest
January 1996

Decision: It is my decision to amend the Helena National Forest Plan to delete Kingsberry
Gulch as a proposed Research Natural Area (Forest Plan, pg. I1/9) and to add Indian
Meadows and Cabin Guich as new proposed RNA's. This amendment is based on site
specific information developed during ground truthing of all three of these areas. It is also
based on the Helena National Forest Oil and Gas Leasing analysis (Chapters 3 and 4) and
Record of Decision. The amendment changes the Kingsberry Gulch allocation from an N-1 to
a M-1 designation. It also changes the Cabin Guich area of M-1 and L-2 Management Areas
to N-1 Management Area. The Indian Meadows area is changed from R-1 MA 1o an N-1 MA.
(An additional 230 acres of this proposed Research Natural Area extends into the Scapegoat
Wilderness. The management area designation for this portion of the proposed Indian
Meadows Research Natural Area does not change from the existing P-1 designation.)

Rationale for the Decision: Forest Service policy permits Forest Plan amendments
resulting from analysis conducted during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR 219.10(f) and
FSM 1922.5). The need for change was determined through site specific field inspections
and evaluations by IDT specialists as well as analysis that took place during the Helena
National Forest Oil and Gas Leasing EIS (Chapiers 3 and 4). The need for this amendment
as a part of the oil and gas leasing decision became apparent between the draft EIS and the
final EIS. The proposed Kingsbury Guich Research Natural Area was reviewed on the
ground to determine how well it met criteria for establishing RNA's. In part, the criteria for
selection includes areas that represent the ecological conditions needed to complete the
natural areas system and where human disturbance is not evident for the past 50 years.
Kingsberry Guich did not meet either of these criteria. The desired habitat types identified in
the Forest Plan were not well represented and the area had previous mining evidence as

well as active claims.

Cabin Guich and Indian Meadows, on the other hand, met the selection criteria for RNA's
and contain the habitat types listed in the Forest Plan (pg. 1//9). Ground truthing has occurred
in both of these areas and there has been a draft Establishment Report prepared which
recommends both for Research Natural Areas.

Significance: | have determined the proposed change is not a significant Forest Plan
amendment since the decision will not alter the Forest muiltiple use goals and objectives for
jong term land and resource management. Through this decision the acreage change in
Management Area allocations is minor and adoption of this amendment will not significantly
change the Forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest Plan
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Implementation: The decision will be implemented prior to implementation of the Helena

file://K:\imp\planning\plan_amendments\amendments\number1 2rna.htmi 3/6/00
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National Forest and Elkhorn Mountains Portion of the Deerlodge National Forest Oil and Gas
Leasing Decision. A copy of the Amendment will be sent to all those who have requested
notice of Forest Plan amendments and other public that have participated in the Oil and Gas
Leasing analysis efforis.

This Forest Plan Amendment consists of two parts:
Management Area Designations

Management Area Maps

Management Area Designations

The Kingsberry Area (300 acres) is changed from an N-1 management area to an M-1
management area.

The Cabin Gulch Area (2,200 acres) is changed from an L-2 area (2,100 acres) and an M-1
area (100 acres) to an N-1 area. The main habitat types associated with the Cabin Gulch
Area are: PSME/AGSP (Douglas-fir/bluebunch), PSME/FESC (Douglas-fir/rough fescue) and
PSME/ARUV (Douglas-fir/kinnikinnick).

The Indian Meadows Area (830 acres) is changed from an R-1 area to an N-1 area. An
additional 230 acres of proposed Research Natural Area lies within the P-1 area (Scapegoat
Wilderness). The P-1 management area designation area does not change. The main habitat
types associated with the Indian Meadows area are: PSME/CAGE (Douglas-fir/elk sedge),
ABLA/XETE (Subalpine fir/beargrass), ABLA/CACA (Subalpine fir/bluejoint), ABLA/MEFE
(Subalpine firfmenziesia), and wet meadows.

Maps

USGS Quadrangle Maps display the changes and are the official maps maintained as
planning records at the Forest Supervisor's Office.

THOMAS J. CLIFFORD
Forest Supervisor

Helena Natioan! Forest

file://KNImp\planning\plan_amendments\amendments\inumberi2rna.htmi 3/6/00



Forest Plan Amendment Neo. 13
Nongignificant Amendment to the Helena Natlonal Forest Plan

USDA Forest Service
Helena MNatlonal Forest

May 1998

Declsion: it is my decision to amend the Helena National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan (Forest Plan) to incorporate leasing availability decisions. All references to leasable minerals in
each of the Management Areas no longer apply to oil and gas leasing (Forest Plan pages -3 to
11-92). Appendix N is deleted and replaced with a new Appendix N which contains lease notices and
new stipulations for leases issued for available lands.

Ratlonale for Amendment: Forest Service policy permits Forest Plan amendments resulting from
analysis conducted during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR219.10 (f) and FSM 1822.5). The ROD
for the Helena National Forest Plan allows oil and gas leasing on most lands under the Forest's
administration. Leasing was allowed with applicable stipulations attached to leases. In March of 1989,
Region One adopted the uniform format for oil and gas lease stipulations developed by the Rocky
Mountain Regional Coordinating Committee. Agency regulations implemeriting the 1987 Oil and Gas
Leasing Reform Act identified new requirements for leasing analyses. There is a need to change the
Forest Plan to incorporate the uniform format for the lease stipulations and the decisions resulting
from the leasing analysis on the Helena National Forest. The leasing analysis has been completed
and the resulting decisions will be incorporated into the Farest Plan along with the new stipulation

format,

The "Helena National Forest and Elkhom Mountains portion of the Deerlodge National Forest Oil and
Gas Leasing ROD* describes how the leasing stipulations in this Forest Plan Amendment will be
applied once a lease application is received. Chapters 2 and 3 of the FEIS, the SEIS and ROD contain
the maps that are necessary for understanding where the stipulations that constitute a portion of this

Forest Plan amendment will be applied.

Significance: | have determined the proposed change is not a significant Forest Plan amendmernt
since the decision will not alter the Forest multiple use goals and objectives for long term land and
resource management. Adoption of this amendment will not significantly change the Forest-wide
environmental impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Implementation: The decision for this amendment will be implemented prior to implementation of the
Helena National Forest and Etkhorn Mountains portion of the Deerlodge National Forest Oil and Gas
Leasing Decision. A copy of the Amendment will be sent to all those who have requested notice of
Forest Plan amendments and other people that have participated in the oil and gas leasing analysis

eiforts,
This Forest Plan Amendment consists of five pans:
Forest-wide Management Direction

Elkhom Wildlife Management Unit Direction
Management Area Direction




Appendix - N Standard Lease Terms and Supplemental Stipulations
Stipuiation Map

Forest-wide Management Direction

Forest-wide management direction under *Leasable Minerals 1.* on page 11/28 in the Forest Plan will
be changed to incorporate the Leasing Availability decisions in the Helena National Forest and
Elkhorn Mountains portion of the Deerlodge National Forest Oil and Gas Leasing ROD. These
changes incorporate the supplemental stipulations applied in the ROD.

Replacement Language

Helena Forest lands that are Unavailable for oil and gas leasing are Wilderness Areas (P-1 and P-2
management areas), Forest Plan recommended Wilderness (P-3 management areas), the Elkhorns
Wildiife Management Unit and the Helena City Municipal Watershed (Ten Mile drainage above the
city water treatment plant). All other Forest lands with Federal mineral ownership are available for
lease and will be recommended to the BLM for issuance. The recommendation will include appropri-
ate stipulations as determined in the ROD for the *Helena National Forest and Deerlodge National
Forest portion of the Elkhorns Oil and Gas Leasing EIS* and displayed as the new Appendix N of the

Forest Plan.

Standards Elkhorn-Wide

Elkhorn-Wide Standards 6 and 7 are not applicable to oil and gas leases because the area is
Unavailable for oil and gas leasing.

The words, "except operations and maintenance of oil and gas production facilities® are removed from
Elkhorn-Wide Standard 6) on page 3 of the Elkhorn Wildiife Management Unit Amendment, (Septem-

ber 1996)

The words, "except operations and maintenance of oil and gas production facilities* are removed from
Elkhom-Wide Standard 7 on page 3 of the Elkhorn Wildlife Management Unit Amendment. (Septem-

ber 1996)

Management Area Direction

References to leasable minerals in Management Standards for management areas on pages Hi/3
through 1iIl/77 no longer apply to oil and gas leases. The new standards are displayed in the new

Appendix N.

Appendix N - Standard Lease Terms and Supplemental Stipulations

All of Appendix N of the Forest Pian is deleted and replaced by the new Appendix N, which is included
as Attachment 1 to this amendment. The new Appendix N contains the lease notices and stipulations
for leases issued on the Helena National Forest.

Stipulation Maps

The stipulation maps are included in the Helena National Forest and Deerlodge National Forest
portion of the Elkhorm Mountains Oil and Gas Leasing EIS project file. Copies of the maps are found



in the Final EIS, Supplemental EIS, or ROD, The maps will be maintained at the Forest Supervisor's
Office,

N/ Ay D5 1955

THOMAS J. CLIFFORD Date”/ 7
Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest



ATTACHMENT 1
APPENDIX N
Qil and Gas Leasing - Standard Lease Terms and Supplemental Stipulations
INTRODUCTION

Lease forms and guidelines for lease stipulations and lease notices are found in the booklet, *Uniform

Format For Qil And Gas Lease Stipulation”, prepared by the Rocky Mountain Regional Coordinating

Committee in March, 1988. These guidelines were developed by the Bureau of Land Management

[(:BLM) and the Forest Service. These guidelines will be used for leases issued on the Helena National
orest.

LEASE NOTICES

The following lease notices will be attached to all leases issued for the Helena National Forest.

Serial No.

FS Parcel No.

NOTICE FOR LANDS OF THE NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
UNDER JURISDICTION OF
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

The permittee/lessee must comply with all the rules and regulations of the Secretary of Agricuiture set forth at Title 36, Chapter
il, of the Code of Federal Regulations governing the use and rmanagement of the Natlonal Forest System (NFS) when not
inconsistent with the rights granted by the Secretary of interior inthe permit The Secretary of Agriculture’s rules and regulations
must be complied with for {1) all use and cccupancy of the NFS prlor to approval of an exploration plan by the Secretary of
the Intarior, (2) uses of all existing improvemaents, such as forest devalopment roads, within and cutside the area permittad by
the Sactetary of the Interior, and {2) use and occupancy of the NFS not authorized by an exploration plan approved by the
Secrotary of the Interior,

All matters related to this stipulation are to be addressad to:

who is the authorized representative of the Sactetary of Agriculturs.

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES - The FS Is responsible for assuring that the leasad lands are examined
to determine of cultural resources are present and to specify mitigation measures. Prior {o undertaking any surface-disturbing
activities on the lands coversd by this laase, the leasee or operator, unless netified ta the contrary by the FS, shall:

H

1. Cantact the FS to determine K a sita specific cultural rescurce inventary is required. if a survey is required, them:

2 Engage the services of a cultural resource specialist acceptable to the FS to conduct a cultural resource Inventory of the
area of proposed surface disturbarice. The operator may elect 1o Invertory an area larger than the area of proposed



disturbance to cover possible site relocation which may result from environmental ar other considerations. An accept-
able inventory report is to be submitted 1o the FS for review and approval at the time a surface distutbing plan of
operation is submitted.

3. implement miigation measures required by the FS and BLM to preserve of avoid destruction of cultural resource valyes.
Mitigation may Include relocation of proposed facilities, testing, salvage, and recordation or other protective measures.
All costs of the inventory and mitigation will be borne by the lessee of oparator, and all data end meterials saivaged will
rernain under the jurisdiction of the L.8. Government as appropriate.

The lsssee or operator shall Immediately bring to the attention of 1hae FS and BLM any cultural or paleontological resources of
any other objects of scientific interest discovered as a result of surface operations under this lesse, and shell leave such
discoverien intact until directed to proceed by FS and BLM,

ELOODPLAIN AND WETLANDS - The lessea is hereby notifiad that this lease may cortaln Jand within a riparian ecosystem.
All activities within thie area may be preciuded or highly restricted in order to comply with Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain
Management and Executive Order 11890 - Protection of Wetlands, In order to preserve and restore or enhance the natural and
beneficial values sarved by floodplains and wetlands,

The riparian ecosyster, will be managad by the Forest Sesvice to protact from conflicting uses in order to provide heaithy,
sslf-perpetuating plant and water communities that will have optimum diversity and density of undetstory and overstory
vegetation. Occupency and use of lands within siparian ecosystems propesed in a Surface Use Flan of Operations will be
cansidered in an environmental analysis done to Identify the mitigation measures necessary 1o protect the ripartan area. Special
measures such as road design, well pad size and [ocation or diractional dtilling, may be made part of the permit autherizing

the activity.

Parcal No.

Serial No.

USDA - FOREST SERVICE

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE
PLANT OR ANIMAL SPECIES LEASE NOTICE

The lease area may contain threatened and endangered species or habitat necessary for the
continued existence of threatened, proposed and endangered species which are protected by the
1973 Endangered Species Act, as amended (50 CFR 402). The lease area may also contain habitat
or species, listed as sensitive, which may require protective measures to prevent them from being
isted as threatened or endangered or result in a loss of viability or biological diversity (36 CFR 219.19
or 219.26). A biological evaluation of the leased lands may be required prior to surface disturbance
to determine if threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant or animal species or their habitat are
present and to identify needed mitigation measures. Prior to undertaking any surface-disturbing
activities on the lands covered by this lease, the lessee or operator shall:

{. Contact the Forest Service to determine if a biological evaluation is required (FSM
2670.31-32). The Forest Service is responsibie for ensuring that the leased land is examined
through a biological evaluation, prior to undertaking any surface-disturbing activities, to deter-
mine sffects upon any plant or animal species listed or proposed for listing as threatened,

endangered, or sensitive.



2. The 'iessee or operator may choose to conduct the evaluation on the leased lands at their
discretion ar.ld cost. This biological evaluation must be done by or under the supervision of
a qugiiﬁed biologist/botanist approved by the Forest Service. An acceptable report must be
provided to the Forest Service identifying the anticipated effects of a proposed action on
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species. An acceptable biclogical evaluation is to be
subm'rrfed to the Forest Service for review and approval no later than that time when an
otherwise complete application for approval of drilling or subsequent surface-disturbing oper-
ation is submitted.

3. Implement mitigation measures required by the Forest Service. Mitigation may include the
relocation of proposed lease-related activities or other protective measures. The findings of the
biological evaluation may resutt in some restrictions to the operator’'s plans or even disailow
use and occupancy to comply with the 1973 Endangered Species Act {as amended), threat-
ened and endangered regulations and Forest Service reguiations.

If threatened, endangerad, or sensitive plant or animal species are discovered in the area after any
required biclogical evaluation has concluded, an evaiuation wili be conducted to assess the effect
of ongoing and proposed activities. Based on the conclusion drawn in the evaluation, additional
restrictions or prohibitions may be imposed to protect the species or their habitats.

STIPULATIONS

This section describes the stipulations that will be attached to leases. Conditions are also described
for waivers, exceptions, and modifications.

All modifications or waivers of laase terms for NSO or Timing Limitation stipulations will be subject
to public review for at least a 30 day period as described in 43 CFR 3101.1-4.

The conditions of 36 CFR 228.104 must be met before a waiver, exception or modification can be
granted. The authorized officer reviews the request and ensures compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act and other applicable faws, and the preparation of any environmental

documerts,

The authorized officer may authorize the Bureau of Land Management to modify, waive, or grant an
exception to a stipulation if:

1. The action would be consistent with applicable Federal Laws;

2 The action would be consistent with the current forest land and resource manage-
ment plan;

3. The management objectives which led the Forest Service to require the inclusion
of the stipulation in the lease can be met without restricting operations in the manner
provided by the the stipulation given the change in the present condition of the
surface resource involved, or given the change in the present condition of the surface



resource invoived, or given the nature, location, timing, or design of the proposed
operations; and

4. The action is acceptable to the authorized Forest officer based upon a review of
the environmental consequences.

The stipulations which will be attached to leases are as foliows.

RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

QObjective:

Whaivar:

Excoption:

ModHication:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:

Walver:

Exception:

Big Game Winisr Rangs
Timing Limitation

To preciude surface disturbing activities, including interrupting driliing eperations, within the big
game wintar range which could cause increased stress andfor displacement of animals during

the critical time period (December 1 to May 15},

A walver may be granted if habitat studies in coordination with the Montana FW&P conciude that
the aros affected by this stipulation is no longer used as a winter range.

An exception may be granted if seasonal conditions are such that the animals have movad out
of and are not using the ganeral area during the particular year,

A modification of tha stipulation may be granted if habitat studies show that a portlon of the area
Is net important winter range.

Big Game Winter Range

Controlied Surface Ulas

To require coordination of production activities and or other imitations to spread surface disturb-
ance activitiss over time and space within Big Game Winter Range areas to avoid or minimize
the potential for adverse effects to Big Game species.

Awaivar may be granted # new habitat studies in coordination with the Montana FW&P conglude
that the area affected by this stipulation is not in &n impartant big game winter range aree.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstiates in a plan of oparations that impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if new habiat studies show that a portion of the
area is not in an important big geme winter rangs area.

Big Game Birthing Arese

Timing Umitation

To preciude surface disturbing activities, including interrupting drilling operations, within the big
gama birthing areas which could cause increased stress andfor displacement during the critical

time pericd (April 15 to June 30}

A walver may be granted it habltat studleain coardination with the Montana FW&P conclude that
the area affected by this stipulation is no longer used as a birthing area.

An exception may be granted if seasanal conditians are such (la. an early spring and snowmet)
that the animals are not using the general area during the particular year.



Modification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:

Objective:

Waiver:
Exception!
Modification:
RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Objective:
Walver:
Exception:
Modification:
RESOCURCE:
Stipulation:
Objective:
Waiver:
Exception:

Modiication:

A modification of the stipuiation may be granted if habitat studies show that a portion of the area
is not used as a bithing area.

Big Game Summer Aange
Timing Limitation

To preclude surface disturbing activities, including interrupting drilling operations, within big
game summer range which could cause increased stress and/or displacement of animals during
the critical time peried (June 1 to September 30) to insure big game animals have areas of
security that provide habitat components needed to keep animals healthy as they go into
breeding petiod and hunting season.

A walvar may be granted if habitat studles In coordination with the Montana FW&Parks conclude
that the area affected by this stipulation is not important summer range.

An exception may be granted i seasonal conditions are such that the animals have moved out
of and are not using the general area during the particular year.

A modification of the stipulation may be grarted if habitat studies show that a portion of the area
is not used as summar range.

Blg Game Travel Routes
Controlled Surface Uss

To require coordination of iming and timing adjustments in activities within big garme migration
routes to aveid or minimize the poterdial for adverse effects to big game because of cumulative
impacts from other activities along the migration route.

A walver may be granted if habitat studles In coerdination with the Montana FW&P conclude that
the area sffected by this stipulation i not in an important migration route.

An exception may be granted if thers are no other activities along the migration route that
cumulatively have adverse effects on big gams.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if habitat studies show that a portion of the area
is not used as a migration route.

Core Mountain Goat Rangse

No Surface Occupancy

To pretect the yeariong motintain goat habitat dusing all seasons thereby precluding disturb-
ance during Important pariods, displacement 1o hebitats of lowar quality of physiologlcal re-
sponses brought on by siress,

A waivar may be granted if new habitat studles in coordination with the Mantana FW&P conclude
that the ares affected by this stipulation is not importard core mountain goat habitat.

An exception may be granted if the operator can demonsirate in a Plan of Operatiohis that
impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated,

A modification may be granted If new habitat studies in coordination with the Montana FW&P
conclude that a portion of the area affected by this stipulation is not important core mountain
goat habitat.



Justification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Objective:
Waiver:

Excaption:
Modification:
RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Oblective:
Waiver:
Exception:
Modification:
RESOURCE:
Stipuiation:
Objsctive:
Waiver:
Exception:

Modiflcation:

Surface activities within thess areas could adversaly affect mountain goats. A No Surface
Oceupancy stipulation is deemed necessary ensure the profection of the core mountain goat
habitat. If operations within these areas were to be under either a Controlled Surface Use or
Timing Limitations stipulation, or under Standard Lesse Terms, the management of these arsas
for goate could be affected and gost populations could decline, The No Lease uption is not
considerad appropriste since impacts can bs mitigated using a No Surface Occupancy stipula-
tion and no leasing could subject the Federal mineral estate to drainage from adjacent eased

lands.

Gates of the Mountains Game Prassrve

No Surface Occupancy

To preciude surface disturbance within the area and to matntain its values as a game preserve.
A walver may be granted if the area Is no longer designated as a gams pressrve.

An exception may be granted H the operator demanstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable ar can be adequately mitigated.

A modification may be granted if the game preserve boundaries change.

Rocky Mountain Front Ecosystem

No Surface Occupancy

To pratect the signiicant combination of resources and scologlcal values associated with the
Flocky Mountain Front ecosystem from paotential cumulative effects from activities both within

and on nearby private lands.

This stipulation will not be waived while the area is impertant to for the protection of the Rocky
Mountain Front ecosystem.

An exception may be grantad if the operator can demonstrate in a Plan of Operations that there
are no adverse cumulative effects.

This stipulation may be modified if a portion of the araa is no longer considered important for
the protection of the Focky Mountain Front ecosystem,

Continental Divide Blological Corridor

No Surface Occupancy

To require that sudace disturbing activities do not take place within 1/2 mile of the Continentai
Divide in ordsr to protect features Important to the sultability of the Continental Divide as a

bislogical corridor.

A walver may be granted if new habitst studles conclude that the area affacted by this stipulation
{s not importart as a biological corridor.

An exception may be grarsed if the operator demenstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
trom the proposed actlon are acceplable or can be adeguataly mitigated.

A modification may be granted if new habitat studies conclude that portions of the ares affected
by this stipulation is not important as & blological corridor.



RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:

Stiputation:

Objective:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:

Objectives:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

Continentsl Divide Blofoglcat Corridor
Controlled Surface Uise

To require that activities be located or designed to protect features important te the suitability of
the Continental Divide aa a blologleal corridor batween 1/2 mile from the divide to 1 mile from
the divide.

A waiver may be gramted if new habitat studies conclude that the area affected by this stipulation
is not important as a biolegical corridor.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstrates in a plan of operations thatimpacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can he adequately mitigated.

A modification may be granted if new habitat studles conclude that pertions of the area affected
by thia stipulation is not important as & blological corridor.

Resaarch Natural Areas

No Surface Occupency

To preclude surface disturbance within the area and to maintain its near natural conditions for
futuire research use,

A waiver may be granted i it is determined that the entire lsasehold no longer contains portions
of Research Natural Aroas.

An exception may bs granted If the operator demonsirates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated.

A modification may be granted if the Research Natural Area boundarles have changed.

Threatensad and Endangered Speciss occupled area

Controlled Surface Uise

1) Te ensurs that proposed activities do not adversely affect the viabliity of T&E species,
aperations will be designed, including iimiting noise lavels, and/or located so as to not adversely
affect the viability of T&E species. 2} To restrict the timing or type of activities on roads, if needed
to control humar-animal conflicts or disturbances. 3) To require coordination of timing and
timing adjustments of activities within T&E ocoupied areas to avoid or minimize the potential for
adverse effects to TAE species because of cumulative impacts fram ol and gas activities, plus
other activities within the area. This stipulation may limit the extent of field davelopment.

A walver may be granted If new habitat studies in coordination with the Fish and Wildiife Service
conclude that the area affected by this stipulation is not in T&E ecoupled area,

An exception may be granted If the operator demonstrates In a plan of operstions that impacts
from the proposed action are accepiable or can be adequately mitigated.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if new habitat studies show that a portion of the
aren is not in occupled T&E areas,



RESOURCE:
Stipulation:

Objective:

Walver:

Exception:

ModiHlcation:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation;

Objective:

Waiver:

Exception:

Madification:

AESCURCE:

Stipuiation:

Objective:

Waiver:

Situatlon 1 Grizzly Bear Habitat

No Surface Occupancy

To preclude surface disturbing activities in Management Situation 1 Grizzly Boar hebitat while
tha area ls impontant for the recovery and maintenance of the bear.

This stipulation will not bs walved while the area [s Important to grizzly bear recovery or to its
conservation following a change in legal status under the Endangered Spacies Act. Conditions
for Waiver require that the area Is no lenger classified as Management Situation 1 habitat
pursuant to the Interagency Grizzly Bear Menagement Guidelines {Federal Register, Vol 51,
No.228, November 26, 1986) and not considered important to its conservation, as outlined In an
approved grizzly bear conservation strategy, following a change in its legal status under the
Endangered Species Act.

An exception will not be granted whils the area Is Important to grizzly bear recovery or to s
conservation following a changs in legal status under the Endangered Species Act. Conditions
for Exception require that the ares Is no longer classified as Managsment Situation 1 habitat
pursvant to the Interagency Grizzly Bear Management Guidelines (Federal Register, Vol 51,
No.228, November 26, 1988) and not considered important to its conservation, as outlined |n an
approved grizzly bear conservation sirategy, following a changs in its legal status under the
Endengered Species Act,

This stipufation may be modified if a portion of the srea Is no fonger Important to grizzly bear
recovery or to s conservatlon folfowing a change in lega! status under the Endangerad Species
Act Condltiona for Modification raquire that a portion of the area is no longer classified as
Management Situation 1 habitat pursuant to the interagency Grizzly Bear Management Guide-
fines (Federal Ragistar, Vol 51, No.228, November 28, 1986) and not considerad important to its
conservetion, as outlined in an approved grizzly bear conservation strategy, following a change
in its legal status under the Endangered Species Act.

Grizziy Bear Denning Arsa (MS 2)
Timing Umitation

Ta preciude surface disturbing activitien, including interrupting drilling operations, within the
Grizzly Boar denning areas which could cause increased stress andfor displacement of animals

during the critical time period {Octobsr 15 to Aprll 15).

A walver may be granted if new habltat studies In coordination with the Eish and Wiidiife Sarvice
conclude thet the area affectad by this stipulation is not critical for Grizzly Bear denning.

An exception may be granted if it is determined that the animals have maved out of and are not
using the ganeral area during the particular year.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if new habitat studies show that a portion of the
area Is not used by Grizzly Bears for denning.

Grizzly Bear Spring HabHat (MS 2)
Timing Limitation

To preciude surface disturbing activities, inciuding interrupting drilling operations, within the
critical Spring Grizzly Bear habitat which could cause increased stress andfor dispiacement of

animals during the critical ime period {Apri) 1 to June 30j.

A walver msy be granted i new habitat studles In coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Service
conclude that the area affectad by this stipulation Is not critical for Grizzly Bear spring habitat,



Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation;

Cbjective;

Waivar:

Excaption:

Modification:

ARESOURCE:

Stipulation;

Objectiva:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:

Stipulstion:

Objective:

Waiver:

Exception;

Modification:

An sxception may be granted if seasonal conditions are such that the animals have movad out
of and are not using the general area during the particular year.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if new habitat studles show that a partion of the
area is not used by Grizzly Bears.

Grizzly Bear Summer Area {MS 2}
Timing Limitation

To preciude surface disturbing activities, Including interrupting drilling operations, In critical
Grizzly Bear summer areas which could cause increased stress and/or displacement of animals

during the critizal time period {July 1 to September 15).

A waiver may be granted if new habilat studies in coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Sarvice
conclude that the aran affected by this stipulation s not criticel Grizzly Bear summer range.

An exception may be granted if seasonal cenditions are such that the animals have moved out
of and are not using the general area during the particular year.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if new habitat studies show that & portion of the
area s not used by Grizzly Bears.

Grizziy Bear Danning and Summer Occupled Habitat (MS 2)

No Surface Occupancy

To preclude new surface disturbing activities within the occupled overlapping denning and
summer habitat of Grizzly Bear to protect habitat and to facilitate recovery.

A waiver may be granted i new habitat studies I coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Sarvice
conclude thet the area affected by this stipulation is no longer needed as denning or summer
habitat.

An exception may be granted ¥ the operator demonstrates in a plan of oparations that impacts
from the propesed action are acceptable or can be adequatsly mitigated.

A modification of the stipulation may be granted if new habitat studies show that a portion of the
area Is not importard denning or summer habitat,

Woill Winter Prey HabHat
Timing Limitation

Ta preciude surtace disturbing activities, including interrupting drilling operations, wiihin the big
game winter range which could cause displacement of prey animals for wolf during the critical

time period (December 1 to May 15).

A walver may be granted if habitat studies conclude that the area affected by this stipulation Is
no longer used as a wimter prey area.

An exception may be granted if seasonal conditions are such that the prey animals have moved
out of and are not using the general area during the particular year.

A modification of the stipulation may be grarted if habitat studies show that a portion of the area
is not iImpontant winter prey area.



RESOURCE:!
Stipulation:
Objective:
Waiver:
Exception:
Maodification:
RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:
Waiver:
Exception:
Modification:
RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Objsctive:
Walver:

Exception:

Muadification:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:

Bald Eagle and Persgrine Falcon Habiat

Timing Limitation

To preclude surface disturbing activitles, including interrupting drifting operations, within oceu-
piad areas {critical habitat) which could cause incressed stress and/or displacement of animals

during the critical time perlod {February 1 to July 31).

A waiver may be granted if new habitat studies in coordination with the Fish and Wildiife Service
conclude that the area affected by this stipulation is not critical for Eagles or Peregrine Falcon.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstrates in a plan of operations that Impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated,

A modification of the stipulation may be granted  new habitat studies show thata portion of the
area is not used by Eagles or Peregrine Falcon,

Bald Eagle and Peregrine Falcon Nests

No Surface Occupancy

To preciude surface disturbing activities within the one mile of Bald Eagle or Peregrine Falcon
nests to protect habitat and to facilitate recovery.

A waiver may be granted if new habitat studies in coordination with the Fish and Wildlife Service
conclude that the arsa affected by this stipulation no lenger containa an Eagle nest.

An exception may be granted if the operator demanstrates in a plan of operations that impacis
from the proposed action are acceptabls or can be adequetely mitigated:

Same as Walver.,

Native Troinl Species Stroams
Controlled Surface Use

To require that activities within bull trout and westslope cuithroat dralnages may be refocated,
require special design criteria, and additional on and off-site mitigation measures to pravent the
regional viability of native trout populations from being decreased from oll and gas activities.

A waiver may be granted if the stream Is no longer considered Important to the viabiity of the
species.

An excoption may be granted if the operatot can demonstrate in a surface use plan of operations
that adverse effects can be minimized and activities would not affect native trout populations.

A modification may be granted if an on site inspection and analysis demonstrates that native
treut would ot be effected by operations in portions of the ares.

Westsiops Cutthroat Trout and Buii Trout Streams (Upper Missouri Westsiope Cutthroat
Trout drainages and Alice Creek, Copper Creek, Arrastra Creek, Poorman Creek, and upper

Littie Blackiaot.

No Surface Occupancy

To preciude construction of well sites and reiated facititias such as tank batteries In drainages
important to the viebiiity of Upper Missouri Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout



Waiver:
Exce ptidn:

Modification:

RESQURCE:
Stipulation:
Objsctive:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Objective:
Waivar:

Exception:

Modiflcation:

RESQURCE:
Stipulation:

Objective:

Whaiver;

Exception:

A waiver may be granted if the stream Is no longer considered important to the viability of the
species.

An exception may be granted if the operator can demonstrate in a surface use plan of operations
that adverse effects can be minimized and activities would not affect native trout populations.

A modification may be granted H an on site Inspection and analysie demonstrates that native
frout would not be affected by operations on a portion of the area.

Wild and Scenic River Candidates
No Surface Occupancy - 0.25 mile bufler
To protect wild and scenic river values along the river corridor and within 0.25 miles.

This stipulation may be waived if it is determined that the entire lease ne longer invoives a wild
or scenic river candidate.

An exception may be granted i the operator can demonstrate in a surface use plan of operations
that the wild and scenic river valuss of the area can be maintalned at a level acceptable to the
authorized forest officer.

This stipulation may be modified H it Is determined that portions of the lease no longer Involves
a wiid and scenic river candidate,

Mon-Motorized Recresation Menagement Areas (R1)
No Surface Qccupancy
To maintain the roadless values in the Farest Plan R1 Management Areas,

A waiver may be granted if the area is no longer managed for roadless values.

An exceplion may be granted if the operator can demonstrate in a surface use plan of operations
that the roadiess valuss of the area can be maintained at a level acceptabls to the authorized

foraat officer,

This stipulation may be modified if it is determined that portions of the lease are no fonger
managed for roadless values.

Dovelcped Rocreation Sites

No Surface Occupancy

To praclude surface occcupancy and surface disturbing activities within developed recrastion
sites and within 1/2 mile of the perimeter.

A waiver may be grarted if the site is moved or eliminated.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated.



Madification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Objective:
Waiver:

Exception:

Maodification:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:

Watver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:

Objective:

Walver:

Excoption:

Modification:

Same as waiver

Scenery Hesources

No Surface Occupancy

To protect the visual quality of the Retention Foraground viewing areas

A waiver may be granted if the area is no longer managed as retention foraground.

An exception may be granted if the operator can demonstrate in a surface uge plan of operations
shat the visusl quality of the area ean be maintained at a lavel acceptable to the authorized forest

officer.

A modification may be granted # a portion of the area is no longer managed as retention
foraground.

Scenory Hesources
Controlled Surface Use

To ensure that the visual gquality of the ares is maintained proposed activities would be required
to be located of designed to meat the visual quality objectives of retention mid ground, retention
background, or partial retention within one year of completing cperations.

A waivet may be granted if the area fa no longer managed as retention mid/background or partial
retention.

An exception may be granted i for unforesesn circumstances, such as drilling problema, or other
rescurce concerns, such as not being able to reclaim an atos due to wet soil conditions, the

visual quallty objective can not be met within one yea.

A modification may be granted if a portlon of the area is no longer managed as retantion
mid/background or partial retention.

Slopes greater than 40 percent amd Sensitive Soils

No Surface Occupancy

To preclude construction of well sites, but aliow related facilities such as roads and pipelines on
slopes between 40% and 60%. Woell sites would invoive relatively large cut and fill slopes and
would be difficult to rehabilitale, and to preciude surface disturbing activities on areas that have
a high erosion/stability hezard and would be difficult to reciaim.

A waiver may be granted if an en-the-ground review shows thal the entire lease is on slopeys less
than 40% and senstive soils do not exist on the lease.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequetsly mitigated.

A modHication may be granted if an on-the-ground review of a proposed well site or facility
showa that an area of leas than 40% slops exists where senaitive soils are not present.



RESOURCE:
Stipulation:

Objective:

Waiver:

Excaption:

Meadification:

RESOURCE:

Stipulation:

Objective:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification:

RESCURCE:

Stipulation:

Ohjective:

Waiver:

Exception:

Modification;

30 - 40% percent slopes
Controfled Sudece Use

To require that activities on 30 - 40% slopes be located andfor designed to avoid or minimize the
potential for adverse eHects to solf and water.

A waiver may be granted if an an-the-ground review shows that the lease is on slopes less than
30%.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the praposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated.

A modification may be granted if an on sits Inspection demaonstrates slopes over 30% do not
exist on the specific site.

Water Quality
No Surface Ocoupancy

To preciude surface disturbing activities on areas within 100 feet of water courses, water bodies,
fiood plains, and riparian areas to protect water quality.

No portion of the lease is within 100 feet of water courses, water bodies, flood plains, or riparian
areag,

An exception may be granted i the operator demonstrates In a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed action are acceptabie or can be adequately mitigated.

A madification may be granted if an on site inspection demonstrates that surface water does not
exist intermittantly or parennlally on the specifie site.

Water Quaiity
Controllad Surface Use

To raquire that activities within 500 feet of water courses, water bodies, flood plains, and riparian
arens be located and/or designed to aveld or minimize the potential for adverse effacts to

surface water.

No portion of the leass Is within 500 feet of water courses, water bodies, flood plains, or fiparian
aroas,

An exception may be gramed if the aperator demenstrates In a plan of cperations that Impacts
from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated.

A modification may be granted if an on site Inspection demonstrates that surface water dees not
exist intermittently or perennially on the specific sits.
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RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Ohbjactive:

Waiven

Exception:

Modiflcation:

RESOURCE:;

Stipulation:

Oblective:

Waivern

Exception:

Modification:

RESOURCE:
Stipulation:
Objective:

Wabver:

Excoption:

Modification:

Riparien Arsas
No Surface Occupancy
To preclude surface disturbing activities for tha protect riparian areas.

ﬁ.\WEi\far may be granted H an ondhe-ground inspection shows the loase does hot cortain
riparian areas,

An exception may ba granted i the opatator demonstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed action are accaptable or can be adequately mitigated.

A modification may be granted i an on-the-ground inspection shows that the area of the
ptoposed activity is not a riparian area.

Wetlard Arsas

No Surface Ocoupancy

To preciude surface disturbing activities and protect jurisdictional wetlands relative to Exscutive
Ordar 11990,

A waiver may be granted if an onhe-ground inspection shows that the lease does not contain
wetlands,

An exception may be granted if the operator can demonstrate in a surface use plan of operations
that adverse effocts can be minimized, thers are no practicable alternatives, and a 404 permit

can be obtained.

The area sffected by this stipulation may be modified if an-on-the ground survey concludes that
wetiands do not cover the entire aren.

Administrative SHes
No Surface Qccupancy
To preclude suriace cccupancy and new surface-disturbing activities within administrative sites.

A walver may be granted if it is determined that the entire leasahold no lenger contalns portions
of administrative sites.

An exception may be granted if the operator demonstrates in a plan of operations that impacts
from the proposed.action are scceptable or can be adequataly mitigated.

A modification may be granted if the sdministrative boundaries have changed.
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AMENDMENT NO. 14

February, 1996

This amendment provides INTERIM DIRECTION 1o protect habitat and populations of resident native fish
outside of anadromous fish habitat in Eastern Oregon, Eastern Washington, idaho, and Western Montana.

This interim direction is in the form of riparian management objectives, standards and guidelines and
monitoring requirements The action amends the management direction established in the Regional Guides
and all existing land and resource management plans for the area covered by the assessment. For the Helsna
Forest, this direction applias ONLY to the National Forest system lands west of the Continental Divide.

Attachment A describes the Inland Native Fish Strategy that will apply to the National Forest system
tands west of the Continental Divide that are administered by the Hslena National Forest.

*+k End of Amendment *¥*



United States Forest Helena National Forest
Department of Service 2880 Skyway Drive
Agriculture Helena, MT 59601

406 449-5201

File Code: 1920 Date: May 14, 1996
Route To: Leadership Team

Subject: Forest Plan Amendment No. 14
To: Leadership Team

Enclosed is Amendment No. 14 to the Helena Forest Plan. This amendment
provides INTERIM DIRECTION to protect habitat and populations of resident
native fish outside of anadromous fish habitat in Eastern Oregon, Eastern
Washington, Idahe, and Western Montana.

This interim direction is in the form of riparian management objectives,
standards and guidelines and monitoring requirements The action amends the
management direction established in the Regional Guides and all existing
“and and resource management plans for the area covered by the assessment.

r the Helena Forest, this direction applies ONLY to the Natiomal Forest
-ystem lands west of the Continental Divide.

Attachment A describes the Inland Native Fish Strategy that will apply to
the Nationmal Forest system lands west of the Continental Divide that are
administered by the Helena National Forest.

Please add this amendment to your "Official Copy" of the Forest Plan. You

should make others in your area aware of this amendment so they can update
their copies of the Plan.

NN
Dwight Chambers

Planning Team Leader

Enclosure



DECISION NOTICE
AND
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
FOR THE
INLAND NATIVE FISH STRATEGY

INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING FISH-PRODUCING WATERSHEDS
IN EASTERN OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO,
WESTERN MONTANA AND PORTIONS OF NEVADA

USDA FOREST SERVICE

Lead Agency: USDA Forest Service

Declding Officlals: Hal Salwasser
Regional Forester, Northermn Region

Dale N. Bosworth
Regional Forester, Intermountain Region

Jchn E. Lowe
Regional Forester, Pacific Northwest Region

For Further Information, Contact: David J, Wright, Team Leader
Infand Native Fish Strategy
3815 Schreiber Way
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814

ABSTRACT

This strategy s Intended to provide interim direction to protect habhat and populations of resldent native fish outside of anadromous
fish habitat in eastern Oregon, sastem Washington, Idaho, westam Montane, and portions of Nevada. inland native fish species
within the scope of this decision have been identified by state, private and federal agencles as being at risk due primarify to habltat
degradation, introduction of exatic species, overfishing, and loss of migratory forme. This interim direction does not apply to
aress sddressed by the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Senvice and Buresu of Lend Managsment Land Planning
Documents Within the Rangs of the Northemn Spotted Owl (Northermn Spotted Ow! ROD} or Decision Notice/Declelon Record for
interim Strategles for Mansaging Anadromous Fish-Producing Watsrsheds on Fedsral Lands In Eastern Oregon and Washington,
Idaho and Portlons of California (PACFISH). Longterm management direction is being developed through two ecosystem-based
environmental impact statements that are being prepared for National Forest Systam lands and lands administered by the Bureau
of Land Management In the Interior and Uppsr Columbla River Baainsg.

This Interim direction I In the form of riparian management objectives, standards and guldelines, and menitering requirements.
The acticn amends the management direction established in the Regional Guides and all existing land and ressurce management
pians for the area coverad by the assessment.

The programmatic environmentai assesement examined 5 alternatives (including No-Action) which addressed issuea Identifled
through the scoping and public involvement phases of the process. Aemnative D refiected the proposed action, and Is the alternative
selected by the USDA Forest Service and supported by USD! Fish and Wildlife Service.

Alternatives C and E provided concepts and philosophy attractive for longer-term reduction of risk to habitat. The Regional Foresters
have directed the Inland Native Fish Strategy Team Leader to develop a strafegy to spply Altemnatives C and E on a limited test
basls.






ATTACHMENT A

INLAND NATIVE FISH STRATEGY
SELECTED INTERIM DIRECTION

Management Direction

Under the selected Alternative D, the Infand Native Fish Strategy will apply the following management
direction to all 22 Forests except where PACFISH or the President’s Plan apply. This is approximately

24.9 million acres.

The adoption of Alternativé D as the Infand Native Fish Strategy could lead to deferring or suspending
some resource management projects and activities within priority watersheds within the Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas (RHCAs, described balow) or that degrade RHCAs during the interim period. Adoption
of these requirements during the interim period is not to be considered a "lockout* of any project or
activity from the RHCAs. However, proper analysis is required prior to initiation of projects. See the
discussion below on priority watersheds and watershed analysis.

In addition, we will be testing the concepts and philosophies of attematives C and E as described in
the Decision Notice for this project. The direction for altematives C and E are included with this package
but are only to be used within the watersheds assigned for the testing. More detail will be sent out as
to how and where the testing will be accomplished.

Riparlan Goals

The goals establish an expectation of the characteristics of healthy, functioning watersheds, riparian
areas, and associated fish habitats. Since the quality of water and fish habitat in aquatic systems is
inseparably related to the integrity of upland and riparian areas within the watersheds, The strategy
identifies several goals for watershed, riparian, and stream channel conditions. The goals are to maintain

or restore:

(1) water quality, to a degree that provides for stable and productive riparian and aquatic
ecosystems;

(2) stream channelintegrity, channel processes, and the sediment regime (including the elements
of timing, volume, and character of sediment input and transport) under which the riparian
and aquatic ecosystems developed;

(3) instream flows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats, the stability and effective
function of stream channels, and the abiiity to route flood discharges;

(4) natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and wetlands;

(5) diversity and productivity of native and desired non-native plant communities in riparian
zZones;

Inland Native Fish Strategy



(6) riparian vegetation, to:

(@) provide an amount and distribution of large woody debris characteristic of natural
aquatic and riparian ecosystems;

{b) provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation within the riparian and aquatic
zones; and

() help achieve rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration characteristic
of those under which the communities developed.

(7) riparian and aquatic habitats necessary to foster the unique genetic fish stocks that evolved
within the specific geo-climatic region; and

(8) habitat to support populations of well-distributed native and desired non-native plant,
vertebrate, and invertebrate populations that contribute to the viability of riparian-dependent
comrunities,

Riparlan Management Objectives

in the development of PACFISH, landscape-scale interim Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs}
describing good habitat for anadromous fish ware developed, using stream inventory data for pool
frequency, large woody debris, bank stabillity and lower bank angle, and width to depth ratio. Applicable
published and non-published scientific literature was used to define favorable water temperatures, All
of the described features may not occur in a specific segment of stream within a watershed, but all
generally should occur at the watershed scale for stream systems of moderate to large size (3rd to 6th
order streams).

This material was reviewed in regard to its appficability to inland native fish. #t has been determined
that the Riparian Management Objectives described in PACFISH are good indicators of ecosystem
health. The analysis that led to development of the RMO's involved watersheds in Oregon, Washington,
and Idaho that include inland native fish as well as anadromous fish. With the exception of the temperature
objective, which has been modified, the RMQ’s represented a good starting point to describe the desired
condition for fish habitat. -

Under the Inland Native Fish Strategy, these interim RMO's wouid apply where watershed analyis has
not been completed. The components of good habitat can vary across specific geographic areas,
Interim RMO’s are considered to be the best watershed scale information available; National Forest
managers would be encouraged to establish site-specific RMO's through watershed analysis or site
specific analysis.

RMOs should be refined to better reflect conditions that are attainable in a specific watershed or stream
reach based on local geology, topography, climate, and potertial vegetation. Estabiishment of RMO's
would require completion of watershed analysis to provide the ecological basis for the change. However,
interim RMO’s may be modified by amendment in the absence of watershed analysis where watershed
or stream reach specific data support the change. In all cases, the rationale supporting RMO's and
their effects would be documented.

The interim RMOs for stream channel conditions provide the criteria against which attainment or progress

toward attainment of the riparian goals is measured. Interim RMOs provide the target toward which
managers aim as they conduct resource management activities across the landscape. It is not expected

Intand Native Fish Strategy



that the objectives would be met instantaneously, but rather would be achieved over time. However,
the intent of interim RMOs is not to establish a ceiling for what constitutes good habitat conditions.
Actions that reduce habitat quality, whether existing conditions are better or worse than objective values,
would be inconsistent with the purpose of this interim direction. Without the benchmark provided by
measurable RMOs, habitat suffers a continual erosion,

As indicated below, some of the objectives would apply to only forested ecosystems, some to non-forested
ecosystems, and some to ail ecosystems regardless of whether or not they are forested. Objectives for
six environmenital features have been identified, including one key feature and five supporting features.
These features are good indicators of ecosystem health, are quantifiable, and are subject to accurate,

repeatable measurements. They generally apply to 3rd to 6th order watersheds.

Under the strategy, interim RMO’s would apply to watersheds occupied by inland native fish. Application
of the interim RMOs would require thorough analysis. That is, if the objective for an impartant feature
such as pool frequency is met or exceeded, there may be some latitude in assessing the importance
of the objectives for other features that contribute to good habitat conditions. For example, in headwater
streams with an abundance of pools created by large boulders, fewer pieces of large wood might still
constitute good habitat. The goal is to achieve a high fevel of habitat diversity and complexity through
a combination of habitat features, to meet the life-history requirements of the fish community inhabiting
a watershed,

Many people commented on the draft what it meant to not retard the attainment of the RMOs. For the
purposes of analysis, to "retard* would mean to slow the rate of recovery below the near natural rate of
recovery if no additional human caused disturbance was placed on the system. This obviousty will
require professional judgement and should be based on watershed analysis of local conditions.

Infand Nstive Fish Strategy



Table A-1. Interim Riparian Management Objectives.

Habitat Feature interim Objectives

Pool Frequency (k) Varies by channel width (see Table A-2).
(alf systerns)

Water Temperature (sf2) No measurable increase in maximum water temperature (7-day
moving average of daily maximum temperature measured as the
average of the maximum daily temperature of the warmest
consecutive 7-day period). Maximum water temperatures below
58F within adult holding habitat and below 48F within spawning
and rearing habitats,

L.arge Woody Debrls (sf} East of Cascade Crest in Oregon, Washington, idaho,
{forested systems) Nevada and western Montana:
>20 pieces per mile; >12 inch diameter; >35 foot length,

Bank Stability (sf) >80 percent stable,
(non-forested systems)

Lower Bank Angle (sf) >75 percent of banks with <90 degree angle (i.e., undercut).
(non-forested systems)

Width/Depth Ratlo (sf) <10, mean wetted width divided by mean depth
(all systemns)

t Koy feature,
7 Bupporting feature.

Table A-2. Interim objectives for pool frequency,

Wetted width (feet) 10 |20 (25 |50 |75 100 125} 150 | 200
Pools per mile 96 (56 (47 (26 |23 18] 14] 12 9

Riparlan Habitat Conservation Areas

Interim Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) would be delineatad in every watershed on Natic;na}
Forest System lands within the geographic range of the strategy.

Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas are portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources
receive primary emphasis, and management activities are subject to specific standards and guidslines,
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas include traditional riparian camidors, wetlands, intermittent streams,
and other areas that help maintain the integrity of aquatic ecosystems by (1) infiuencing the delivery of
coarse sediment, organic matter, and woody debris to streams, {2} providing roct strength for channel
stability, (3) shading the stream, and (4) protecting water quality (Naiman et al. 1892),
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The Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas under the strategy would be nearly identical to those under
the Idaho Conservation Strategy (Idaho Department of Fish & Game Commission’s Bull Trout Conservation
Strategy, 1995). The main difference is that, under the Idaho Conservation Strategy, Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas would apply only in key watersheds. Since their key watersheds are large and
cover much of the Nationai Forest System fands in Idaho, there would be litile difference between the
two Strategies in regard to Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas within occupied bull trowut habitat.

Widths of interim Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas that are adequate to protect streams from
non-channelized sediment inputs should be sufficient to provide other riparian functions, including
delivery of organic matter and woody debris, stream shading, and bank stability (Brazier and Brown
1973, Gregory et al. 1984, Steinblums et. al 1984, Beschta et al. 1987, McDads et al. 1930, Sedell and
Beschta 1991, Belt et al. 1992). The effectiveness of riparian conservation areas in influencing sediment
delivery from non-channelized flow is highly variable. A review by Belt et al. (1992) of studies in Idaho
(Haupt 1959a and 1958b, Ketcheson and Megehan 1880. Burroughs and King (1985 and 1989) and
elsewhere (Trimble and Sartz 1957, Packer 1967, Swift 1986) concluded that non-channelized sediment
flow rarely travels more than 300 feet and that 200-300 foot riparian filter strips* are generally effective
at protecting streams from sediment from non-channelized flow.

Interim BHCA widths would apply where watershed analysis has not been completed. Site-specific
widths may be increased where necessary to achieve riparian management goals and objectives, or
decreased where interim widths are not needed to attain RMOs or avoid adverse effects. Establishment
of RHCA’s would require completion of watershed analysis to provide the ecological basis for the change.
However, interim RHCAs may be modified by amendment in the absence of watershed analysis where
stream reach or site-specific data support the change. In all cases, the rationale supporting RHCA
widths and their effects would be documented.

Standard Widths Defining Interim RHCAs
The four categories of stream or water body and the standard widths for each are:

Category 1 - Fish-bearing streams: interim RHCAs consist of the stream and the area on either
side of the stream extending from the edges of the active stream channel to the top of the inner
gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of riparian vegetation,
or to a distance equal to the helight of two site-potential trees, or 300 feet slope distance (600
feet, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest.

Category 2 - Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streams: Interim RHCAs consist of the
stream and the area on either side of the stream extending from the edges of the active stream
channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year fiood piain, or to the
outer edges of riparian vegetation, or to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree,
ar 150 feet slope distance (300 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is
greatest.

Category 3 - Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than 1 acre: Interim RHCAs consist
of the body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or to
the extent of the seasonally saturated soil, or to the extent of moderately and highly unstable
areas, or to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree, or 150 feet slope distance
from the edge of the maximum pool elevation of constructed ponds and reservoirs or from the
edge of the wetland, pond or lake, whichever is greatest.
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Category 4 - Seasonally flowing or Intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 acre, landslides,
and landslide-prone areas: This category includes features with high variability in size and
site-specific characteristics. At a minimum the interim RHCAs must include:

a. the extent of landslides and landslide-prone areas
b. the intermittent stream channel and the area to the top of the inner gorge

c. the intermittent stream channe! or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the
riparian vegetation

d. for Priority Watersheds, the area from the edges of the stream channel, wetland,
landsiide, or landslide-prone area to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential
tree, or 100 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest

e. for watersheds not identified as Priority Watersheds, the area from the edges of the
stream channel, wetland, landslide, or iandslide-prone area to a distance equal to the
height of one-half site potential tree, or 50 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest

In non-forested rangeland ecosystems, the interim RHCA width for permanently flowing streams in
categories 1 and 2 is the extent of the 100-year flood plain.

Standards and Guidelines

Project and site-specific standards and guidelines listed below would apply to all RHCAs and to projects
and activities in areas outside RHCAs that are identified through NEPA analysis as potentially degrading
RHCAs. The combination of the standards and guidelines for RHCAs specified below with the standards
and guidelines of existing forest plans and Land Use Plans would provide a benchmark for management
actions that reflects increased sensitivities and a commitment to ecosystem managemert.

Under the strategy, the standards and guidelines listed below would be applied to the entire geographic
area for the project, Due to the short-term duration of this interim direction, provisions for development
and implementation of road/transportation management plans and the relocation, efimination, or
reconstruction of existing roads, facilities, and other improvements (1.e., RF-2 ¢, RF-3 a and ¢, RF-4,
RF-5, GM-2, RM-1, and MM-2) would be initiated but would be uniikely to be completed during the
interim period. Where existing roads, faciities, and other improvements found to be causing an
unacceptable risk cannot be relocated, eliminated, or reconstructed, those improvements woutld be
ciosed. Also, due to the short-term duration of this direction, adjustments to management not within
the sole discretion of the Agencies (i.e., RF-1, LH-3, RA-1, WR-2, FW-3, and FW-4) would be initiated
but would be unlikely to be completed during the intetim pericd.

The standards and guidelines under the inland Native Fish Strategy have the same intent as the 38
standards and guidelines under the Idaho Conservation Strategy. The Inland Native Fish Strategy has
one additional standard and guideline (RA-4), related to storage of fuels and refusling in RHCA's,

Many people commented on the draft what it meant to not retard the attainment of the RMOs. For the
purposes of analysis, to *retard® would mean to slow the rate of recovery beiow the near natural rate of
recovery if no additional human caused disturbance was placed on the system, This cbviously will
require professional judgement and should be based on watershed analysis of local conditions.
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Timber Management

™-1

Roads Management

Prohibit timber harvest, including fuelwood cutting, in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas,
except as described below.

a. Where catastrophic events such as fire, flooding, volcanic, wind, or insect damage result
in degraded riparian conditions, allow salvage and fuelwood cutting in Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas only where present and future woody debris needs are met, where
cutting would not retard or prevent attainment of other Riparian Management Objectives,
and where adverse effects can be avoided to inland native fish. For priority watersheds,
complete watershed analysis prior to salvage cutting in RHCAs,

b. Apply silvicuttural practices for Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas to acquire desired
vegetation characteristics where needed to attain Riparian Management Objectives.
Apply sitvicultural practices in @ manner that does not retard attainment of Riparian
Management Objectives and that avoids adverse effects on inland native fish.

RF-1

RF-2

Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, State, and county agencies, and cost-share partners to achieve
consistency in road design, operation, and maintenance necessary to attain Riparian
Management Objectives.

For each existing or planned road, meet the Riparian Management Objectives and avoid
adverse effects to inland native fish by:

a,

completing watershed analyses prior to construction of new roads or landings in
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas within priority watersheds.

minimizing road and landing locations in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas.

initiating development and implementation of a Road Management Plan or a
Transportation Management Plan. At a minimum, address the following items in
the plan:

Road design criteria, elements, and standards that govern construction and
reconstruction.

Road management objectives for each road.
Criteria that govemn road operation, maintenance, and management.
Requirements for pre-, during-, and post-storm inspections and maintenance.

Regulation of traffic during wet periods to minimize erosion and sediment delivery
and accomplish other objectives.

implementation and effectiveness monitoring plans for road stability, drainage,
and erosion control.
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RF-3

RF-4

RF-5

7. Mitigation plans for road failures.
d. avoiding sediment delivery to streams from the road surface.

1. OQutsloping of the roadway surface is preferred, except in cases where outsloping
would increase sediment delivery to streams or where outsloping is infeasible or
unsafe.

2. Route road drainage away from potentially unstable stream channels, fills, and
hillslopes.

e. avoiding disruption of natural hydrologic flow paths.

f. avoiding sidecasting of soils or snow. Sidecasting of road material is prohibited
on road segments within or abutting RHCAs in priority watersheds.

Determine the influence of each road on the Riparian Management Objectives. Meet Riparian
Management Objectives and avoid adverse effects on inland native fish by:

a reconstructing road and drainage features that do not meet design criteria or
operation and maintenance standards, or that have been shown to be less effective
than designed for controliing sediment delivery, or that retard attainment of Riparian
Management Objectives, or do not protect priority watersheds from increased
sedimertation,

b. prioritizing reconstruction based on the current and potential damage to inland
native fish and their priority watersheds, the ecological value of the riparian resources
affected, and the feasibility of options such as helicopter logging and road relocation
out of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas.

c. clesing and stabilizing or obliterating, and stabilizing roads not needed for future
management activities. Prioritize these actions based on the current and potential
damage to inland native fish in priority watersheds, and the ecological value of
the riparian resources affected,

Construct new, and improve existing, culverts, bridges, and other stream crossings to
accommodate a 100-year fiood, including associated bedicad and debris, where those
improvements would/do pose a substantial risk to riparian conditions. Substantial risk
improvements include those that do not meet design and operation maintenance criteria, or
that have been shown to be less effective than designed for controlling erosion, or that
retard attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or that do not protect priority watersheds
from increased sedimentation. Base priority for upgrading on risks in priority watershads
and the ecological value of the riparian resources affected. Construct and maintain crossings
to prevent diversion of streamflow out of the channel and down the road in the evert of
crossing failure,

Provide and maintain fish passage at all road crossings of existing and potential fish-bearing
streams,
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Grazing Management

GM-1

GM-2

GM-3

GM-4

Modify grazing practices (e.g., accessibility of riparian areas to fivestock, jength of grazing
season, stocking levels, timing of grazing, etc.) that retard or prevent attainment of Riparian
Management Objectives or are likely to adversely affect inland native fish. Suspend grazing
if adjusting practices is not effective in meeting Riparian Management Objectives.

Locate new livestock handling andfor management facilities outside of Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas. For existing livestock handling facilities inside the Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas, assure that facilities do not prevent attainment of Riparian Management
Objectives. Relocate or close facilities where these cbjectives cannot be met.

Limit livestock trailing, bedding, watering, salting, loading, and other handling efforts to those
areas and times that would not retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives
or adversely affect inland native fish.

Adijust wild horse and burro management to avoid impacts that prevent attainment of Riparian
Management Objectives or adversely affect inland native fish,

Recreation Management

RM-1

AM-2

AM-3

Design, construct, and operate recreation facilities, including tralls and dispersed sites, in a
manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives
and avoids adverse effects on inland native fish. Complete watershed analysis prior to
construction of new recreation facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas within priority
watersheds. For existing recreation faciiities inside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas,
assure that the facilities or use of the facilities would not prevent attainment of Riparian
Management Objectives or adversely affect inland native fish. Relocate or close recreation
facilties where Riparian Management Objectives cannot be met or adverse sffects on inland

native fish can not be avoided.

Adjust dispersed and developed recreation practices that retard or prevent attainment of
Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect inland native fish, Where adjustment
measures such as education, use limitations, traffic contro! devices, increased maintenance,
relocation of facilities, and/or specific site closures are not effective in meeting Riparian
Management Objectives and avoiding adverse gffects on inland native fish, eliminate the
practice or occupancy.

Address attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and potential effect on intand native
fish in Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wildemess, and other Recreation Management plans.

Minerzis Management

MM-1

Minimize adverse effects to inland native fish species from mineral operations. If a Notice of
intent indicates that a mineral operation would be located in a Riparian Habitat Conservation
Area, consider the effects of the activity on inland native fish in the determination of significant
surface disturbance pursuant to 36 CFR 228.4. For operations in a Riparian Habitat

Conservation Area ensure operators take ali practicable measures to maintain, protect, and
rehabilitate fish and wildlife habitat which may be affected by the operations. When bonding
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MM-2

MM-3

MM-4

MM-5

MM-6

is required, consider (in the estimation of bond amount) the cost of stabilizing, rehabilitating,
and reclaiming the area of operations.

Locate structures, support facilities, and roads outside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas.
Where no alternative to siting facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas exists, locate
and construct the facilities in ways that avoid impacts to Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas
and streams and adverse effects on inland native fish. Where no alternative to road construction
exists, keep roads to the minimum necessary for the approved mineral activity. Close, obliterate
and revegetate roads no longer required for mineral or land management activities.

Prohibit solid and sanitary waste facilities in Riparian Hab#tat Conservation Areas. If no
atternative to locating mine waste (waste rock, spent ore, tailings) facilities in Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas exists, and releases can be prevented and stability can be ensured,
ther;

a analyze the waste material using the best conventional sampling methods and
analytic techniques to determine its chemical and physical stability characteristics.

b. locate and design the waste facilities using the best conventional techniques to
ensure mass stability and prevent the release of acid or toxic materials. i the
best conventional technology is not sufficient to prevent such releases and ensure
stability over the long term, prohibit such facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation
Areas,

C. monitor waste and waste facilities to confirm predictions of chemical and physical
stability, and make adjustments to operations as needed to avoid adverse effects
to inland native fish and to attain Riparian Management Objectives.

d. reclaim and monitor waste facilties to assure chemical and physical stability and
revegetation to avoid adverse effects to infand native fish, and to attain the Riparian
Management Objectives,

e require reclamation bonds adequate to ensure long-term chemical and physical
stability and successful revegetation of mine waste facilities.

For leasable minerals, prohibit surface occupancy within Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas
for oil, gas, and geothermal exploration and development activities where contracts and
leases do not already exist, unless there are no other options for location and Riparian
Management Objectives can be attained and adverse effects to inland native fish can be
avoided. Adjust the operating plans of existing contracts to (1) eliminate impacts that prevent
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and (2) avoid adverse effects to inland native
fish,

Permit sand and gravel mining and extraction within Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas
only i no altematives exist, if the action{s) would not retard or prevent attainment of Riparian
Management Objectives, and adverse effects to inland native fish can be avoided.

Develop inspection, monitoring, and reporting requirements for mineral activities. Evaluate
and apply the results of inspection and monitoring to modify mineral plans, leases, or permits
as needed to eliminate impacts that prevent attainmert of Riparian Management Objectives
and avoid adverse effects on infand native fish.
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Fire/Fuels Management

FM-1

FM-2

FM-3

FM-4

FM-5

Lands

LH-1

LH-2

Design fuel treatment and fire suppression strategies, practices, and actions so as not to
prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, and to minimize disturbance of
riparian ground cover and vegetation. Strategies should recognize the role of fire in ecosystem
function and identify those instances where fire suppression or fuel management actions
could perpetuate or be damaging to long-term ecosystem function or inland native fish.

Locate incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, helispots, and other centers for
incident activities outside of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. If the only suitable location
for such activities is within the Riparian Habitat Conservation Area, an exemption may be
granted following a review and recommendation by a resource advisor. The advisor would
prescribe the location, use conditions, and rehabilitation requirements, with avoidance of
adverse effects to inland native fish a primary goal. Use an interdisciplinary team, including
a fishery biclogist, to predetermine incident base and helibase locations during presuppression

planning.

Avoid delivery of chemical retardant, foam, or additives to surface waters. An exception may
be warranted in situations where overriding immediate safety imperatives exist, or, following
a review and recommendation by a resource advisor and a fishery biologist, when the action
agency determines an escape fire would cause more long-erm damage to fish habitats
than chemical delivery to surface waters,

Design prescribed bumn projects and prescriptions to contribute to the attainment of the
Riparian Management Objectives.

immediately establish an emergency team to develop a rehabilitation treatment plan to attain
Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse effects on inland native fish whenever
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas are significantly damaged by a wildfire or a prescribed
fire buming out of prescription.

Require instream flows and habitat conditions for hydroeiectric and other surface water
development proposals that maintain or restore riparian resources, favorable channel
conditions, and fish passags, reproduction, and growth. Coordinate this process with the
appropriate State agencies. During relicensing of hydroelectric projects, provide written and
timely license conditions to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC} that require
fish passage and flows and habitat conditions that maintain/restore riparian resources and
channel integrity. Coordinate relicensing projects with the appropriate State agencies.

Locate new hydroelectric ancillary facilities outside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. For
existing ancillary faciiities inside the RHCA that are essential to proper management, provide
recommendations to FERC to assure that the facilities would not prevent attainment of the
Riparian Management Objectives and that adverse effects on inland native fish are avoided.
Where these objectives cannot be met, provide recommendations to FERC that such ancillary
facilities should be relocated. Locate, operate, and maintain hydroelectric facilities that must
be located in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas to avoid effects that would retard or prevent
attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse effects on inland

native fish.
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LH-3

LH-4

Issue leases, permits, rights-of-way, anc 2asements to avoid effects that would retard or
prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse effects on
infand native fish. Where the authority to do so was retained, adjust existing leases, permits,
rights-of-way, and easements to eliminate effects that would retard or prevent attainment of
the Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect inland native fish. If adjustments
are not effective, eliminate the activity. Where the authority to adjust was not retained, negotiate
to make changes in existing leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements to efiminate effects
that would prevernt attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect
inland native fish. Priority for modifying existing leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements
would be based on the current and potential adverse effects on inland native fish and the
ecological value of the riparian resources affected.

Use land acquisition, exchange, and conservation easements to meet Riparian Management
Objectives and facilitate restoration of fish stocks and other species at risk of extinction.

General Riparlan Area Management

HA-1

RA-2

RA-3

RA-4

RA-5

ldentify and cooperate with Federal, Tribal, State and local governments to secure instream
flows needed to maintain riparian resources, channel conditions, and aquatic habitat.

Trees may be felled in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas when they pose a safety risk.
Keep felled trees on site when needed to meet woody debris objectives.

Apply herbicides, pesticides, and other toxicants, and other chemicals in a manner that
does not retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and avoids adverse
effects on inland native fish.

Prohibit storage of fuels and other toxicants within Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas.
Prohibit refueling within Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas unless there are no other
alternatives. Refueling sites within a Riparian Habitat Conservation Area must be approved
by the Forest Service or Bureau of Land Management and have an approved spill containment
plan.

Locate water drafting sites to avoid adverse effects to inland native fish and instream flows,
and in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives.

Watershed and Habitat Restoration

WR-1

WR-2

Design and implement watershed restoration projects in a manner that promotes the long-term
ecological integrity of ecosystems, conserves the genstic integrity of native species, and
contributes to attainment of Riparian Management Objectives.

Cooperate with Federal, State, local, and Tribal agencies, and private landowners to develop

watershed-based Coordinated Resource Management Plans (CRMPs) or other cooperative
agreements to meet Riparian Management Objectives.
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Fisheries and Wiidlife Hestoration

FW-1 Design and implement fish and wildlife habitat restoration and enhancement actions in a
manner that contributes to attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives.

FW-2 Design, construct, and operate fish and wildlife interpretive and other user-enhancement
facilities in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of the Riparian Management
Obijectives or adversely affect infand native fish. For existing fish and wildlife interpretive and
other user-enhancement facilities inside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, assure that
Riparian Management Objectives are met and adverse effects on inland native fish are avoided.
Where Riparian Management Objectives cannot be met or adverse effects on inland native
fish avoided, relocate or close such facilities.

FW-3 Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State wildlife management agencies to identify and
elirinate wild ungulate impacts that prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives
or adversely affect inland native fish.

Fw-4 Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State fish management agencies to identify and eliminate
adverse effects on native fish associated with habitat manipulation, fish stocking, fish harvest,
and poaching.

Priority Watersheds

Priority watersheds have been designated in Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, and Washington. Criteria
considered to designate priority watersheds in the 22 National Forests were:

1. Watersheds with excellent habitat or strong assemblages of inland native fish, with a priority
on bull trout populfations.

2. Watersheds that provide for meta-population objectives,

3. Degraded watersheds with a high restoration potential.

The intent of designating priority watersheds is to provide a pattern of protection across the landscape
where habitat for inland native fish would receive special attention and treatment. Areas in good condition
would serve as anchors for the potertial recovery of depressed stocks, and also would provide colonists
for adjacent areas where habitat had been degraded by land management or natural events. Those
areas of lower quality habitat with high potential for restoration would become future sources of good
habitat with the implementation of a comprehensive restoration program. Priority watersheds would
have the highest priority for restoration, monitoring and watershed analysis.

Within priority waterstieds, ongoing activities have been screened. This screening effort is a way to
monitor ongoing activities to categorize the extent of risk they represent to buil trout habitat or populations.
Projects determined to be a high or medium risk must be reviewed by Forest Supervisors and, subject
to valid existing rights, they have three options to pursue:

1. Modify the action to reduce the risk.
2. Postpone the action until the fipal direction is issued.
3.  Cancel the action.

Forest Supervisors will submit to their respective Regional Foresters an action plan for how high and
moderate risk projects will be modified to avoid an unacceptable risk. This action plan will be submitted
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within one month. Modifications for moderate and high risk projects should be initiated within two months
with high risk projects having the highest priority. if there are compelling reasons why a project can
not be modified, delayed, or cancelled, the Forest Supervisor will include in the action plan written
documenrtation of the rationale for such action and what other mitigating measures will be implemented
to assure there is not an unacceptable risk. For low risk projects, Forest Supervisors must provide an
action plan by March 1, 1996 for means to assure there is not an unacceptable risk.

Watershed Analysis

Watershed analysis is a systematic procedure for determining how a watershed functions in relation to
its physical and biological components, This is accompiished through consideration of history, processes,
landform, and condition. Generally, watershed analysis would be initiated where the interim RMOs and
the interim RHCA widths do not adequately reflect specific watershed capabilities, or as required in the
standards and guidelines before specific projects are initiated. The guidelines and procedural manuals
being developed by the Interagency Watershed Analysis Coordination Team and other potentially
relevant procedures {e.g., the Cumulative Watershed Effects Process for idaho, etc.) would be considered
and used, where appropriate, in development of a watershed analysis protocol, Eventually, any watershed
analysis would follow the final Ecosystem Analysis at @ Watershed Scale. Additional information will be
sent out when it is available.

Watershed analysis is a prerequisite for determining which processes and parts of the landscape affect
fish and riparian habitat, and is essential for defining watershed- specific boundaries for Riparian Mabitat
Conservation Areas and for Riparian Management Objectives. Watershed analysis can form the basis
for evaluating cumulative watershed effects; defining watershed restoration needs, goals and objectives;
implementing restoration strategies; and monitoring the effectiveness of watershed protection measures,
depending upon the issues to be addressed in the watershed analysis. Watershed analysis employs
the perspectives and tools of multiple disciplines, especially geomorphology, hydrology, geology, aquatic
and terrestrial ecology, and soif science. It is the framework for understanding and carmying out land
use activities within a geomorphic context, and is a major component of the evolving science of ecosystem
analysis. Forests should utilize local fish and game department, tribal staff, or other local groups whanever
possibie to increase the knowledge base and expertise for watershed analysis.

Watershed analysis consists of a sequence of activities designed to identify and interpret the processes
operating in a specific landscape. Sinca the concept of watershed analysis was first introduced, there
has been much discussion as to the procedures and detail that a watershed analysis should complete.
It is recognized that the components and intensity of the analysis would vary depending on tevel of
activity and significance of issues invoived. Following are the general process steps for watershed
analysis currently being considered:

1. Characterization of the Watershed,

a. Place the watershed in a broader geographic context.
b. Highlight dominant features and processes with the watershed,
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2. ldentification of Issues and Key Questions.
a. Key gquestions and resource components.
b. Determine which issues are appropriate to analyze at this scale.

3. Description of Current Condition.

4. Description of Reference Conditions.
a. Establish ecologically and geomorphically appropriate reference conditions for the
watershed.

§, Interpretation of Information. ) :

a. Provide a comparison and interpretation of the current, historic, and reference
conditions.

6. Recommendations.
a. Provide conclusions and recommendations to management.

The process described above is significantly streamlined to allow managers to focus watershed analysis
to address specific issues and management needs. This can include modiication of RMOQO's, RHCA's,
or identification of restoration and monitoring needs. The state-of-the art for watershed analysis is still
developing and the processes would need to flexible.

Watershed Restoration

Watershed restoration comprises actions taken to improve the current conditions of watersheds to
restore degraded habitat, and to provide long-term protection to natural resources, including riparian
and aquatic resources. The strategy does not attempt 1o develop a restoration strategy given the short
time period for implementation of this interim direction. It is expected that Forests would utilize the
information from watershed analysis and project development to initiate restoration projects where
appropriate and funds are available. Priority watersheds would have the highest priority for restoration
efforts, ’

Monitoring

Monitoring is an important component of the proposed interim direction. The primary focus is to verify
that the standards and guidelines were applied during the project implemertation, Monitoring to assess
whether those protective measures are effective to attain Riparian Goals and Management Objectives
would be a lower priority given the short time frame for this intetim direction. Complex ecological processes
and long time frames are inherent in the RMOs, and & is unrealistic to expect that the planned monitoring
would generate conclusive results within 18 months. Nevertheless, it is critical to begin monitoring.
Forests are urged to utilize current Forest Plan monitoring efforts, and Section 7 Monitoring results
from PACFISH areas where on the same Forest to establish a baseline for determining the effectiveness
of these standards and guidelines. Priority watersheds would have the highest priority for monitoring
efforts.

A third type of monitoring (validation monitoring) is intended to ascertain the validity of the assumptions
used in developing the interim direction. Because of the short-term nature of the management direction,
no specific requirements are included for validation monitoring.
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ALTERNATIVE C

The following information on Alternative C is supplied for the testing efforts. It is not for general application.

Atternative C is based on the *National Forest Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Strategy
(FISH 2000)" developed by the Northwest Forest Resource Council in January, 1995, FISH 2000 was
submitted by many commentors as an alternative that should be evaluated in detail. Following are the
key elements of the strategy. FISH 2000 is included in the planning record.

This alternative does not establish generalized Riparian Management Objectives or Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas. Rather these are established through assessment of key processes related to the
forest canopy and shade, large woody debris recruitment, sediment from surface erosion, sediment
from mass failures, and gravel recruitment. As described in FISH 2000 (page i), the process is
implemented in three steps:

1. Watershed scale riparian function assessment would establish current riparian conditions,
riparian input processes, areas not functioning within ecological potential, and appropriate
riparian goals.

2. Project and site-specific assessment determines the extent to which riparian functions
are currently provided and identify managernent actions that would maintain them.

3. Where riparian function relationships and management needs remain unclear, FISH
2000 requires a more comprehensive watershed analysis be conducted to adjust RHCA's,
RMQO's, and Standards and Guidelines.

This alternative articulated several goals for watershed, riparian, and stream channel conditions. These
goals are the same as those described for the strategy and are listed above.

FISH 2000 provides standards and guidelines only for the management of resources within the RHCA's.
For the purposes of this alternative, the current Forest Plan management direction for other resources
and any existing State Best Management Practices would be considered the management direction to
be applied.

Refer to Table A-3, below, for the Standards and Guidelines guiding project development under Alternative
C.

ALTERNATIVE E
The following information on Alternative E is supplied for the testing efforts. It is not for genera! appflication.

Alternative E would be similar to the strategy, in that it would apply the same riparian goals, interim
Riparian Management Objectives, Riparian Habitat Consarvation Areas, and standards and guidelines
for the entire area of the project. Based on the results of scoping, it was determined that another alternative
was needed to provide stronger direction in the following areas:

1. A Riparian Management Objective for sediment substrate would be established to be
less than 20 percent fine sediment in spawning habitat,
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A Riparian Management Objective for streambank stability would be established ensuring
that at least 90 percent of all streambanks would be stable.

Watershed analysis, although conducted as described for the strategy, must be completed
in Priority Watersheds prior to initiation of any new projects and activities therein.

Subject to valid existing rights, prohibif all road construction and timber sales in unroaded
areas 1,000 acres or larger or unroaded areas smaller than 1,000 acres that are biologically

significartt.

All watershed analysis findings that would change Resource Management Objectives,
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, or standerds and guidelines would undergo peer

review.
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APPENDIX B- FOREST PLAN TEXT

NOTE: This is Alternative A modified and represents the "Decision” on this project. Changes
in wording from the original Alternative A, which were not stated as modifications in the

Decision Notice are indicated here in italics.
ELKHORN WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT UNIT
HELENA AND BEAVERHEAD-DEERLODGE NATIONAL FORESTS

ELKHORN-WIDE DIRECTION

I. INTRODUCTION

The Elkhorn Wildlife Management Unit (WMU) was established as a result of the Final
Elkhorn Wilderness Study EIS and decision (1982). The Final Report and decision
recommended a set of criteria that would be used to establish a WMU in the Deerlodge and
Helena Forest Plans. The Forest Plans were completed in 1987 and 19886, respectively, and
both provided direction for management of the Elkhorns as a WMU. Monitoring, completed
through a landscape analysis in 1993, indicated a need for an amendment to update and
improve the Forest Plan direction which would continue to meet the original criteria.

The following direction for the Elkhorn WMU applies to all National Forest System Lands in
the Elkhorn Mountains which includes portions of the Helena and Deerlodge National
Forests. This direction is a compilation of the original Wilderness Study criteria, the original
language in the Forest Plans (1986, 1987), the results of the Elkhorn Landscape Analysis
(completed in January 1993), and the interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for
the Elkhorn Cooperative Management Area (signed July 1992 by the Deerlodge National
Forest, Helena National Forest, Bureau of Land Management, Butte District, and the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks). This direction incorporates the
principles of Ecosystem Management while maintaining the integrity of the WMU
concept. The objectives contained in this direction are intended to be accomplished within a
ten year time frame with the exception of LTA vegetation objectives, which are intended to
be accomplished in 50 years.

NOTE: Forest-wide standards in the Forest Plans for the Helena and Deerlodge
National Forests have been incorporated as they apply to the Elkhorn Wildlife
Management Unit and included in this section.

Il. DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION

The desired future condition is based on the goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines.
The following paragraph is a description of the desired future condition of the Forest System

lands in the Elkhorn Mountains:

The Elkhorn Wildlife Management Unit is integrated into the overall Elkhorn Cooperative
Management Area as a unique, cooperatively administered geographic area, where
management of all lands under federal administration emphasizes ecosystem heaith and
sustainability. On National Forest System lands, wildlife and recreation values are
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considered above other resource uses or outputs.

On public lands in the Elkhorns, a sense of "naturalness" is the pervasive quality of the |
landscape. Mining, timber, grazing, and other land use occur, but are mitigated such that
they do not appear dominant. Grasslands consist of mostly native species that provide
abundant forage. Shrublands exist in varying patch sizes, densities, and seral stages across
the landscape. The forests represent a variety of age classes. Many of the lower elevation
forested stands exist in an open savannah-like structure. Streams run clear and riparian
areas are productive, diverse, and function to store water and trap sediment. Riparian areas
are vigorous and healthy with a diversity of flora and fauna.

Recreation in the Elkhorns emphasizes its unique resources including an abundant and
diverse flora and fauna for fishing, hunting, viewing, and interpretation; an abundance of
unique cultural resources both historic and prehistoric for viewing and interpretation, and a
well-defined and managed transportation system which offers opportunities for both non-
motorized and motorized recreational activities. Signing is consistent throughout the area
regardless of administrative boundaries.

Ill. DEFINITIONS

A Goal is a concise statements that describe a desired end result. Goals are normally
expressed in broad general terms rather than guantitatively and there is no time period
specified for achievement.

Objectives describe measurable resource conditions, ranges of conditions, or a time period
intended to achieve forest plan goals.

Standards are limitations on management activities; adherence to standards is mandatory.
Standards must be defined in such a manner that they are clearly within the authority or
ability of the agency to enforce; that is, compliance must be within the agency's control.

Guidelines are used to describe a preferred or advisable course of action. Guidelines would
play two key roles: First, guidelines can be used to describe a preferred or advisable method
for conducting resource activities. Second, guidelines can be used to describe a preferred or
advisable sequence or priority for implementing various types of projects when such
guidance is useful in facilitating achievement of a forest plan goal. When deviation from a
guideline is necessary, it will be documented during the project-level analysis.

IV. STANDARDS - ELKHORN-WIDE
1) No trans-mountain road will be considered.

2) Prior to making site-specific decisions about livestock grazing, the process outlined in FSH
2209.24 will be followed.

3) Allotment Management Plans will include numerical limitations on one or more of the
following parameters: key species forage utilization (%); stubble height (inches); woody
utilization {%); bank disturbance (% of reach); and/or soil disturbance (% of reach).

4) All forest land in the WMU is classified as unsuitable for timber production which
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precludes timber harvest on a "programmed" basis.

5) Qutfitter numbers will not increase for hunting and fishing. The number of service days are
considered during the permitting process.

6) Mining activities will not be allowed on big game winter ranges/calving areas from 12/2 to
5/15. Winter ranges, as mapped, are based on MDFWP telemetry data (See Figure A). This
standard applies to all mining activities except operations and maintenance of oil and gas
production facilities.

7) Leased minerals activities will not be allowed on core big game summer range from 6/1-
9/30. Core summer ranges are based on MDFWP telemetry data (see Figure B). This
standard applies to all leaseable mining activities except operations and maintenance of ol

and gas production facilities.

8) No mineral activity will occur at the Elkhorn townsite cemetery (withdrawn from mineral
entry).

V. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT

VEGETATION

GOAL 1. The structure, amounts, and patterns of vegetation are managed to be consistent
within the ranae of conditions that were maintained under natural disturbance regimes.

The distribution and relative occurrence of vegetation is managed at the level of the
Landtype Association (LTA). The structure of the vegetation is also addressed within the
overall lifeform (eg. grassiand). LTA's are groupings of landtypes having repeatable patterns
of bedrock geology, geomorphic influence, broad climatic breaks, landforms, soils, and
potential vegetation. The following objectives reflect the total changes needed to manage
the grasslands at the lowest end of best estimate of natural range and conversely, to
manage at the upper ends of the natural ranges for both shrubs and conifers. These
objectives are intended to be accomplished over the next 50 years.

Objectives:

(NOTE: a "decrease” in shrubs or conifers is not equivalent to a "type conversion’; these are
areas where conifers (generally 0-90 vears old) and shrubs are colonizing into previously
"open” areas (these will generally be on grassland habitat types). "Canopy cover reductions”
are targeted only for the areas within the stated acreages where canopy cover is greater
than 50% and historically the stands were 10-50%).

A. LTA 1: Increase grasslands by about 765 acres or to 19% of the LTA; decrease
shrublands by 700 acres (io 5% of the LTA); decrease conifers by about 70 acres and
reduce canopy cover from >50% to 10-50% on portions of 8,800 acres.

B. LTA 2: Increase grasslands by about 2300 acres (to 68% of the LTA); decrease
shrublands by 1300 acres (to 10% of the LTA); decrease conifers by about 1500 acres (to
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10% of the LTA); increase riparian vegetation and aspen on about 500 acres; and reduce
canopy cover from >50% to 10-30% on portions of 1200 acres of conifers.

C. LTA 3: Maintain grasslands on about 3100 acres (20% of the LTA); increase shrublands,
aspen, and riparian on 300 acres (5% of the L.TA); decrease conifers on about 300 acres;
and reduce canopy cover from >50% to 10-50% on portions of 11,000 acres of conifers (70%
of L.TA).

D. LTA 4: Increase grasslands by about 4600 acres (to 68% of the LTA), decrease
shrublands by 1800 acres (io 10% of the LTA); decrease conifers on about 4,000 acres;
increase aspen and riparian vegetation on about 1200 acres; and reduce canopy cover from
>50% to 10-30% on portions of 1300 acres of conifers.

E. LTA 5: Increase grasslands by about 2400 acres (to 15% of the LTA); maintain about 700
acres of shrublands (3% of the LTA); decrease conifers on about 2400 acres; and reduce
canopy cover from >50% to 10-50% on portions of 18,500 acres of conifers.

F. LTA 6: Decrease canopy cover where it currently is greater than 50% to range from 30-
50% on portions of 11,000 acres of conifers (70% of the LTA).

G. LTA 7: Decrease canopy cover where it currently is greater than 50% to range from 30-
50% on portions of 5,700 acres of conifers (70% of the LTA).

H. LTA 8: Consider unplanned fire ignitions; Management is limited.

I. LTA 9; Decrease canopy cover where it currently is greater than 50% to range from 30-
50% on portions of 7,000 acres of conifers (70% of the LTA).

J. LTA 10: Consider unplanned fire ignitions; Management is limited.

K. LTA 11: Increase grasslands by about 400 acres (to 85% of the LTA); decrease about
250 acres of shrublands (10% of the LTA); and reduce conifers on about 100 acres (5% of
the LTA).

[. LTA 12: Increase grasslands by about 270 acres (to 10% of the LTA); increase
shrublands by 100 ares (to 13% of the LTA); decrease conifers by about 370 acres (77% of
the LTA). In portions of the remaining conifer stands (2,500 acres), reduce canopy cover
where it is currently >50% to occur within the range from 10-50%.

M. Plant communities of limited distribution in the Elkhorn Mountains are given special
consideration in the implementation of other vegetation treatments as shown below:

1. Improve the health and vigor of existing stands of bitterbrush in LTA's 2, 5, 6, and 11.
2. Improve the health and vigor of existing stands of mountain mahogany in LTA 11.

3. Increase young age-classes of narrowleaf cottonwood where the species is currently
distributed.

4. Conduct surveys for the Regionally-listed sensitive plant species with potential habitat in
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the Elkhoms; any known populations are maintained or enhanced.

GOAL 2. Soils and vegetation function to promote overall ecosystem health and
sustainability.

Obijectives:

A. Restore and maintain long-term soil productivity consistent with vegetation objectives
through techniques that increase organic material incorporation and decrease the percentage
of exposed surface soils.

Guidelines:

1. The soil resource is considered when managing livestock, mining, recreation, and other
potential land disturbing activities.

B. Control epidemic (threatens the well-being of many wildlife species) levels of insects and
disease (endemic levels are considered normal).

Guidelines:
1. The control methods minimize impacts on wildlife values.

GOAL 3. Vegetation composition (kind of species and communities) is within the range of
conditions that were maintained under natural disturbance regimes.

Objectives:

A. Promote old growth structure on a portion of the forested vegetation and provide habitat
for species associated with old growth forest within_the range of conditions that were
maintained under natural disturbance regimes as follows: LTA 1, 3, 9: 25-60%; LTA 2, 4, 11:
0-15%; LTA 5, 6: 35-60%; LTA 7, 8, 10: 20-65%.

Guidelines:

1. Base old growth delineations and management on definitions found in FSH 2609.24
B. Control noxious weed levels to protect and enhance native vegetation.

Guidelines:

1. Utilize biological, mechanical and chemical controls in an integrated manner focusing on
areas of heaviest weed infestations.

2. Utilize, to the extent possible, native plant species for reclamation and revegetation of
disturbances associated with management activities.

3. Treat new weed infestations as a priority over existing infestations.

4. Provide funding for weed control on disturbed sites by the "resource” that causes the
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disturbance.
WILDLIFE

GOAL 1. At the landscape level, a diverse array of habitats, at levels and arrangements
within _the range of conditions that were maintained under natural disturbance regimes,

function to contribute to viable populations of native wildlife species, and mountain goats.

Obijectives:

A. Increase the variety of wildlife habitats by accomplishing the objectives for soil, water, and
vegetation.

B. Provide high quality and adequate quantity of forage on "core" elk winter ranges (see
map) to increase the number of animals wintering on public lands from about 70% to 90% of
the 1992 State Elk Plan population objective (2,000). Forage quality includes a balance of
biomass and palatibility (ie. not all plants are old with lots of dead material).

C. Accomplish 150-500 acres of prescribed burning on potential bighorn sheep winter range.
Guidelines:

1. Restore and/or maintain grasslands in conjunction with rocky cliffs to support populations
of bighorn sheep to minimize or eliminate any impacts on existing land uses and private

landowners.

2. Transplanted bighorn sheep are considered "established" when monitoring shows
continual use of a winter area for 3 consecutive years.

D. Improve riparian habitats to reestablish or maintain beaver populations in Slim Sam,
Crow, South Crow, Indian, Wilson, Big Tizer, Maupin, Mill, Willard, and Turniey Creeks.

Guidelines:

1. Restore and/or maintain shrubs and other woody vegetation in areas where historic
beaver activity occurred and which have the potential to support beaver; Vore, 1993 states
that the best beaver habitat is associated with glacial till, granite or shist bedrock geclogy
with a stream gradient of less than or equal to 6%, a valley width of 150 feet or more, willow
or aspen for winter food, and materials suitable for dam and lodge construction.

E. Improve riparian habitats to support 25-75 moose especially in Tizer Basin and lower
Crow Creek, and in the Muskrat, McClellan, and Maupin drainage basins.

Guidelines:

1. Restore and/or maintain a diversity of healthy browse species (aspen, willow, dogwood,
alder) (with a variety of age-classes from young sprouts to older mature shrubs), and avoid
impacts to willow bottoms during other management activities.

GOAL 2. The special needs of Regionally-sensitive (and threatened and endangered)
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species occurring or with the potential to occur in the Elkhorns are provided.

Objectives:

A Restore and/or maintain habitats for these species by accomplishing vegetation
objectives, and/or through project level evaluation, mitigation, and/or investments (eg. shag
retention and/or creation).

Guideline:

1. The special needs of sensitive species with potential habitat in the Forest System lands in
the Elkhorn Mountains are addressed through project level evaluations, mitigation, or by
proposing specific habitat enhancement projects, where appropriate using information
provided in Reichel et al. (1992) (Project File). Threatened and endangered species, if
located in the Elkhorn WMU, are managed consistently with applicable laws and recovery
plans.

GOAL 3. Motorized vehicle access and_other human activities are restricted whenever
necessary o protect wildlife habitats and other naturai resources, and {o provide seclusion

for selected wildlife species.

Objectives:

A. Restrict motorized vehicle access on summer range in moist meadows and drainage
heads to maintain habitat effectiveness (quidelines found in FSH 2609.24).

B. Coordinate with MDEWP to ensure that trapping regulations and quotas are consistent
with the maintenance of beaver complexes {except where beaver are in conflict with other

riparian objectives).

C. Control human disturbance on big game winter range between 12/2-5/15. This includes
restrictions primarily on motorized vehicles, but may also include, where necessary,
restrictions on other users.

GOAL 4. Elk are maintained on public lands during the big game hunting season and habitat
is provided to support the desired sex and age classes of elk, as stated in the current State

Elk Plan (1992).

Objectives:

A. Restrict access to provide big game security areas (blocks of cover at least 1/2 mile from
roads open to motorized vehicles) to contribute o 30% (where inherent cover conditions

allow) of the herd unit.

B. Retain hiding cover on core elk winter range where it exists within 1/8 mile of a road open
to motorized vehicles. Hiding cover is defined as timber with at least 40% canopy cover in
paiches at least 10 acres in size.

Guidelines:
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1. Use state of the art methodology to assess and manage security habitat for elk during the
big game season. These process guidelines are found in Forest Service Handbook (FSH
2609.24).

AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT

WATERSHED

GOAL 1. The extent and function of riparian areas are maintained and/or restored to their full
potential. Riparian and stream conditions reflect low to moderately low grazing disturbance

regimes. Streams provide quality fish habitat. Vegetation consists of a diversity of plant
species and structural stages. Non-native plants and noxious weeds are greatly reduced.

Objectives:

A. Improve low similarity riparian reaches to moderate similarity, and maintain moderate and
high similarity riparian reaches to achieve the following percentages on streams within Forest
System lands in the Elkhorns:

High: 74%Moderate: 25%Low: 1%

Similarity relates fo desired conditions as described in "Riparian Guidelines for
Grazing" (FSH 2209.24).

Specific Objectives for the major drainages in the Elkhorns are as follows:
BT

Drainagelmprove Similarity Maintain Moderate
from Low to Moderateand High Similarity
Crow Creek22 miles93 miles

Indian Creek5 miles3 miles

Prickly PearNA13 miles

Warm Springs0.5 miles18 miles
McClellanNA24.5 miles

Beaver Creek2 miles23 miles

Muskrat Creek(.5 miles5 miles

Dry Creek2 miles3 miles

Elkhorn Creek1.5 miles5 miles
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BT
Guidelines:

1. Reduce high and extreme disturbance (based on riparian inventories) by specifying in
Allotment Management Plans the annual allowable limits to use of riparian areas for livestock
grazing. Process direction and recommended limits based on current conditions and stream
resiliency is contained in FSH 2209.24.

2 The numerical guidelines for riparian_disturbance and utilization apply only to domestic
livestock and will not include use by wildlife prior to the arazing season. At the site-specific
level, during the development of annual operating plans, situations where "dual use” by
livestock and wildlife would impede recovery of specific riparian_areas, livestock turn-on
dates. modified pasture scheduling, temporary fencing, herding, or other measures, would be
implemented o _enable the achievement of riparian_and allotment management pian

objectives.

B. Maintain habitat conditions in drainages currently occupied by westslope cuthroat trout in
high similarity conditions. This includes the Hall, Prickly Pear, Crystal, Staubach, McClellan,
Dutchman, and Muskrat drainages (the streams physically occupied by the fish as well as
unoccupied connected tributaries).

C. Coordinate with MDFWP to facilitate the reintroduction of westslope cutthroat in all
suitable barren stream reaches; to date these include upper Muskrat, upper Eureka, upper
Beaver and South Beaver, Little Tizer, and East Fork McClellan Creeks.

Guidelines:

1. Suitable habitat will generally consist of 4 km of habitat that provides for spawning, over-
wintering, and rearing needs. Consideration should also be given to whether there is a
barrier o isolate cutthroat from competing non-native fish, the accessibility of the stream
(probability of someone introducing non-native fish), and public recreational use and

acceptance.

D. Coordinate with MDFWP_to evaluate removing non-native fish and introduction of
cutthroat trout in lower Muskrat, South Fork Crow, lower McClellan, Queen's Gulch, and East

Fork Dry Creeks.

Guidelines:

1. Use the following criteria in prioritizing proposals: a) juxtaposition to existing or potential
cutthroat population (+), b) road access and accessiblity (-), ¢) recreational fishing (-), d)
complexity of removing brook trout (eg. beaver ponds)(-), and e) public recreational use and
acceptance.

E. Restore or maintain potential wetland habitats associated with non-linear areas influenced
by high water tables and/or springs in the Elkhorns. Such areas include: Hog Hollow, Spring
Creek, Swamp Creek spring complex, South Fork Crow Lakes, Jenkins Gulch, Wilson
Creek, Tizer Basin, Black Canyon, Bear Guich, South Fork Crow Creek, Maupin Creek,
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Willard Creek, Crystal Creek (and the head of Jackson Creek), Turnley Meadows, Muddy
Spring, and Leslie Lake. Identify additional smaller seeps and wet areas.

GOAL 2. The water currently meeting state water quality standards is maintained. The |
quality of water and sediment coming from degraded watershed situations (backlog) on
Forest jands is improved through restoration projects.

Objectives:

A. Implement road maintenance/improvements in the McClellan Creek municipal watershed
and in other areas where excessive erosion on road beds is occurring.

Cuuidelines:

1. Apply soil and water conservation practices that have been developed cooperatively by
the State Water Quality agency and the Forest Service and displayed in the Soil and Water
Conservation Handbook (FSH 2509.22). To help identify the minimum requirements for
projects that could degrade water quality, the effectiveness of state and local Best
Management Practises (BMPS) will be identified.

2. Emphasize riparian restoration through controls on other activities (livestock, minerals,
timber harvest, road or trail construction) versus habitat structures. In limited cases, habitat
structures may offer a short-term measure to raise the water table until natural vegetation
returns to the site.

B. Rehabilitate areas which have been severely disturbed and are not capable of recovering
through management controls  (quidelines or best management practices), using

structural/mechanical means. These wili be scheduled through the Capital Investments
Projects program”.

Guidelines:

1. Evaluate the following factors in prioritizing stream rehabilitation projects: a) root causes of
the degradation (eq. mining, roads); b} rehabilitation potential; c) the need for comprehensive
watershed management; d) the need to resolve land management conilicts; e) the ability to
work_with natural recovery processes: f) whether the channel is still undergoing major
adjustments; g) the effect of channel changes on channel dynamics: h) cost benefit ratio; i)

whether the achieved conditions will be self-sustaining".

GOAL 3. Water needed for National Forest purposes will be filed for and protected through
state water rights procedures.

USER ENVIRONMENT
RECREATION
GOAL 1. Recreation opportunities on all the National Forest System Lands in the Elkhorn

Mountains include a balance of dispersed motorized and non-motorized opportunities based |
on the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS).
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Objectives:

A. Manage motorized vehicle use to occur only on designated routes (no-off road travel) with
the exception of snowmobile use in areas designated by the travel plan.

B. Coordinate motorized access with user needs (eg. motorized trails for non-street legal
recreational vehicles).

C. Reclaim roads not open to motorized vehicles under the travel plan and which are not
needed for management of the area.

Guidelines:

1. Use the Forest travel management planning process to review, evaluate, and implement
the goals, objectives, and standards (Elkhorn -wide and Management Area); review every
year and update every 5-10 years as needed. Intermediate emergency orders may be
implemented between updates.

2. Coordinate transportation planning and road management with State, other federal, and
local agencies and with owners of intermingled fands.

3. Use the following criteria for evaluating road, trail, or area restrictions:
safety (resirictions may be necessary to provide for safety of Forest users).

resource protection (unacceptable damage to soils, watershed, fish, wildlife, or
historical/archeological sites will be mitigated by road restrictions or other road management
actions as necessary).

economics (restrictions will be considered if maintenance costs exceed benefits)
conflicting use (conflicts between user groups may require restrictions)

facility protection (restrictions may be necessary to prevent damage to administrative sites,
special use facilities, or other improvements)

4. Relocate users displaced by management decisions within the same area or within the
mountain range whenever possible.

5. Implement the method of road reclamation to achieve the desired conditions for the
specific site. Methods could include; a) road obliteration with return to natural contours and
restoration of natural drainage patterns: b) physical closure and restoration of natural
drainage patterns: and ¢) conversion to a non-motorized trail.

GOAL 2. Recreation experiences meet the expectations, in terms of quality, of both the
motorized and non-motorized users. Experiences include options for those who prefer driving
for pleasure and enjoy self-guided drives, those who prefer a motorized experience with
some challenge and risk, those who prefer nonmotorized activities that have low - moderate
challenge and risk, and those who prefer nonmotorized activities that are self-guided and
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entail additional challenge and risk.
Objectives:

A. Upgrade transportation systems to accomodate passenger vehicles on approximately 40
miles of main access routes including Warm Springs, Crystal Creek, and McClellan Creek on
the north end of the mountain range; Indian Creek and Crow Creek on the east side; and
Elkhorn Creek on the south end of the range.

B. Manage a portion of the transportation system, consisting of primitive roads and trails
primarily in the Crow Creek and Prickly Pear drainages (Eagle Basin, Tizer Basin), to
accomodate off-highway type vehicles.

C. Provide specific opportunities to enhance the safety and enjoyment of non-motorized
recreational users, including 10-20 miles of marked cross-couniry ski and mountain bike
trails, and permitted wildlife viewing guided trips.

D. Update all signs to meet current standards for clarity and quality and io be consistent
across district and agency boundaries.

Guidelines:

1, Provide information and services when needed to promote understanding of the culiural,
biological, and/or physical resources in the Elkhorns based on the existing "Interpretive
Strategy for the Elkhorns" (Teegarden 1993).

2. Use current Recreation Opportunity Guides (ROGs) to provide updated public information
about recreation in the Elkhorns at each District (Townsend, Jefferson, Boulder, Helena).

E. Remove structures and other signs of human activities which are not needed and are not
of historical significance. Protect cultural resources (eg. mining cabins, tailings, efc.) that are
an important part of the expected scenery around the town of Elkhorn, and in and around
other historic mine sites.

Guidelines:

1. New structures should be constructed from native materials where possible as per
Regional Guidelines for matching structures to ROS class. Metal structures are painted with
a non-reflective plaint of a color which complements the landscape.

F.Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs), from sensitive viewing areas, are met over the long-term
as much of the landscape is restored to desired vegetative conditions -- conditions where
fires historically played a role.

Guidelines:
1. Assess VQO's from sensitive viewing areas for each project and consider the timeframes
of visual impacts from vegetation treatments relative to unit design and placement (Burned

grass would come back green in one growing season, but charred stems of some shrubs and
conifers would remain for 2 to over 20 years).
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2. Manage the scenery for the sensitive viewing areas (travel routes, use areas, water
bodies) identified below by distance zones according to the Visual Management System (Ag.
Handbook #701: Landscape Aesthetics, Handbook for Scenery Management). Cultural
resources are viewed in the foreground from many of these routes.

3. Manage the following travel routes and destinations as sensitive areas:

Sensitivity Level 1:

ROADS: Warm Springs 226, Indian Creek 360 & 4031, McClelian Cr 294, Crystal Creek
4017, S. Fork Crow Cr 277, Crow Cr 424, Weasel Cr 408, Elkhorn 258, Dry Creek 517,
Muskrat 441, Prickly Pear 424.

CABINS: Eagle Guard Station, Tizer Cabin

TRAILS: All system trails

WATER BODIES: Glenwood Lake, Tizer Lakes, Hidden Lake, Leslie Lake.

Sensitivity Level 2: All other roads

GOAL 3. Adequate public access is provided to and within the Eikhorn Mountains.

Objectives:

A. Acquire trail and road rights-of-way (pages [I-29/30, Elkhorn Travel Plan EA {1995}) to
have trails and designated routes to and within Forest system lands under Forest Service

jurisdiction.

HERITAGE RESOURCES

GOAL 1. The heritage resources in the Eikhorn Mountains are preserved and protected.
Objectives:

A. Nominate to the Register historic and prehistoric sites that are significant.

B. Stabilize and protect heritage sites which have been or have the potential to be lost or
degraded.

GOAL 2. Heritage resources are interpreted in a variety of ways for public enjoyment.
Objectives:
A. Provide interpretive measures to help understanding and enjoyment of heritage resources.

B. In coordination with the adjacent private landowners, interpretive plans for the Elkhorn
townsite and cemetery are implemented. The historic values of these sites are protected.
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LIVESTOCK

GOAL 1. Domestic livestock grazing is managed as a tool to promote the desired conditions
of other resources including maintenance of adequate plant and litter ground cover, nutrient
cycling, forage for wildlife species, and the restoration and maintenance of riparian
communities.

Objectives:

A. Allow for at least 40% of above-ground plant biomass to remain following the grazing
season.

B. Decrease livestock use in riparian areas and drainage courses.

C. Decrease the size and proportion of areas of historical caitle concentrations and modify
livestock distribution to provide more uniform utilization of upland rangelands.

Guidelines:

1. Upland stages and stocking rates are determined through the process described in FSH
2209.21; allowable utiization levels are also prescribed to improve or maintain high seral
conditions (stage 1/2).

D. Provide residual forage to support 90% of the total elk population (State Elk Plan 1992)
from December to April on primary and secondary range within the "core” elk winter range
(see map).

Guidelines:

1. Planning for elk winter forage occurs in the capacity calculations done for Allotment
Management Plans (see FSH 2209.21); the number of elk to account for will be a function of
the herd home range boundaries relative to the allotment boundaries.

2. Forage left for elk must be at least 3 inches in height and/or in areas where snow
accumulation is minimal. An average of 11.5 pounds of forage per elk per day is needed.

E. Maintain at least 30% of the existing grassland habitats in useable condition (adequate
stubble heights of at least 6") for ground-nesting wildlife during the spring nesting season
(April-dune).
GOAL 2. Livestock grazing in the Elkhorns is maintained to help preserve the integrity of
open spaces and viable ranching opportunities in and around the Elkhorn Mountain
ecosystem.
Obijectives:

A. Authorize livestock numbers at the highest levels that are compatible with soil, water,
vegetation, and wildlife objectives (shori-term reductions may be necessary).
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Guidelines:

1. Determine 10-year stocking rates based on the upland use guidelines found in FSH
2209.21, considering a 15-20 year recovery period for most “stage” (see glossary) 4 and 3
areas to improve to stage 1 or 2 (only those areas atiributable to overuse versus colonization
of woody species). The decision on stocking rates will be incorporated into the livestock
grazing permit.

2. See GUIDELINE #2, GOAL #1, OBJECTIVE A, WATERSHED

SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

GOAL 1. The management of Forest System lands in the Elkhorns is complementary to
management of private fands, and lands under the jurisdiction of local, state, and federal
agencies and governments in and around the Elkhorn Mountains.

Objectives:

A. Develop the annual Elkhorn Program of Work in collaboration with other agencies and
local governments.

B. Consider County and city plans in the implementation, update and revision of Forest Plans
and in project level alternative development.

B. Develop Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with Broadwater, Jefferson and Lewis
and Clark Counties to facilitate collaborative planning.

Guidelines:

1. Document the effects of management actions on local communities and private
landowners relative to management decisions in the Elkhorn Mountains.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT

GOAL 1. Mining activities are managed to minimize new surface disturbance, the protection
of fish and wildlife habitats, and the promotion of timely reclamation.

Objectives:

A. Restrict timing and access necessary to maintain fish and wildlife habitat potential and to
prevent displacement.

Guidelines:

1. All mining activities on core elk summer range are mitigated to protect important features
such as wet meadows, drainage heads, and wallows, and to minimize the displacement of

animals.

2. Leased minerals production on big game winter range will be mitigated to reduce
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disturbance to wintering animals. Examples include the use of elecironic monitoring,
restricted visitation, and restricted access.

B. Reclaim mined areas to ensure future beneficial uses. Reclaimed areas will be stabilized
with well-distributed native vegetation, and noxious weeds will be controlled, within 2 years
following the cessation of mining activities.

Guidelines:

1. Reclamation will include at the minimum: control of ercsion and water runoff; isolation,
removal, or control of foxic materials; reshaping and revegetation (using native seed mixes
and shrubs) of disturbed areas; noxious weed control; and rehabilitation of wildlife and
fisheries habitats.

B. Withdraw important administrative, cultural, or recreation sites from mineral entry when
resource objectives can not be met through mitigation.

GOAL 2. The health and safety risk to human and animals from hazardous mining materiais
in the Elkhorn Mountains is decreased.

Objectives:
A. Reclaim and stabilize, based on State priorities, old mining sites on public lands that
present health risks from contamination. Reclamation is conducted in a timely manner to

prevent further degradation but with regard also for maintaining the integrity of cultural
resources.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

GOAL 1. Prescribed fire with scheduled and unscheduled ignititions is used to promote
healthy, sustainable vegetation on Forest System lands in the Elkhorn Mountains.

Obijectives:

A. Develop and have authorized, a fire management plan for the Elkhorns that identifies
where prescribed fires with unscheduled ignitions and management-ignited prescribed fires
can be used to achieve the desired conditions for vegetation.

Guidelines:

1. Use prescribed burning as a tool to achieve objectives for other resources. Projects
needing prescribed fires should be developed to allow for prescribed fire with unplanned
ignitions and well as management-ignited prescribed fire.

2. Burning prescriptions consider and mitigate effects on scenery, smoke, soils, and special
fish or wildlife needs (eg. sage-dependent species).

GOAL 2. Fire suppression is effective, efficient, provides for firefighter and public safety, and
supports overall resource management objectives. Fire suppression is engaged anytime the
effects of fire are not desirable.
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Objective:

A. Develop suppression strategies in conjunction with the fire management plan throughout
the Elkhorns.

Guideline:

1. Work with local fire protection organizations to develop suppression strategies for the
areas in the wildland interface.

LANDS AND SPECIAL USES

GOAL 1. Land ownership patierns are consolidated to increase the effectiveness of
management of Forest System lands as a Wildlife Management Unit.

Objectives:

A. Exchange privately-owned land within the Forest Boundary for lands on the periphery.

Guidelines:

1. Exchange parcels are identified based on 1) WMU boundary managability, 2) wildlife
values

GOAL 2: Special uses and right-of-ways are consistent with maintenance and/or
enhancement of wildiife values.

V. MANAGEMENT AREAS

Management Areas are those areas where specific management direction is needed above
and beyond that provided at the mountain range level. There are 2 MA's in the Elkhorns --
Motorized Use Area and Non-Motorized Use Area. The Motorized MA, includes Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) settings Rural, Roaded Natural and Semi-Primitive Motorized.
The Non-Motorized MA, includes the ROS settings Semi-Primitive Non-motorized and
Primitive (See Figure i-3, Environmental Assessment).

MOTORIZED MANAGEMENT AREAapprox. 103,000 Acres

This Management Area consists mostly of the perimeter lands around the Elkhorn
Mountains. Elevations range from 5000 to 8800 feet and varies from rolling grassy foothills to
steep, heavily timbered slopes. The area provides winter and yearlong range to a variety of
wildlife species. It is estimated that about 70% of the total elk in the Elkhorn Mountains winter
within this MA. Most of the area is roaded and provides a variety of dispersed recreation

opportunities.

The old townsite of Elkhorn is within this management area. It includes houses, cabins, old
mines, a cemetary, and a Forest Service picnic ground. Periodic mining continues to occur.
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Land ownership is intermingied and difficult to determine with many patented mining claims
concentrated around the townsite. Many of the buildings are abandoned but one, owned by
the State of Montana, is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Most of the
buildings are on private land and residence occupancy varies from year round to seasonal.
The cemetery is entirely on National Forest land.

A small portion of the McClellan Creek Municipal Watershed is included in this area. In the
Crow Creek drainage, the gentle slopes, predominantly southern aspect, and low elevations,
combined with low snow accumulation, make elk winter range the primary wildlife use.

STANDARDS:

1. Commercial timber harvest can only be used as a tool to manage or manipulate vegetation
for the purpose of achieving Forest Plan resource objectives other than timber management.
in the area around the Elkhorn townsite, timber harvest may be used as a method of fuel
treatment for protection of private structures and to blend visual impacts from adjacent
private land harvest.

2. Personel use forest products such as post and poles, Christmas trees, and firewood can
be harvested from existing open (to motorized use as per travel plan} roads; other areas may
be "opened" on a temporary basis for personel use product removal that achieves other
resource objectives.

3. New "“temporary" roads can be constructed only for surface activities that maintain or
improve soil, water, vegetation, or wildlife values, and for mineral activities. In the area
around the Elkhorn townsite, new roads may be constructed to improve comprehensive
transportation systems for both the private landowners and the Forest Service. Roads no
longer needed for their intended purpose are reclaimed to near the natural contour and
revegetated with native species.

4. Motorized vehicles are allowed on transportation system roads, trails, and areas
designated for such use in the Travel Plan that is in effect for the Elkhorn Mountains.
Seasonal restrictions on motorized uses will generally comply with the dates of 12/2-5/15 for
winter/calving and 10/15-12/1 for hunting season. Special Use roads provide private land
access but are not open for public use.

GOALS:

I$ There is a wide range of quality outdoor recreation opportunities for visitor use and
satisfaction within the context of a healthy, sustainable ecosystem.

Objectives:

A. Manage the transportation system such that visitors can expect moderate to high
"encounters” on roads and low to moderate encounters on trails.

B. Manage road access levels through the travel plans such that retrieval distances are

generally less than 2 miles during the big game hunting season. Retrieval distances may be |
less than 1 mile in some portions of this management area.
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C. Provide a mix of road-oriented and walk-in type hunting experiences; challenge and risk
are low to moderate.

D. Provide facilities needed to protect site values (eg. outhouses); user "comfort” facilities
are limited (eg. visitor centers), but may include public rental of cabin facilities.

E. Provide for "retention” in the foreground, and "partial retention” in the mid-ground and
background areas from sensitivity level 1 routes and destinations; provide for partial retention
in the foreground and modification in the mid-ground and background areas from sensitivity
level 2 routes and destinations.

Guidelines:

1. Construct facilities with native materials as per Regional Guidelines for matching
recreation improvements to ROS settings.

2. Mitigate some resource impacts in localized areas with subtle "site-hardening” (eg. gravel
parking spot).

3. Provide a simple information system (eg. signs) to direct users.

4. Complete “Future Use Determination" analyses for Eagle Guard Station, Tizer Station,
Strawberry Lookout, and other cabins that may become available.

Management Practices

Management opportunities have been developed for the area that focus on reducing the
differences between existing condition and desired condition as expressed by the goals and

objectives.
Monitoring Requirements

Monitoring will focus on measuring progress in achieving the goals and objectives of the
Management Area.

NON-MOTORIZED MANAGEMENT AREA (approx. 56,800 Acres)

This Management Area lies in the central portion along the high divide of the Elkhorns. The
area is predominantly unroaded and includes mostly higher elevations ranging from
approximately 5,600 to 9,400 feet. It includes portions of McCleilan, Beaver, and Crow
Creeks on the Helena Forest and Rawhide, Muskrat, Sloan and Turnley Creeks on the
Deerlodge Forest. Also included in this Management Area are the high mountain peaks of
Casey, High, Crow and Elkhorn and several high mountain lakes (South Crow, Tizer,
Hidden, Leslie, and Glenwood lakes). Vegetation varies from heavily timbered north and east
slopes to scattered open timber on the periphery with high mountain meadows interspersed.
This Management Area provides summer habitat for a variety of wildlife species and is
considered prime summer range for elk, deer and moose. Part of the McClellan Creek
Municipal watershed is in this Management Area.
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STANDARDS:
1. No timber harvest will occur in this MA.
2. No permanent roads will be constructed for surface resource management.

3. Roads constructed for mineral activities will be reclaimed to near the natural contour and
revegetated with native species when they are no longer needed for mineral purposes.

4. No motorized vehicles are allowed except for administrative actions which benefit the soil,
water, vegetation, recreation or scenery.

5. This is an "avoidance" area for transmission corridors.

6. No surface occupancy (NSO) stipulations will be applied to all mineral leases in this
Management Area.

GOALS:

There are a variety of semi-primitive and primitive nonmotorized recreation opportunities
within the context of a healthy, diverse ecosystem.

Objectives:
A. Manage for less than 6 encounters/day visitor encounters.

B. Provide walk-in type hunter opportunities in an undeveloped environment; challenge and
risk are moderate.

The existing roadless and visual resource values are maintained and the impacts of human
activity are hardly visible to the casual observer.

Objectives:

A. Provide for "retention” in the foreground, mid-ground, and background from sensitive
viewing areas (all system trails and Glenwood Lake).

Guidelines:

1. Provide only primitive facilities and only where needed to protect site values.

2. Manage for low impact resource uses that require little site hardening.

3. Provide very minimum signing direction for users of this Management Area.

Management Practices

Management opportunities have been developed for the area that focus on reducing the i‘

differences between existing condition and desired condition as expressed by the goals and
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objectives.
Monitoring Requirements

Monitoring will focus on measuring progress in achieving the goals and objectives of the
Management Area.
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LLAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Forest Plan Amendment No. 16
Research Natural Areas and Botanical Special Interest Areas
July 1997

introduction

The Helena National Forest Record of Decision for the Forest Plan was approved in May,
1986. Changes affecting the Forest Plan since that time have required periodic amendments
to keep it current. To date there have been fifteen amendments approved. This amendment
pertains to the establishment of three Research Natural Areas. Part of this amendment will
delete Kingsberry Guich as a proposed Research Natural Area (Forest Plan, pg. 11/9) and to
add Indian Meadows and Cabin Guich as new research natural areas.

This Forest Plan Amendment consists of two parts:
Management Area Designations
Changes in Forest Plan wording (Chapter Il and 1)

Management Area Designations

RNA CHANGE FROM CHANGE TO
Kingsherry Guich 300 acres N-1 300 acres M-1
Cabin Gulch 584 acres M-1 584 acres N-1

1824 acres L-2 1824 acres N-1
Indian Meadows* 855 acres R-1 855 acres N-1
Red Mountain™* 1800 acres N-1 1901 acres N-1

* A portion (94 acres) of Indian Meadows RNA is within the Scapegoat Wilderness
{(Management Area P-1)

*The difference in acreage is due to a recalculation of the original Forest Plan estimate.

Changes in Forest Plan Wording

1. Chapter Il. Section 3, Research Natural Area Objectives (page /8 of Forest Plan). The
following changes are made:
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a. Replace the first two sentences in the first paragraph with the following:

There are three designated Research Natural Areas on the Helena Forest. One area,
Granite Butte, will be proposed for designation.

b. Replace the last sentence of the first paragraph with the following:
Establishment reports have been prepared for each designated area.
c. Change the first sentence of the second paragraph to read as follows:

Table H-2 also lists target habitat types that are not represented in a desighated or
proposed RNAs.

d. Change the first sentence of the third paragraph to read as follows:

To meet the targets not yet represented by a designated or proposed RNA, the Forest will
do field examinations in areas where habitat types are tentatively identified.

2 Chapter ll, Table lI-2, page 11/9. Replace Table [I-2 with the following {able:

TABLE li-2

Research Natural Area (RNA) Objectives

Habitat Vegetative Occurrence** Designated Proposed
Type Code Habitat Type*

850 ABLA/LUHI Red Mountain
870 PIAL/ABLA

PIAL

Forested
Types
010 SCREE M Red Mountain
210 PSME/AGSP m Cabin Gulch
230 PSME/FESC m Cabin Guich
280 PSME/VAGL m indian Meadows
320 PSME/CARU m Cabin Gulch &
Indian Meadows
650 ABLA/CACA M Red Mountain
670 ABLA/MEFE m Red Mountain
690 ABLA/XETE m Red Mountain Granite
720 ABLA/NVAGL. M Butte
730 ABLA/VASC M
820 ABLA- M Red Mountain Granite
830 PIALVASC m Red Mountain Butte
M
m

Granite
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Butte
Nonforest
Types
Alpine Types M Red Mountain
STCO/BOGR M
FESC/AGSP M Granite
FESC/FEID M Butte
ARTR/FESC m Cabin Gulch Granite
RHTR/AGSP m Butte
RHTR/FEID m
Aquatic
Type
and
Subtypes
Type | Stream Red Mountain
Type Il Stream Red Mountain
Beaver Ponds Indian Meadows
Wet Meadows Granite
Thermal Butte
Springs

* These vegetative descriptions are abbreviations of species names.
** M = Major representative in a zone.
m = Minor representative in a zone.

3. Table lil-1, page HI/2. Management Areas_and Nei Acres. change the net acres for
Manaagement Area N-1 {o the following.

Management Area Net Acres Percent of Forest
N-1 5758 <1%

4. Chapter lll. page 11I/8,
a. Change the acres at the top of page to 5,758

b. Replace the first two paragraphs with the following:
Description

This management area consists of three designated Research Natural Areas (RNA)
and one proposed identified on the Helena National Forest o meet Regional targets.
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Table II-2 on page li/8 lists the Forest RNA targets. The three designated areas fill 16
of the 26 targets and the proposed RNA fills 6 targets. Target ecosystems not yet
represented are: ABLA/VAGL (subalpine fir/blue huckleberry), STCO/BOGR (needle
and thread/blue grama), RHTR/AGSP (skunkbrush/bluebunch wheatgrass),
RHTR/FEID (skunkbrush/ldaho fescue), and thermal springs. As more target
ecosystems are identified on the ground, more RNAs could be proposed and added to
this management area.

The three designated areas on the Helena (Red Mountain, Indian Meadows, and Cabin
Gulch) and the proposed Granite Butte typify important ecosystems in southwestern
Montana. The ecosystems are listed below by proposed RNA.

c. Change the acres on Red Mountain to 1901

d. Delete Kingsberry Gulch information

e. Add: Indian Meadows (949 acres})

PSME/VAGL (Douglas-firfblue huckieberry)

PSME/CARU (Douglas-fir/pine grass)

Beaver Ponds

f. Add: Cabin Guich (2,408 acres)

PSME/AGSP (Douglas-firbluebunch)

PSME/CARU (Douglas-fir/pine grass)

PSME/FESC (Douglas-fir/rough fescue)

ARTR/FESC (sagebrush/rough fescue)

g. Add the following paragraph under Management Goal

Management Goal

Manage the three established RNA's (Red Mountain, Indian Meadows and Cabin Gulch)
according to the Establishment Record (Management Prescriptions) and the management

standards listed below. The proposed RNA (Granite Butte) will be managed according to the
standards listed below to protect the unique vegetation types found within.

5. Chapter lll, Page 1li/9

a. Add the following sentence to the first paragraph under Management standards.

Management Standards
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Management practices, such as grazing, cutting of vegetation and fire management
are generally not permitted except where needed to meet RNA goals and objectives
and are plans approved by the Intermountain Research Station Director.

b. Add the following standard under Recreation

Recreation

Dispersed motorized recreation such as ATV's, OHV's and snowmobiles will not be
allowed. Area closures are recommended.

c. Replace the standard under Timber with the following standard.

Timber

Timber harvest or personal use wood cutting such as firewood, posts, poles, and
Christmas trees will not be permitted.

6. Chapter lll, page HI/10

a. Add the words and approved after feasible to the third standard under Protection.

b. Add the words and prior approval by the Intermountain Research Station Director to
the end of the first sentence of the fourth standard under Protection.
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Helena National Forest Plan Amendment #17

Willow Creek Allotment Management Plan

Decision: It is my decision to amend the Forest Plan for the Willow Creek
Allotment Management. Plan. The amendment allows W-1 management area lands to be

included in the Willow Creek Allotment. The W-1 management areas and proposed
alliotment boundarv are shown on the amendment map on the following page.

Rationale for the Decision: Forest Service policy permits Forest Plan Amendments
resulting from analysis conducted during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR 212.10
{f) and F5M 1922.5). The existing allotment boundaries are not on logical barriers
to cattle or logical locations to fence. BEvaluation of the change was made through
site specific field inspections and evaluations of Forest specilalists as well as
analysis for the Willow Creek Allotment Plan Environmental Assessment. Analysis
showed that W-1 management area goals can be met if these specific W-1 management
area lands in the Willow Creek project area are included in the allotment. Use by
cattle is expected to be incidental, the areas do not have big game winter range
and summer forage availability will be maintained at acceptable levels. A
management goal of the W-1 management area is, "Provide for other resource uses,
if they are compatible with wildlife management goals." (Helena Forest Plan, page
I11/50)

Significance: I have determined that the change is not a significant Forest Plan
amendment since the decision will not alter Forest muitiple use goals and
ohjectives for long term land and resource management. This amendment does not
affect sustainability of forest or range health. Adoption of this amendment wiil
not change the Forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest
Plan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Implementation: This decision will be implemented prior to implementation of the
Willow Creek Allotment Management Decision. A copy of the amendment will be sent
to all those who have requested notice of Forest Plan amendments and other pecple
that have submitted comments to the Willow Creek Allotment Management Plan
Environmental Assessment.

THOMAS J. CLIFFORD
Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Forest Plan Amendment No. 18
Site Specific Amendment for the Poorman Project

Decision: It is my decision to amend the Forest Plan for the Poorman Project. This
amendment changes 68 acres of M-1 lands to "T" management area allocations.
Thirty-nine acres are changed to T-1, 20 acres are changed to T-2 and 9 acres are
changed to T-3. The changes in management areas are shown on the amendment map on
the following page.

nationale for the Decision: Forest Service policy permits Forest Plan Amendments
resulting from analysis conducted during Forest Plan implementation (36 CFR 219.10
(f} and FSM 1922 .5). This amendment will help to meet the Forest Plan goals and
desired condition for the Poorman area. M-1 management area lands being changed
are forested lands that were considered uneconomical for timber management in the
plan. The Poorman analysis shows that treating these lands at this time is
economical.

Significance: I have determined that the change is not a significant Forest Plan
amerdment since the decision will not alter Forest multiple use goals and
objectives for long-term land and resource management. The amendment changes the
M-1 area and the "T" areas by less than 1% for each area forest-wide. Adoption of
this amendment will not change the forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in
the Helena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Tmplementation: This decision will be implemented prior to implementation of the
Poorman Project Decision. A copy of the amendment will be sent to all those who
have requested notice of Forest Plan amendments and other people that have

submitted comments to the Peorman Project Draft EIS.

THOMAS J.CLIFFORD
Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest
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FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 19

HELENA NATIONAL FOREST

OCTOBER 2000



BACKGROUND

The Helena National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan} was approved by the
Regional Forester in April 1986. The Forest Plan guides all natural resource management activities and
established management standards for the Helena National Forest

Under the general mining laws, all National Forest System lands in the withdrawal area on the Lincoln
Ranger District were available for the staking of mining claims for locatable minerals except those
already specifically withdrawn from entry.  National Forest System Lands can only be withdrawn to
mineral entry by a specific act of Congress or through the withdrawal process under the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act.

Alternative B of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Rocky Mountain Front
Mineral Withdrawal specifically reflects the Secretary of the Interior’s withdrawal of all the acres open
to the staking of claims under the general mining laws in the withdrawal area on the Lincoln Ranger
District. These areas would be closed to the staking of mining claims for locatable minerals for the
next 20 years. This withdrawal would be subject to review and extenston after the 20 year period The
withdrawal could be extended for another 20 years for a total withdrawal period of 40 years.

FOREST PLAN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION (Changes shown in bold)

Forest Plan direction for mineral resources is found in variety of locations in the Forest Plan. Direction
for locatable minerals management is provided under Forest-wide management standards and under
specific direction for management areas. Appendix Q lists those areas specifically withdrawn or
proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry.

Forest-wide Management Standards

Forest-wide management standards clarify policy and direction for forest operations, maintenance and
protection. The following change to the locatable minerals Forest-wide Management Standard (Forest
Plan page 11-27) is made as a result of decisions made from the Final Rocky Mountain Front Mineral
Withdrawal EIS.

Under paragraph (1) the following statement shali be modified: Consistent with the Mining and Mineral
Policy Act of 1970, continue to encourage the responsible development of mineral resources on
National Forest lands Concurrently, require mitipation measures to protect surface resources. Lands
withdrawn from mineral entry are found under Appendix Q.

Appendix Q
This Forest Plan Amendment would add the acres withdrawn on the Lincoln Ranger District, Helena
National Forest to Appendix Q of the Forest Plan. The addition would be as follows:

Serial No. Name of Site Township Range Acres
Alice Creek/ Indian Meadows TI5N R7TW 763
Ti6N R6W 1,200
T16N R7TW 19,395
T16N R8W 5,089
T17N R7wW 132

NON-SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT

The Record Of Decision for the Rocky Mountain Front Mineral Withdrawal discusses the rationale for
the decision to amend the Helena Forest Plan and evaluates whether this amendment is significant for
the purposes of the planning process in accordance with the requirements of 16 USC 1604(f), 36 CFR



219.12(k), FSM 1920 and factors identified in FSH 1909.12 section 5.32 and the direction found in 36
CFR 219.10{8).

CONTACT PERSON

For additional information concerning this decision, please contact David Whittekiend, ID Team
Leader, Lewis and Clark National Forest, P.O. Box 869, Great Falls, MT 59403, (406) 791-7700.
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RECORD OF DECISION

Amendment to Nine National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plans
In Montana, North and South Dakota

Management Direction Related to
Off-Highway Vehicles



INTRODUCTION

The Forest Service (*S) has made a decision to the amend
forest plans listed in Table 1.1. The amendment eliminates
wheeled motorized cross-country travel with a few specific
exceptions. The decision is based on the analysis in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which was
prepared jointly with the Bureau of Land Management.
This decision document applies to Nationai Forest System
Lands only.

Fach national forest and grassland manages OHV use based
on its land and resource management plan (referred to as
forest plans). The Dakota Prairie Grasslands are currently
covered by the Custer National Forest plan and included in
that plan.

Table 1.1 FS Forest Plans

Beaverhead National Forest Plan (1986)
Bitterroot National Forest Plan (1987)
Custer National Forest Plan (1987)
(Inciudes Dakota Prairie Grasslands)
Deerlodge National Forest Plan (1987)
Flathead National Forest Plan (1986)
Gallatin National Forest Plan (1987)

Helena National Forest Plan (1986)
Kootenai National Forest Plan (1987)

Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan {1986)

Location of the Analysis Area

FS Northemn Region in Montana, North Dakota, and por-
tions of South Dakota administers 18 2 million acres of
National Forest System (NFS) land located within nine
national forests and the Dakota Prairie Grasstands. About
10 million of the 18.2 million acres of NFS lands are
currently designated as available to motorized wheeled
cross-country travel, either seasonally or yearlong, and
would be affected by this Record of Decision (ROD). Table
1.1 displays the plans affected by this analysis. The national
forests and grasslands acreage affected are listed in Table
1.2

The scope of this analysis does not include the northern
Idaho portion of the Northern Region. The north Idaho
forests complicated the cooperative effort with the BLM
because the whole state of Idaho falls within a different
BLM administrative unit. In addition the dense forests and
steeper terrain in north Idaho result in relatively fewer
problems from cross-country travel by wheeled motorized
OHV’s,

Table 1.2

National Forests Affected | Total
and Grasslands Acres Acres

1,921,000 | 3,352,000

Beaverhead-Deerlodge
National Forest
Bitterroot National Forest
Custer National Forest
Dakota Prairie Grasstands™*
Flathead National Forest
Gallatin National Forest
Helena National Forest
Kootenai National Forest
Lewis and Clark National
Forest
Lolo National Forest 0 12,082,000

796,600 11,117,000
758,000 11,187,060
1,260,000 11,260,000
1,211,000 | 2,353,600
780,000 | 1,801,000
571,000 | 975,000
1,551,000 | 2,220,000
1,347,000 } 1,862,000

*Dakota Prairie Grasslands are currently managed ir: accor-
dance with the Custer National Forest

Background

The increased popularity and widespread use of OHV s on
public lands in the 1960’s and early 1970’s prompted the
development of a unified federal policy for such use.
Executive Order (EQ) 11644 was issued in 1972 and EO
11989 was issued in 1977 {Appendix A of the FEIS). They
provide direction for federal agencies to establish policies
and provide for procedures to control and direct the use of
OHV'’s on public lands so as to (1) protect the resources of
those lands; (Z)Apromote the safety of all users of those
lands; and (3) minimize conflicts among the various users
onthoselands. The FS developed regulations inresponse to
the EO's (36 CFR 216, 219, and 295). Under those regula-
tions, OHV use can be restricted or prohibited to minimize
{1y damage to the soil, watershed, vegetation, or other
resources of the public lands; (2} harm to wildiife or wildlife
habitats; and (3) conflict between the use of OHV's and
other types of recreation.

External and internal reviews have identified concerns with
the FS implementation of the EQ’s (1995, General Ac-
counting Office, Information on the Use and Impact of Off-
Highway Vehicles; 1986, Forest Servicereview of its OHV
program; and the 1979 Council on Environmental Quality
review of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Land) These re-
views have identified numerous resource concemns that
would be addressed by this proposal.

The FS recognizes in their respective forest plans, policy,
and manual direction, that OFV use is a valid recreational
activity when properly managed. Managing this use along
with other recreation uses and the need to protect natural
and cultural resources has become increasingly more diffi-
cult with increased public demands.



Figure 1.1 Decision Levels for Travel Planning

Decision Level One
Forest Plans

Provides direction for acceptable uses and pro-
tection measures. Identifies goals, objectives,
standards and guidelings for future decision-
making through site-specific planning.

Designates areas as ciosed, open, or limited/
restzicted to motorized wheeled cross-country
travel.

Decision Level Two
Site-Specific Planning
At the Local Level

Provides analysis of site-specific road and trail
management designed to achieve goals and
objectives of the forest plan

Includes identification of when and where indi-
vidual roads and trails would be open or closed
to various types of use.

Planning for units of the National Forest System involves
two levels of decision (Figure 1.1). The first level, often
referred toas programmatic planning, is the development or
amendment of forest plans that provide management direc-
tion for resource programs, uses, and protection measures.
Forest plans and associated amendments are intended to set
out management area prescriptions or direction with goals,
objectives, standards, and guidelines for future decision-
making through site-specific planning. This includes the
designation of areas as closed, open or restricted to motor-
ized wheeled cross-country travel. The environmental anaty-
sis accomplished at the plan amendment level guides re-
source management decisions on National Forest System
(NFS) lands and aids, through the tiering process, environ-
mental analyses for more site-specific planning. This FEIS
is a programmatic, forest plan level, document.

The second level of planning involves the analysis and
implementation of management practices designed to
achieve goais and objectives of the forest plan. This is
commonly referred to as site-specific planning. It requires
relatively detailed information that includes the location,
condition, and current uses of individual roads and trails,
and the identification of when and where individual roads
and trails will be open or closed to various types of use. This
step is accompiished through the site-specific planning
process at the local level.

It is important for the reader to note that anytime a specific
road, trail or area has considerable adverse environmental
effects occurring from OHYV use, the local manager has the
responsibility and authority (36 CFR 295 5)to immediately
close the road, trail orarea to use until the probiem has been
resoived.

Purpose and Need

In general the need for a decision and the purpose of the
decision is based on an evaluation of the existing condition
compared to the desired condition. The following describes
this process.

Purpose

The purpose of this decision is to avoid future impacts from
the increasing use of OHV’s on areas that are currently
available to motorized wheeled cross-country travel. It
amends forest plan direction to prohibit motorized wheeled
cross-country travel to protect natural resource values. This
would provide timely direction that would minimize further
resource damage, user conflicts, and related problems asso-
ciated with motorized wheeled cross-country travel, in-
cluding new user-created roads, until subsequent site-spe-
cific planning is completed.

Site-specific planning would address OHV use on indi-
vidual roads and trails to provide for a range of safe
motorized recreation opportunities while continuing to
protect resource vaiues,

This decision does not change the cusrent restricted year-
long or closed designations forareas. This decision doesnot
change current road or trail designations.

Existing Condition

About 10 million of thel 8.2 miliion acres of NFS lands are
currently designated as available to motorized wheeled
cross-country travel, either seasonally or yearlong (Tabie
1.3).

Table 1.3 Affected Environment (Acres)

Open Open
Seasonally Yearlong Total
3,848,000 6,244,000 10,092,600

During the past 10 years, OHV use and associated cioss-
country travel have increased in some arcas. The estimated
number of vehicles used off-highway across the three-state



area increased dramatically in the 1990"s (Table 1 4). The
increased use has resulted in environmental effects on
public resources in numerous areas, including roads and
trails that have developed as the result of repeated use, often
referred to as user-cieated.

Table 1.4 Percent Increase in
Estimated Number of Vehicles Used Off-Highway
from 1990-1998 Across the 3-State Area *

Trucks 13%
ATV's and Motorcycles 92%

*For additional information see Chapter 3, Economics Section in
the FEIS,

Problems do not oceur equally throughout the analysis area.
Some OHV use has occurred in riparian areas and on highly
erodible slopes. In other areas use is very light and little or
no effects from motorized wheeled cross-country travel are
evident. It is estimated that only about 1% of the wheeled
motorized OHV users go cross-country when the whole
analysis area is considered (chapter 3 of the FEIS) How-
ever the 1% is not evenly distributed and the cross-country
use that occurs in more sensitive areas can result in damage
from very low levels of use,

Increased use of OHV’'s has the potential to:

= spread noxious weeds,

+  cause erosion,

»  damage cultural sites,

»  create user conflicts, and

+  disrupt wildlife and damage wildlife habitat.

Meonitoring of OHV travel at some National Forest and
district offices indicates that problems exist where unre-
stricted motorized wheeled cross-countyy travel isallowed.
Some forests or districts are presently reevaluating their
existing travel management plans or developing new plans.
These plans are designed to determine the appropriate use
of roads and trails to provide a reasonable mix of motorized
and nonmotorized recreation opportunities while protect-
ing other resource values. Many offices have begun or
completed site-specific planning.

Members of the public and other state and federal agencies
have shared their concerns about unrestricted OHV travel
on public lands (OHV project file).

Desired Condition
The goal of managing OHV’s is to provide a range of safe

motorized recreation oppoitunities, recognizing their le-
gitimate use while minimizing the current or anticipated

effects on wildlife and their habitat, soil, native vegetation,
water, fish, cultural resources and other users {Appendix A
of the FEIS). The long-term goal is that OHV use would
occur on designated routes and intensive use areas to
provideavariety of motorized and nonmotorized recreation
opportunities. However, designation of specific routes re-
quires local site-specific planning consistent with the forest
plan. In the interim period before designation of travel
routes can be accomplished, it is desirable to take the first
step and restrict motorized wheeled cross-country travel,
The designation of areas to the restricted yearlong category
in the forest plans in the three-state area is a valuable step
toward the long-term goal.

Need

In comparing the existing condition to the desired condi-
tion, it is evident that OHV use and associated effects have
increased in many areas since forest plans were completed.
The FS is concerned that continuing unrestricted use could
potentiaily further increase the spread of noxious weeds,
cause erosion, damage cultural sites, create user conflicts,
disrupt wildlife and damage wildlife habitat. The trend of
increased use is expected to continue. In order to minimize
further resource damage in areas already experiencing
increased activity and to avoid future impacts in areas not
yet affected, management of OHV use needs to be re-
viewed.

Areas that are open seasonally or yeariong to motorized
wheeled cross-country travel in current forest plans require
a plan amendment to address these issues. The decision to
manage the cross-country aspect of motorized wheeied
vehicle use is part of the responsibility of public land
managers to balance human use with the need to protect
natural resources,

The FS Natural Resource Agenda has established a number
of goals for maintaining and restoring the health, diversity,
and productivity of the land, which include: protect and
restore the settings of outdoor 1ecreation; determine the
best way to access the national forest or grassland; reduce
impacts of the existing road system; restore watersheds;
and provide an avenue to collaborate with communities, the
private sector and other agencies. This decision will help
address several of these goals.

DECISION

After careful consideration of the potential environmental
impacts, the effectiveness in resolving the planning issues,
responsiveness to public concern, and compliance with FS
statutory authority and Executive Orders 11644 and 11989
it is my decision to adopt Alternative 5.



My decision amends the nine forest plans listed in Table 1 1
and establishes a new standard that restricts yearlong,
wheeled motorized cross-country travel, where it is not
already restricted. There are several specific exceptions to
this restriction:

+  Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be al-
lowed for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law
enforcement vehicle used for emergency purposes.

«  Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for the FS
would be limited to official administrative business as
outlined by internal memo (see Appendix D of the
FEIS).

»  Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for other gov-
emment entities on official administrative business
would require authorization from the local field man-
ager or district ranger in their respective areas. This
authorization would be through normal permitting
processes and/or memoranda of understanding.

»  Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees
and permittees would be limited to the administration
of a federal lease or permit.

«  Motorized wheeled cross-country travel to a campsite
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and
trails.

This decision directs the forests/grasslands to prioritize
areas across each unit as to whether they are high, medium
or low priority for site-specific planning, based on the
factors identified in Appendix B of the FEIS. The
prioritization will be completed within six months of the
release of this decision. High priority areas wili have site-
specific planning initiated no fater than two years afier this
decision. Medium will be initiated within 5 years. No time
limit is specified for the low priorities. Site-specific plan-
ning is the process that will result in the designation of roads
and trails for their appropriate uses.

Approximately 3600 acres of drawdown area around Lake
Koocanusa on the Rexford District of the Kootenai Na-
tional Forest is excluded from this decision. The drawdown
area is currently being addressed in the Rexford District
Recreation Management Plan,

REASONS FOR DECISION

Alternative 5 was selected because it minimizes further
resource damage, user conflicts and reiated problems, in-
cluding new user-created roads, associated with motorized
wheeled cross-country travel. The protection provided by

alternative 5 is slightly less than alternative 1 (Chapter 3 of
EFIS) because it allows more administrative and other
permitted uses of OHV’s cross-country. However, this use
would be conducted in a controlled manner, according to
permit requirements, to mitigate potential adverse effects.
Examples of permit requirements include the cleaning of
equipment to avoid spreading invasive weeds, avoidance of
threatened or endangered species habitat, timing restric-
tions, etc. This slight tradeoff is made in order to maintain
efficient and effective management of the public’s re-
sources by allowing limited motorized wheeled cross-
country travel for conducting needed work, such as pre-
scribed fires, treating invasive weeds, conducting monito:-
ing or research, maintaining or constructing fences, utility
structures and other types of improvements.

Alternative 5 does not allow motorized wheeled cross-
country travel for big game retrieval, as in alternative 2, the
preferred alternative in the draft EIS. This game retrieval
restriction would: reduce the conflicts between motorized
and nonmotorized users during the hunting season; reduce
the potential for introducing invasive weeds; reduce the
potential for soil erosion; reduce the potential for impactsto
wildlife; be more responsive to numerous public concerns
that were expressed about the inappropriateness of allow-
ing an exception for game retrieval; and be consistent with
the long-term goat of using vehicles on designated routes.
For these reasons alternative 5 was selected instead of
alternative 2.

Alternative 5 allows for dispersed camping within 300 feet
of a road or trail provided recreationists use the most direct
route and select their site by nonmotorized means. This
greater distance than in aiternative 1 (50°) was important
particularly in areas without any developed campgrounds.
This allows people to move away from the dust and noise
generated on the road or trail. Agency recteation specialists
expect relatively little use of this exception, as most popular
dispersed campsites already have a road accessing them.

There are parts of this three-state area with relatively little
damage from wheeled motarized cross-country travel as
described in the FEIS. Alternative 3 excluded the Bitter-
root, Kootenai and Flathead National Forests because they
are relatively steep and densely vegetated which precludes
the use of OHV’s in many areas. I did not choose that
alternative, to prevent future problems of invasive weed
introductions, the development of unciassified roads and
trails, potential effects on historic and cultural resources
and effects on wildlife and their habitat from developing
and to provide consistency of use within the analysis area
and between the BLM and Forest Service.

Alternative 5 was selected instead of alternative 4 because
1 felt the seasonal restrictions did not provide sufficient



protection from the spread of invasive weeds, the potential
for development of more unclassified (user-created) roads
and trails, damage to historic and cultural resources or
adequately protect wildlife and their habitat. Particularly
the protection of threatened and endangered species that
may be unknowingly affected by cross-country users. This
same rationale was applied for not selecting the no action
alternative.

This important step towards the goal of designated roads
and trails will allow the maintenance of a legitimate form of
recreation while the natural and cultural resources of the
national forests are maintained and user-conflicts are mini-
mized. The designation of roads and trails allows for
knowledgeable monitoring and evaluation of use and the
effects of use that cannot be accounted for when large
expanses of land are open for cross-country use.

Alternative 5 provides specific mitigation measures consis-
tent with the Endangered Species Act for the threatened
western prairie fringed orchid in known habitat on the
Sheyenne National Grassland. It provides for positive ben-
efits for several other listed species (Appendix C of the
FFIS) as well as many other species of wildlife (Chapter 4
of the FEIS), whereas the no action alternative completely
lacks these protections.

This decision is consistent with the BLM’s preferred aiter-
native it the FEIS, which provides for betier service to the
public, since the rules are the same and will not create
confusion for the users of federal public lands.

This decision and the {ocal site-specific planning approach
it prescribes is consistent with the proposed roads rule the
FS recently published (36 CFR 212). It provides a process
for resolving the disposition of unclassified roads, includ-
ing user-created roads and trails. It moves the agency
towards designated routes, which many people, organiza-
tions and other agencies have advocated.

This decision in conjunction with the existing authority for
focal line officers, to immediately close any areas roads or
trails that are or will cause considerable adverse effects (36
CFR 295), will substantially improve the our ability to
maintain the use of OHV's as a recreational activity and
meet our responsibility to protect the cultural and environ-
mental values of the national forests.

IMPLEMENTATION

This decision will take effect 7 days after publication of
Jegal notice in each of the newspapers of record listed at the
end of this document,

The actual application of the decision will be through
activities on each of the forests and grasslands affected.
This will include a CFR order signed by each forest/
grassland supervisor eliminating cross-country travel This
will be added to the travel management maps for each
forest/grassland. Signs will be posted on the major portal
roads to NFS lands prohibiting cross-country travel. These
orders and signs will be in place by July 1, 2001

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

This section describes the No Action Alternative and five
other alternatives for management of OHV’s on public
lands. All aiternatives comply with the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA} of 1976, and are subject to
compliance with all valid statutes on NFS lands. Impacts of
all resources are considered through the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

Attributes Common to All Alernatives

The FS will consult in accordance with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to ensure any site-specific pian is not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species
listed oz proposed to be listed under the provisions of the
ESA, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
designated or proposed critical habitat.

Through subsequent site-specific planning, the FS will
designate roads and trails for motorized use. With public
involvement the agencies would continue with ongoing
travel management plans and develop new travel manage-
ment plans (i.e., landscape analysis, watershed plans, or
activity plans) for geographical areas. Through site-spe-
ciﬁcpkanning,roadsandtraiiswouidbcinventom’ed,mapped,
and analyzed to the degree necessary to evaluate and
designate the roads and trails as open, seasonally open, or
closed and determine the type of vehicle. The inventory
would be commensurate with the analysis needs, issues,
and desired resource conditions based on forest plan objec-
tives for the analysis area. When addressing roads, the
proposed FS roads poiicy will be utilized (36 CFR 212}

Site-specific planning could include identifying opportuni-
ties for trail construction and/or improvement, eliminating
roads/trails that are causing resource problems or adding
specific areas where intensive OHV use may be appropri-
ate. A change in area designations from restricted to open
would require a plan amendment. Implementation and
monitoring are described in Appendix B of the FEIS.
Implementation includes prioritizing areas for site-specific
planning within six months of the respective agencies’
Record of Decision based on the resources in the area.



Disabled access will be allowed per the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973

No Action Alternative (Current
Management)

This alternative would continue current direction and was
used as the baseline condition for comparing the other
alternatives. The FS would continue to manage OHV’s
using existing direction and regulations. It addressed a
number of issues and concerns raised during scoping, such
as the proposal is too restrictive and effects on the ground
do not warrant any change It also addressed the concern
that it is unreatistic to provide consistent management of

OHV’s across a three-state area due to wide variations of

issues and problems that would necessitate decisions be
made at the {ocal level.

Areas currently open seasonally or yearlong to motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would remain open(Table 1.3
and Map 1 in the FEIS). The table and map reflect designa-
tions identified in existing forest plans.

Site-specific planning and enforcement of OHV reguia-
tions would occur at current levels.

Alternative 1

This is the most restrictive alternative for management of

OHV’s. Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be
prohibited with only a few exceptions for emergency and
limited administrative purposes. This alternative was de-
veloped to address concerns that OHV use needed to be
restricted quickly and was overdue because of resource
impacts and user conflicts. Concerns addressed were to stop
the expansion of problems associated with the spread of
noxious weeds, user conflicts, wildlife harassment and
habitat alteration, effects on vegetation, soils and aquatic
resources, and further deterioration of FS Inventoricd
Roadless, Recommended Wilderness and Montana Wil-
derness Study Areas.

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country
travel yearlong (Map 1, FEIS). These lands, approximately
10 million acres, would be designated restricted yearlong
under FS regulations (36 CFR 295).

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be atlowed
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official
administrative business would not be allowed without prior
approval by the authorized officer (district ranger).

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees toadminister federal leases or permits would not
be allowed unless specifically authorized under the lease or
permit.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would not be al-
lowed for the retrieval of a big game animal,

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would not be al-
lowed for personal use permits such as firewood and
Christmas tree cutting.

The following exception would apply unless currently
restricted:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping
would be permissible within 50 feet of roads and trails
by the most direct route after site selection by
nonmotorized means. This exception does not apply
where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling
off designated routes to a campsite.

Alternative 2

This alternative was based on the initial proposal and public
comments received during scoping. It restricts motorized
wheeled cross-country travel throughout the analysis area
but allows some additional exceptions compared to alterna-
tive 1, for relatively infrequent activities. Similar to Alter-
native I, concerns addressed wese to stop the expansion of
problems associated with the spread of noxious weeds, user
conflicts, wildlife harassment and habitat alteration, effects
on vegetation, soils and aquatic resources, and further
deterioration of FS Inventoried Roadless, Recommended
Wilderness and Montana Wilderness Study Areas. It meets
the concern that the FS needs to allow for some exceptions
for motorized wheeled cross-country travel, such as game
retrieval and camping. It provides almost the same ease of
enforcement and consistency between the BLM and FS as
Alternative 1.

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country
travel yearlong (Map 1, FEIS). These lands, approximately
10 miilion acres, would be designated restricted yearlong
under FS regulations (36 CFR 295}

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed
forany military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official
administrative business would be allowed.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees to administer federal leases or permits would be



allowed, unless specifically prohibited in the lease or per-
mit. This would not change any existing terms or conditions
in current leases or permits. However, this would not
preclude modifying leases or permits to limit motorized
wheeled cross-country travel based on further site-specific
analysis.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use
permits, such as firewood and Chistmas tree cutting, could
be permitted at the local level (FS ranger district) at the
discretion of the authorizing officer

The foliowing exceptions would apply unless currently
restricted:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and trails
by the most direct route after site selection by
nonmotorized means. This exception would not apply
whete existing seasonal restrictions prevent traveling
off desipnated routes to a campsite.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel by the most
direct route to retrieve abig game animal in possession
would be allowed only in the following field units in
Montana: Custer National Forest (NI) with the excep-
tion of the Beartooth Ranger District. Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel in all other areas to re-
trieve a big pame animal would notbeallowed. Through
subsequent site-specific planning big game retrieval
could be restricted.

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie
fringed orchid would apply:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official
administrative business would not bealjowed in known
western prairie fringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne
National Grassland in eastern North Dakota without
prior approval,

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees
and permittees to administer federal leases or permits
would not be allowed in known western prairie fringed
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in
eastern North Dakota without prior approval.

Alternative 3

This alternative is based on the premise that the agencies
should not restrict OHV use where probiems are limited by
steep terrain and dense vegetation or where existing regu-
lations are adequate. Lands in the Flathead, Kootenai and
Bitterroot National Forests in western Montana would not
be affected by this alternative. Preliminary analysis indi-

cated that even though significant amounts of federal land
were open to motorized wheeled cross-country travel in
western Montana, current technology of OHV’s generally
has limited the expansion of user-created routes because of
relative steepness and dense vegetation Concerns for the
need to restrict OHV's in the remainder of the analysis area
are similar to Alternative 2. Concerns addressed were to
stop the expansion of problems associated with the spread
of noxious weeds, user conflicts, wildlife harassment and
habitat alteration, effects on vegelation, soils and aquatic
resources, and further deterioration of FS Inventoried
Roadless, Recommended Wilderness and Montana Wil-
derness Study Areas. It meets the concern that the agencies
need to allow some exceptions for motorized wheeled
cross-country travel, such as game retrieval and camping.

The FS would prohibit motorized wheeled cross-country
travel yearlong in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF, Custer
NF, Dakota Prairie Grasslands, Gallatin NF, Helena NF,
and the Lewis and Clark NF (Map 2 in the FEIS). Approxi-
mately 6.6 million acres would be designated restricted
yearlong under the FS regulations (36 CFR 295).

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed
for any military, fire, search and rescue, orlaw enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official
administrative business would be allowed.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees to administer federal leases o permits would be
allowed, unless specifically prohibited in the lease ot per-
mit. This would not change any existing terms orconditions
in current leases or permits. However, this would not
preclude modifying leases or permits to limit motorized
wheeled cross-country travel based on fusther site-specific
analysis.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could
be permitted at the local level (FS ranger district) at the
discretion of the authorizing officer.

The following exceptions would apply unless currently
rvestricted:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and traiis
by the most direct route after site selection by
nonmotorized means. This exception does not apply
where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling
off designated routes to a campsite



Motorized wheeled cross-country travel by the most
direct route would be allowed from 10:00 am. until
2:00 p.m. to retrieve a big game animal that is in
possession. Through subsequent site-specific plan-
ning big pame retrieval could be sestricted

Alternative 4

This alternative restricts motorized wheeled cross-country
travel seasonally to lessen impacts on resource values and
to minimize user conflicts. Motorized wheeled cross-coun-
try travel would be restricted to times of the year when the
ground is generally frozen (December 2 to February 15) or
during dryer periods (June 15 to August 31) to reduce soil
and vegetation impacts, aquatic resource damage, and to
minimize user conflicts. No motorized wheeled cross-
country travel would be allowed during big game hunting
seasons in ail three states, with the exception of game
retrieval, to minimize user conflicts and wildlife harass-
ment, Game retrieval would be allowed in alf open areas of
the analysis area. It meets the concern that the agencies need
to allow some exceptions for motorized wheeled cross-
country travel, such as game retrieval and camping. It
provides almost the same ease of enforcement and consis-
tency between the two agenciesas Alternative | becausethe
timing and exceptions are the same throughout the three-
state area

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country
travel seasonally (Map 1, FEIS). These areas would be open
to matorized wheeled cross-country travel from June 15 to
August 31 and from December 2 to February 15. These
Jands, approximately 10 million acres, would be designated
limited or restricted seasonally under FS regulations (36
CFR 295).

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be atlowed
for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official
admitistrative business would be allowed.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees to administer federal leases or permits would be
allowed, unless specifically prohibited in the lease or per-
mit. This would not change any existing terms or conditions
in current leases or permits. However, this would not
oreclude modifying leases or permits to limit motorized
wheeled cross-country travel based on further site-specific
analysis.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could
be permitied at the local level (FS ranger district) at the
discretion of the authorizing officer

The following exceptions would apply unless currently
restricted:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for camping
wouid be permissible within 300 feet of roads and trails
by the most direct route after site selection by
nonmotorized means. This exception does not apply
where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling
off designated routes to a campsite,

Motorized wheeled eross-country travel by the most
direct route wounld be allowed to retrieve a big game
animal that is in possession. Through subsequent site-
specific planning big game retiieval could berestricted.

Alternative 5 (Preferred Alternative)

This aiternative was developed in response to comments on
the DEIS from the public and other agencies. It restricts
motorized wheeled cross-country travel throughout the
analysis area to protect riparian areas, wetlands, crucial
wildlife habitat, threatened or endangered species, soilsand
vegelation, aquatic resources, and to reduce user conflicts.
The alternative addresses the concern that the agencies
need to allow an exception for camping, but inciudes
specific limitations onthat exception. This alternative would
limit travel for administrative use by the ES, other govern-
ment entities, and lessees and permittees, but would aliow
motorized wheeled cross-country travel when necessary

The FS would restrict motorized wheeled cross-country
travel yearlong (Map 1, FEIS). These lands, approximately
10 million acres, would be designated restricted yearlong
for motorized wheeled cross-country travel under FS regu-
iations (36 CIFR 295).

The FS recognize there are some valid needs for motorized
wheeled cross-country travel. The following outlines the
needs for motorized wheeled cross-country travel allowed
in this alternative,

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed
forany military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for the FS would
be limited to official administrative business as outlined by
internal memo (see Appendix D of the FEIS) Examples of
administrative use would be prescribed fire, noxious weed
conirol, revegetation, and surveying. Where possible, agency
personnel performing administrative functions would lo-
cate a sign or notice in the area they are working to identify
for the public the function they are authorized to perform.



Motoiized wheeled cross-country travel for other govern-
ment entities on official administrative business would
require authorization from the local field manager or dis-
trict ranger in thelr respective areas. This autherization
waotld be through normal permitting processes and/or memo-
randa of understanding. Some examples of other agency
administrative use would be noxious weed control, survey-
ing, and animal damage control efforts. Where possible, the
authorized party performing administrative functions would
locate & sign or notice in the area they are working to
identify for the public the function they are authorized to
perform

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees would be limited to the administration of a
federal lease or permit. Persons or corporations having such
apermit or lease could perform administrative functions on
public lands within the scope of the permit or lease. How-
ever, this would not preciude modifying permits or leases to
limit motorized wheeled cross-country travel during fur-
ther site-specific analysis to meet resource management

objectives or standards and guidelines. Some examples of

administrative functions include, but are not limited to:

«  (iasorelectric utilities monitoring a utility corridor for
safety conditions or normal maintenance,

+  Accessing a remote communication site for normal
maintenance or repair,

«  Livestock permitiees checking vegetative conditions,
building or maintaining fences, delivering salt and
supplements, moving livestock, checking wells or pipe-
lines as part of the implementation of a grazing permit
or lease, and

»  Scientific groups under contract for resource assess-
ments or research.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use
permits, such as firewood and Christmas tree cutting, could
be allowed at the local level (FS ranger district) in specific
areas identified for such use. In all other areas, motorized
wheeled cross-country travel associated with personal use
permits would not be allowed.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for big game re-
trieval would not be allowed.

The following exception would apply unless currently
restricted:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel to a campsite
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and
trails. Site selection must be completed by nonmotorized
means and accessed by the most direct route causing
the least damage. This exception does not apply where
existing seasonal restrictions prohibit traveling off
designated routes to a campsite. Existing local rules
take precedence over this exception. This distance
could be modified through subsequent site-specific
planning.

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie
fringed orchid would apply:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for FS official
administrative business would not beallowed inknown
western prairie fringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne
National Grassland in eastern North Dakota without
prior approval so as to eliminate impacts to occupied
hahitat.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees
and petmittees to administer federal leases o1 permits
would not be allowed in known western prairie fringed
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in
eastern North Dakota without prior approval so as to
eliminate impacts to occupied habitat.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Forest Service and BLM conducted public involve-
ment for the proposed amendments consistent with proce-
dures required by the National Environmental Policy Act.
A Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register on
Tanuary 22, 1999 Nearly 14,000 scoping letters were
mailed out The comment period was extended to May
31,1999 During that time 35 open houses were conducted,
which approximately 1400 people attended. During the
scoping period nearly 3,400 letters were received and
reviewed and used to identify issues and develop alterna-
tives.

The draft EIS had a 90 day comment period that ended
February 24,2000 During this period 35 open houses weze
hosted with over 1,500 people attending. Over 2,300 letters
were received and analyzed

A thorough description of the public involvement process
and 1esponses to comments is located in Chapter 4 of the
FEIS.

LEGALLY REQUIRED FINDINGS

National Forest Management Act: Finding
of Nonsignificant Amendment

The NFMA significance determination isbased on areview
of the degree to which management direction for the area
covered by a forest plan is being changed. The purpose of
this amendment is to restrict motorized wheeled cross-
country travel to avoid future impacts to soil, water, vegeta-
tion, wildlife and its habitat, the spread of invasive weed
species, damage to cultural resources and minimize user
confliets. These problems are occurring in some areas. A
major reason for this decision is preventative in nature.
Given the increases in OHV use in the past ten years and the
expectation of that trend to continue the decision to amend
forest plans to restrict cross-country travel has been made

NEMA provides that forest plans may be amended in any
manner, but ifthe amendment resultsinasignificant change
in the plan, additional procedures must be followed. The
Forest Service Handbook (FSH 1909.12) identifies four
factors to consider in determining whether an amendment
is significant. These are addressed below for this amend-
ment.

It is important to put these decisions info context with
national direction for OHV management. The Executive
Orders 11644 and 11989 direct federal agencies to establish
procedures to control and direct the use of OHV’s on public
lands so as to (1) protect the resources of those lands, (2)
promote the safety of all users, and (3) minimize conflicts
among the various users of those lands. The E.O.’s require
the designation of areas and trails for use by OHV’s, These
amendments only deal with the area designation Existing
land management plans allocated lands to one of three
categories: closed — no motorized travel permitted; re-
stricted — seasonally or year-long restrictions on the use of
OHV’s; open — areas open to use anytime. These amend-
ments shift iands from open and seasonally restricted to
yearlong restrictions. These amendments result in minor
changes in the use of the forests for motorized recreationists
as discussed in chapter 3, recreation section of the FEIS. It
explainsthat motorized recreation is just one segment of the
overall suite of possible activities provided on the national
forests/giasslands. Andthat OHV motorized wheeled cross-
country travel recreation is just a small portion of the
motorized forms of recreation (approximately 1%, sce
chapter 3, recreation section of FEIS)

The following four factors and their discussion were used
in determining significance:

Timing: Identify when the change is to take place. Deter-
mine whether the change is necessary during or after the
plan period or whether the change is to take place after the
next scheduled revision of the forest plan.

NEMA requires that Forest and Grassland Plans be
revised at least every 15 years. These plans have been
inplace since 1986-1987. The planrevisions are sched-
uled in the next couple of years Thus it is late in the
current planning period.

These OHV area designation amendments are taking
place during the current planning period prior to comple-
tion of therevisions. As stated in FSH 1909.12, chapter
5,32, “the later the change, the iess likely it is to be
significant for the current forest plan.”

Laocation and Size: Determine the location and size of the
area involved in the change. Define the relationship of the
affected area to the overall planning area.

The following table displays the acres and percentage
of each forest plan that is and is not affected by these
amendments,



National Forest/ Acres Open Acres Closed/ Percent of
Grassland Yearlong Restricted Yearlong Total Acres Unit Open
Beaverhead-Deerlodge* 1,921,000 1,431,000 3,352,000 57%
Bitterroot™* 796,000 321,000 1,117,000 1%
Custer 758,000 429,600 1,187,000 64%
Dakota Praine*** 1,260,000 0 0] 100%
Flathead 1,211,000 1,142,000 2,353,000 51%
Gallatin 780,000 1,621,000 1,801,000 43%
Helena 571,000 404,000 475,000 59%
Kootenai** 1,447,000 670,000 2,220,000 0%
Lewis & Clark 1,347,000 516,000 1,862,000 2%

*These two forests are administered as one forest but have two separate plans

*¥ A crenges only include lands in Montana.

#xPart of the Custer NF plan. A separate plan is currently being developed.

The area involved with the change in designation
ranges from 43 to 100 % of the affected forests/
grasslands, which is fairly large However the forest/
grassiand recreation experts have estimated the num-
ber of cross-country wheeled OHV users to be about
1% of all OV users across the forests/grasslands and
the range is from less than 1% to 10% (chapter 3 FEIS}).
Most wheeled motorized OHV use occurs onroads and
trails. Roads and trails remain open within existing
resizrictions. As described in the environmental setting
in chapter 3 much of the National Forest System lands
are steep and treesand other vegetation is dense enough
to preclude cross-country use by OHV’s cross-coun-
try. Therefore the change in designation has a much
smaller effect on OHV users than depicted by these
figures since roads and trails remain open More than
three quarters of the Northern Region is forested.
Because of the small magnitude of effects and the fact
that much of the land is not now accessible this is not
a significant amendment.

Goals, Objectives and Outputs: Determine whether the
change alters iong-term relationships between the levels of
goods and services projected by the forest plan. Consider
whether an increase in one type of output would trigger an
inctease or decrease in another. Determine whether there is
a demand for goods or services not discussed in the forest
plan.

Thisamendment is fully consistent with the goalsinall
nine of the forest plans affected. None of the goals will
be altered by this decision. There are no new forest
plan goais established.

This amendment is fully consistent with and does not
alter the objectives of each forest plan. No new objec-
tives are established.

There are no significant changes, in outputs projected
by the forest/grassland plans, expected as a result of
this decision. The greatest effect is upon motorized
OHV users. This effect is relatively minor since the
majority of use (estimated to be 99% in the EIS) is on
roads and trails and thus is minimally altered by this
decision. It is expected that most of the OV users that
have recreated cross-country will shift their activity to
roads and trails rather than stop recreating altogether.
There will besome benefits for wildlife habitat, slightly
reduce the spread of noxious weeds, slightly improve
habitat for some Threatened and Endangered species.
None of these changes alter the long-term projections
of goods and services projected in the forest/grassland
plans

This decision does not deal with a demand for goods
or services that were not discussed in the previous
planning efforts.

Management Prescription: determine whether thechange
in a management prescription is only for a specific situation
ot it would apply to future decisions throughout the plan-
ning area. Determine whether or not the change alters the
desired future condition of the land and resources or the
anticipated goods and services to be produced.

This amendment does not change any Management
Area (MA) designations. It does change where the
motorized activity within the MA’s can be conducted.
It eliminates the motorized wheeled cross-country
travel, with a few specifically managed exceptions, but
does not change the current use of roads and trails in
place now.

This decision does change the designation of areas for
wheeled motorized cross-country trave! for future de-
cisions not just for a specific situation.



It does not change the desired future condition of the
tand and resources as described inthe existing plans or
make a consequential change in goods and services
that are produced.

Conclusion: Based on a consideration of the four factors,
and considering the nine Plans being amended, I have
determined that the adoption of this amendment is not
significant under NFMA . This amendment is fully consis-
tent with the current goals and objectives of the respective
plans.

National Forest Management Act: Diversity
and Viability Provisions for Fish and
Wildlife

The National Forest Management Act requires the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to specify “guidetines for land manage-
ment plans developed to achieve the goals of the Program
which provide for diversity of plant and animal communi-
ties based on the suitability and capability of the specific
land area in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives”
(16 USC 1604()(3XBY). In accord with this diversity
provision, the Secretary promulpated a regulation that
provides in part: “Fish and wildlife habitat shall be man-
aged {o maintain viable populations of existing native and
desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area”
(36 CFR 219.19),

The scientific community and courts recognize that NFMA
does not create a concrete, precise standard for diversity.
The Committee of Scientists that provided scientific advice
to the Forest Service on drafting of NFMA regulations
stated that “it is impossible to write specific regulations to
‘provide for’ diversity” and “there remains a great deal of
room for honest debate on the translation of policy into
management planning requirements and into management
programs” (44 Fed. Reg. 26,600-01 & 26,608)

In this pianning context, absolute certainty is not possible.
Thus, the determination is a matter of risk or likelihood
when considering the effects of the action.

In making the determination for this decision the effects
displayed in chapter 4 of the FEIS, indicate alternative 5
will be beneficial for wildlife by reducing disturbance of the
animals and damage to plants. It will reduce the damage to
habitat and reduce the spread of invasive exotic plants. It
will reduce the amount of sediment introduced to strteams,
result in less damage to ripatian zone soil and vegetation.
Therefore, I conclude this decision will positively contrib-
ute to the maintenance of diversity and viability of fish and
wildlife on the national forest lands affected.

Endangered Species Act

A team of biologists and botanists prepared a Biological
Assessment on this proposed amendment to the Forest
Plans. This Biological Assessment, which is included as
Appendix C of the Final EIS, summarizes the consultation
process on the proposed plan amendment, and evaluatesthe
potential effects of the proposed amendment on listed
species and species proposed for listing. The Biological
Assessment determined that the proposed amendment is
may effect, not likely to adversely affect the, threatened
grizzly bear, bald eagle, piping plover, bull trout and
Canada lynx orbull trout, endangered gray wolf and black-
footed ferret, or mountain plover and Spalding’s catchfly
The last two determinations would be made if the final rule
were to list them. It was determined the amendment wili
have no effect on the endangered least tern, whooping
crane, pallid sturgeon, white sturgeon, American burying
beetle or the threatened water howellia, Ute ladies’ tresses
and western prairie fringed orchid.

TheForest Service requested thatthe U.§. Fish and Wildlife
Service review the Biological Assessment in a letter dated
December 7, 2000, The Fish and Wildlife Service con-
curred and stated that it did not anticipate any incidental
take of listed species asaresult of the proposed amendment.
As a result, they concluded that formal consultation under
the Endangered Species Act is not required.

NEPA: Environmentally Preferred
Alternative

The Council on Enviroamental Quality reguiations for
implementing NEPA require that the Record of Decision
specify “the alternative or alternatives which were consid-
eredto be environmentally preferable” (40 CFR 1505 2(b)).
This alternative has generally been interpreted to be the
alternative that will promote the national environmental
policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101 (CEQ’s “Forty
Most-Asked Questions™, 46 Federal Register, 18026, March
23, 1981). Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes
the least damage to the biological and physical environ-
ment; it also means the alternative that best protects, pre-
serves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural re-
sources.

Alternative 1 is the environmentally preferred atternative
since it has the greatest level of 1estrictions on the use of
wheeled motorized OHV's traveling cross-country, there-
fore it would have the least effects on the biological,
physical, cultural and historic resources.



Environmental Justice (Executive Order
12898)

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Envi-
ronmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-In-
come Populations,” requires that Federal agencies make
achieving environmental justice part of their mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportion-
ately high and advesse human heaith and environmental
effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minor-
ity populations and low-income populations.

We have conducted a qualitative assessment of environ-
mental justice considerations based on the information in
the Final FIS. My conclusion is that the risk of such
disproportionate effects on minority or low-income popu-
lations from this amendment is very low. The Final EIS
consistently ranks Alternative 5 as among those with the
fowest risk of adverse environmental effects from land
management activities. Based on the assessment there isno
evidence that the low level or risk is disproportionately
placed on low income or minority populations

Alternative 5 also does not pose any significant socioece-
nomic risks that disproportionately affect low income or
minority populations in communities where timber produc-
ing employment opportunities and workers are located.
Alternative 5 will not cause a significant change in local
employment or revenue sharing with local communities.
Thus, this decision should not disproportionately affect
low-income or minority populations and communities

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL
OPPORTUNITIES

Implementation of this decision shail not occur until 7 days
following publication of the legal notice of the decision in
the following newspapers of record: Missoulian, Great
Falls Tribune, Billings Gazette, Montana Standard, Ravalli
Republic, Bismark Tribune, Rapic City Journal, Daily
Interlake, Bozeman Chionicle and the Independent Record.

This decision to adopt a is subject to appeal pursuant to 36
CFR 217

This Forest Plan Revision was developed using planning
regulations that were adopted in 1982 under 36 CFR 219.
On Thursday November 9, 2000 new regulations for the
appeal process (36 CFR 217) and the forest planning
process (36 CFR 219) were adopted through publication in
the Federal Register. Instead of an appeal process an objec-
tion process will be used for any decisions made using the
new planning regulation

Since this plan was developed using the 1982 planning
regulation that means there is neither an appeal or objection
process for this decision. Given this situation I have decided
to provide for what Iam calling a voluntary appeal process
on the Forest Service’s part using the same procedures as
outlined in the now obsolete 36 CFR 217 appeal process.
Therefore, this decision is subject to administrative review
pursuant to 36 CFR 217 prior to their removal. What that
means is a written appeal of this decision, a nonsignificant
ForestPlan amendment, must be filed in duplicate within 45
days of the date of the published legal notice. Appeals must
be filed with:

Chief, USDA Forest Service
14" and Independence, SW
201 14" Street

Washington, DC 20250

Any notice of appeal must be fully consistent with 36 CRF
217.9 and include at a minimum:

* A statement that the document is a Notice of Appeal
filed pursuant to 36 CFR part 217,

*  Thename, address, and telephone number of the appel-
lant.

+  Identification of the decision to which the objection is
being made.

+  Identification of the document in which the decision is
contained, by title and subject, date of the decision, and
name and title of the Deciding Officer.

»  Identification of the specific portion of the decision to
which objection is made.

»  Thereasons for objection, including issues of fact, law,
regulation, or policy and, if applicable, specifically
how the decision violates law, regulation, or policy.

+  ldentification of the specific change(s) in the decision
that the appellant seeks.

For questions concerning the appeal process, contact:

USDA Forest Service

Attention: Ecosystemn Management Staff (Steve Segovia)
P.O. Box 96090

Washington, D.C. 20090-6090

(202} 205-1066

For questions concerning this amendment, contact:

Dave Atkins
Interdisciplinary Team leader
200 East Broadway
Missoula, MT 59870

(406) 329-3134

TN Brtasiirn

Dale N. Bosworth
REGIONAL FORESTER, Northern Region
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Forest Plan Amendment Number 21
Site Specific Amendment for the Jimtown Project

Decision: It is my decision to amend the 1986 Helena National Forest Plan for lands encompassed by
the Jimtown Project. This site-specific amendment allows for implementation of the project without
complying with the Forest Plan standard for hiding cover/road density.

Rationale for the Decision: The Forest Plan contains an objective for maintaining big game habitat
capability and hunter opportunity so as to provide for a first week [of the big game rifle season] bull
elk harvest that does not exceed 40 percent of the total bull harvest [of the five week general season].
To help meet this objective, the Plan adopted a standard that calculates habitat capability [security] on
an index that combines open road density and hiding cover. One difficulty with this standard is the
degree to which calculation of both factors is subject to interpretation. In some instances, such as the
elk herd units which surround the Jimtown Project, biologists have concluded that existing vegetative
conditions, which provide little calculatable hiding cover, are such that the standard could not be met
even if every road, including County roads and private land access roads, within the herd unit were to
be closed to motorized use.

The wildlife analysis for this project concluded that even the “no action” alternative fails to comply
with the standard. This is due in large part to the nature of the vegetation in the Jimtown project area
which is dominated by warm/dry forests. These forests tend to be relatively open through much of
their seral progression and thus often do not provide hiding cover as defined in the Plan. While
continued exclusion of fire can allow for development of dense sapling understories and thereby
provide hiding cover for a period, these conditions are clearly not sustainable over time. Fire,
silvicultural, and wildlife specialists all concluded that selection of the no action alternative for the
Jimtown project will at some point time lead to a lengthy period with very little forested cover as a
result of inevitable stand-replacing wildfire such as the adjacent Cave Gulch fire of 2000. 1believe
that sustaining some cover over time is preferable to losing a large percentage of it in a single event.

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks Department harvest surveys in recent years have not
been sufficiently comprehensive to allow us to determine with any precision whether or not we are
meeting the 40% objective; however, the FWP hasn't detected any obvious trend (through general
observations) that overharvest of bulls in the 1st week is occurring with a frequency that would

hitp://www.fs.fed us/r1/helena/planning/number2 1. htm 7/16/2004
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necessitate major management actions to increase security. Instances in which a 40 percent harvest or
greater is believed to have occurred have corresponded to years in which the first week of the season
coincided with severe snowfall. This has been the case for herd units that do and those that do not
meet the hiding cover/road density standard.

Forest Plan monitoring and other planning efforts have repeatedly identified the need to adopt more
current methods for determining what attributes contribute to elk security. Current research has
emphasized the need for providing large security blocks (>500 acres) that are at least /2 mile from
open roads—Iless emphasis is given to vegetative cover. Helena Forest biologists and biologists from
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks believe that elk security can best be determined
by these updated methods. 1t is anticipated that these methods will be incorporated into the Forest
Plan during Plan Revision. The effectiveness of elk security in the Jimtown area is being determined
for the various travel plan alternatives being considered in the North Belts Travel Plan, an analysis
currently underway. Travel management decisions being made with that project will be made with
consideration for achieving the Forest Plan objective of limiting the first week bull harvest and
otherwise providing adequate security.

This amendment does not alter management allocations for the Forest Plan. This amendment is a site-
specific amendment and is applicable only to implementation of Alternative B of the Jimtown Project.

Significance: Based on the wildlife analysis provided in the Jimtown Project EA, I have determined
that the change is not a significant Forest Plan amendment since the decision will not alter Forest
management allocations or multiple use goals and objectives for long-term land and resource
management. The entire project area is in an L-1 management allocation which has the primary
management goal to “Maintain or improve vegetative conditions and livestock forage productivity.”
My selected actions will accomplish this goal. The hiding cover directly affected by the amendment
represents less than a tenth of a percent of the Helena Forest, and the change to available hiding cover
within the Hedges Mountain herd unit is a reduction of about 3 %. The timing of this amendment 18
late in the planning cycle as the schedule for revision of the Helena Forest Plan is 2003. Adoption of
this amendment will not change the forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in the Helena Forest
Plan Environmental Impact Statement.

Implementation: This decision will be implemented prior to implementation of the Jimtown
Project.

Date:

DWIGHT G. CHAMBERS, Acting Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest
USDA-Forest Service

hitp://www.fs.fed us/r1/helena/planning/number2 1. htm 7/16/2004
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Forest Plan Amendment Number 22
Site Specific Amendment for the North Elkhorns Vegetation Project

Decision: It is my decision to amend the 1986 Helena National Forest Plan for lands encompassed by
the North Elkhorns Vegetation Project. This site-specific amendment allows for implementation of
the project without complying with the Forest Plan standard on page 11/19 which states that the
“Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study Recommendations, in Appendix C, will be followed during
timber sale and road construction projects”. In Appendix C, on page 10, the recommendation for
winter ranges states that “where timber harvest is acceptable, slash cleanup and logging should be
scheduled outside the winter period”.

Rationale for the Decision: This project is designed to rejuvenate the winter range forage base for
big game species such as deer, elk, and moose, and to create a sustainable forest structure that would
eventually provide suitable habitat for wildlife species, such as flammulated owls, that are associated
with old growth ponderosa pine/Douglas fir forests. The project may have other benefits including the
reduction of the potential for a stand replacement fire.

This project isn’t a timber sale per se, it is a wildlife habitat improvement project that will involve a
timber sale (commercial thinning) as the tool to achieve part of the desired condition. Based on the
analysis of environmental effects, I have concluded that the benefits of conducting the logging during
the winter months, in terms of reducing weed spread and potential soil erosion, outweigh the potential
minor and temporary displacement of big game.

As mentioned in the wildlife effects analysis (FEIS, page 3-72), summer logging activity would be more
likely to displace wildlife on a larger scale “simply because more animals are present in the project area
during the summer (nesting, breeding) than in winter”. In addition, Alternative 2 (winter logging)
minimizes the risk of soil disturbance and hence erosion and noxious weed spread.

Based on a map of winter range for the Sheep Creek Elk Herd Unit (produced by Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks), the project area is classified as winter range and comprises less than 4% of the total
winter range for this elk herd. The main

hitp//www.fs fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number22.htm 7/16/2004
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wintering area for elk and mule deer in the Sheep Creek herd unit is the Corral, Sheep, and Spokane
Creeks region at the northern tip of the Elkhom Range, which lies outside of the project area.

Although the project area is “classifed” as winter range, as mentioned in the FEIS (page 3-48), most of
the project area functions not as key winter range, but as transitional range in spring and fall. In
addition, the FEIS (page 3-52) notes that the project area currently has very little winter forage and is
not heavily used by big game during the winter months.

The big game analysis does disclose that winter logging activity could displace the few animals that
generally use the project area during the winter months. The analysis also states that “considering the
reduced number of animals in this herd unit, and if care is taken to meet the objectives in the Maupin
Allotment Management Plan, there would be sufficient winter range outside of the project area (94% of
the total Sheep Creek Herd winter range) to accommodate displacement of a few animals from the
project area.” In addition, only half of the project area would be treated at a time. It is also possible, as
stated in the analysis, that big game can and will habituate to predictable disturbances. For all these
reasons, the analysis concludes that this potential displacement effect is minor.

The effects are also temporary. There is a mitigation measure for wildlife that limits the timber sale
contract to 2-3 years. For all these reasons, and considering the indirect potential effects of summer
logging (e.g. increased noxious weeds), I have decided that a site-specific amendment to allow for
winter logging is reasonable.

This amendment does not alter management allocations for the Forest Plan. This amendment is a site-
specific amendment and is applicable only to implementation of Alternative 2 of the North Elkhorns
Vegetation Project.

Significance: Based on the wildlife analysis provided in the North Elkhorns Vegetation Project FEIS,
and the comments provided by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (ROD, Attachment 2), 1 have
determined that the change is not a significant Forest Plan amendment since the effects of Alternative
2, relative to the site-specific amendment needed, are minor and short-term. This decision will not
alter Forest management allocations or multiple use goals and objectives for long-term land and
resource management. The entire project area is in Management Area E-4 which has the primary
management goal to “Optimize moose, elk, and mule deer habitat”. The selected alternative will help
accomplish this goal and will rejuvinate the forage base on publically-owned winter range while
minimizing the threat of noxious weed invasion.

The timing of this amendment is late in the planning cycle as the schedule for revision of the Helena
Forest Plan is 2003.

Adoption of this amendment will not change the forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in the
Helena Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement.

Implementation: This decision will be implemented prior to implementation of the North Elkhorns
Vegetation Project.

hitp://www.fs.fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number22.htm 7/16/2004
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Date:

Thomas J. Clifford
Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest
USDA-Forest Service

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/helena/planning/number22.htm 7/16/2004



Forest Plan Amendment Number 23

HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Forest Plan Amendment Number 23

Site Specific Amendment for the Cave Guich Post-Fire Salvage Project

Decision: It is my decision to amend the 1986 Helena National Forest Plan for lands
encompassed by the Cave Guich Post-Fire Salvage Project. This site-specific
amendment allows for implementation of the project through a short term and minor
increase in road density due to temporary roads required with the selected alternative.
Please refer to the Forest Plan standard for hiding cover/road density on pages /17 and
11/18 of the Forest Plan.

Rationale for the Decision: The Forest Plan contains an objective for maintaining big
game habitat capability and hunter opportunity so as to provide for a first week [of the big
game rifle season] bull elk harvest that does not exceed 40 percent of the total bull
harvest [of the five week general season]. To help meet this objective, the Plan adopted
a standard that calculates big game security on an index that combines open road
density and hiding cover.

The wildlife analysis for this project concluded that even the “no action” alternative does
not meet the standard. This is due in part to the loss of existing hiding cover from the
Cave Gulch wildfire. Another factor is the nature of the vegetation in this portion of the
Big Belt Mountains which is dominated by warm/dry forests. These forests tend to be
relatively open through much of their seral progression and thus often do not provide
hiding cover as defined in the Plan.

The temporary roads are short term and minor in length. .85 miles are needed. The
roads are expected to remain in place no longer than 2 years before they will be fully
decommissioned. No public travel will occur on these roads. The .85 miles of road will
temporarily increase the road density from 2.41 to 2.50 miles/square mile. Following
decommissioning of these roads, the open road density will return to the existing 2.41
miles/square mile. Following decommissioning of 3.5 miles of existing roads, the cpen



road density will be reduced to 2.3 miles/square mile, representing an improvement
toward the standard in the long term.

Significance: This amendment is a site-specific amendment and is applicable only to
implementation of Alternative 4 of the Cave Gulch Post-Fire Salvage Project. Based on
the wildlife analysis provided in the Cave Guich Posi-Fire Salvage Project FEIS, | have
determined that the change is not a significant Forest Plan amendment since the
decision will not alter Forest management allocations or multiple use goals and
objectives for long-term land and resource management. All of the temporary road
construction will take place within T-1 and T-3 management allocations, both of which
are in the suitable base. Both management allocations “emphasize cost-effective timber
production”. This amendment will help accomplish this goal. Both management
allocations allow for road construction to meet goals and objectives. The temporary
increase in open road density within the project is less than .1 miles/square mile overall.
After approximately two years, the Cave Guich decision will result in an improvement
over current open road density. The timing of this amendment is late in the planning
cycle as the schedule for revision of the Helena Forest Plan is 2005, Adoption of this
amendment will not change the forest-wide environmental impacts disclosed in the
Helena Forest Plan Environmental impact Statement.

Implementation: This decision wili be implemented prior to implementation of the Cave
Gulch Post-Fire Salvage Project.

/s/ Allen L. Christophersen November 1, 2002

Date:

ALLEN L. CHRISTOPHERSEN, Acting Forest Supervisor
Helena National Forest

USDA-Forest Service





