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INTROI)UCTION

Tlre lvlontarra Departnrent of Natural Resources has proposed a timber harvest in the Barton Gulch drainage

locatedapproxinrately5rnilessouthrvestofVirginiaCiiy,Montano.T.proposedharvestrvouldremove
an estinratecl -530 MBF of Douglas fir, lodgepoli pine arrd sub-alpine fir sarvlogs from approxirnately 60

acres ol fore'sted school trust lands.

The state orvnership in this vicinity consists of a 640 acre section surrounded by federal. lands administered

bytlrc'Bqreauof[,a6dlvlarragerne-nt. TheexistingBartonGulchro^acl_nearlyaccessesthestatesection

horvcvcr a nerv road r..,ould need to be constructei on private land for 775 feet and on Bl'M land tot 427

feet to access the state land An additional | .9 m iles oi n.ru road rvould need to be constructed on state land

f0 acccss the harvest units. A Temporary Road Use Agreement is pending with the BL.M and has been

obtailed liorn tlre private landorvner. Nerv roads consiructed undei this pioposal are planned to be closed

througl a conrbination ofpartial obliteration, trashing and re-contouring and re-vegetation to prohibit

vehicle use after completion of the sale.

'l 6is tract is classitlc6 grazin-rl. valued principally for its grazing resources ancl is part olthe land grant held

b; thc State of lvtentana in trust lirr the support of tne tp".iti. beneficiarl', in this case conlmon schools'

t)ticlsloNs 1'o BE lllADE

I lrave rcviervecl tlre [:rrvironrnental Assessnrent prepared lor the Brorvns Gulch ]'ilnbcr Salc specifically to:

l) l)cci6c il'arr Environrrrental Assessmcnt is the appropriate level oIanallsis or il'an

[:nvirottntental lnrpact Staterrtent shotrld be preparcd'

2) Sclect an alternative to inrplemerrt based on the infornration provided in tlte EA and a finding

tlrnt an lllS is rrot necessary.

AL'TERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION

'l-here w,ere 2 alternatives considered in the Final EA, including the No Action Alternative' There were two

additional alternatives consi{ered early on in the process but diopped frorn consicleration due to- a variety o.F

en'ironmental and economic concems. The action altemative rvould harvest an estimated 530 MBF of

tirrrberlrornapproxintately60acresrvithin4harvestunitsranginginsizefrom 4to2gacres' Theharvest

rvoultt bc prirnarily o ,el""tion and group selection type harvesl with the exception of.one 8 acre clearcut

rvithreserves. Approximately2.l nrilesofnervroaiivouldbeconstructedand0.8mileso[existingroad
reconstructed. Tle No Action Alternative rvould not conduct any timber harvest. road constrttction or road

inr nroverrtettt acti vities.

AL'TIRNATIVE SI'LECTED

Afic.r rc'it'rving the EA, comnrents rcceived on the proposal and input received front resr:urce specialists, I

6arc t1ccitled to proceccl rvith Alternative B: Action Alternative and proceed rvith the tirnber harvest'

I ha'c selcctc'rl this alternative because I believe it can be implemented in a ntanner that is consistent with

thc lopg-tr.1r1 rnatrageltent of the tract,,vhile generatin-e an estinrated trust income of approrinrately

S-i().0()0. 'l'he tinrber hrrrvest will treat an estinrated 60 acres of fbrestland that is in arr ovcrstocked and

lurdL'r- nrod uct i r c' dtre t,.r inacti v e ln anagem en t.
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I have rejected the No Action Alternative because the timber harvest can be conducted in a nranner

consistent rvith the State Forest Land Management Plan, existing uses of the tract and surrounding landS

rvhile producing trust revenue and other long term management benefits.

SIG NIFICANCE OF Iil| PACTS

Based on nry review of the inforrnation provided in the EA, the project file and an on site rcvierv, I

conclude that significant inrpacts rvould not occrrr as a result of inrplementing the selected alternative.
'l}erelure an Environnrentai Impact Statentent rvill not be preparcd. I base this decisiorr on the'following

considerations:

Water Qualitv. Water Yield ancl Soils: Proposed harvest units and roads have been located by

.J"tlg" t" 
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*tl* rtr"am channels arrd unstable soils. All harvest unit botrndaries are located

outside streamside nranagernent zones. 'I'here are no active stream channel crossings proposed

during road construction. rtllnewly corrstructed roads rvill be closed and seeded to rapidly

reestablish vegetative cover. Best Managernent Practices lor Forestry rvill be inrplenrented to

substantially r.du." the potential fior impacts to water quality and soils. A cuntulative effects

analysis indicates increases to wa(er yieid as a result of the proposed activities are very unlikely to

occur due to the open rangc-like nature of the rvatershed, minor amount of timber harvest activity

that has occurrc'd in the past l 5 years and lack ofeviclcnce ofstream instability tionr increases in

peak llprvs. '['he currentand proposed harvest levels rvould be rvell belo"v rvhat is normally

associatcd rvitlr dctrintentll rvater yield increases.

lnrnacts to Elk and DeSL_U{[flCI-B4nqe: Although somc rvinter elk and deer use of thc project area

*.*f it tit.-ty does not normally receive use by large nuntbt'rs or lbr e.rtended periods of time.

I he Montana l)epartnrcnt of Fish. Wildlifb and Parks has identified "key" rvinter areas that are

tusedyearafteryearorduringharshorextremervinterevents.'lhenearestidentiliedrvinterrange
is nrore than 3-4 milcs fronr the project area.

Ltt Securitv ana Vu 'l'here is approximatell 240 acres of dense forest habitat providing

higft quality hidirrg cover arrd an additional 205 acrcs of open growr mature lbrest providing
utod"iot. quality tiicting covcr on the project area. I listoric fire events and terrain lcatures likely
have contributed to a naturally fragntented and patclty distribution offorested stands on the

lan{scape in this arca. 'l'he proposcd harvest rvould harvest trees on approximatcly 60 acres and

corrsecltrerrtly rcduce availablc covcr by l30h on thc state land and l% rvithilr thc -5760 acre

rvildlife anaiysis area. While there rvould be a minor reduction of cover as a resttlt of the proposal

any inclirect or curnulativc- inrpacts to elk resulting from the cover renroval rvould not be detectable

ancl aflbct security at thc hunting clistrict level or afTect the Department of Fish, Wildlife and

l'arks' ability to meet thcir elk ntanagement goals.

'l'lrreatencd, Endansercd ancl Sensitive Soecies: T'here is no documented use, tlor is there

.tp,.c,print. h"bitat within the project area for any Threatened or Endangered Species. The DNRC

lrnintains a list oIsensitive species lbr rvhich a fine filterhabitat analysis is condtrcted on

proposetl l'orest rnanagenrent projects. The sensitive species list includes: flantnrulated orvl, boreal

orvl, black-backed rvoodpecker, pileated woodpecker, northern bog lemming. harlequin duck,

li:rruginous harvk. rnountain plover, peregrine falcon, and Torvnsend's big-eared bat. There is no

{gcunrented use rvithin the project arca for any oItlte sensitive species. There is approximately

I l2 acres of Dry Douglas fir that is potential habitat for flammulated orvls. 1'he proposal rvould

all.:ct approxinratcly 32 acres olthe potcntial habitat and consequently have a minor adverse

all'ect to flurtrnrulatecl orvls. llorvever. dr1'Douglas fir habitats are common in this region and

suitablc habitat is available on other ownerships as well.

(.)ltl erO$llr: 
.l-hr'rc 

are n0 ()ld grorvtlr stands greater tharr ttre acrcs in the pro.iect area. There are

horvever. scattercd old relic trcrs antl clumps of old Douglas llr lres on ridqe tops and in areas

that vuerc'Drotected liom llres that rvere historically comnron in thearer. Relic trees. sna,ssand



dorvned woody debris, although uncommon, will be retained wherever a safety hazzrd is not a

factor.

EXECUTION

Upon execution, this Finding becomes part of the Final Environmental Assessment for the Brolvns Gulch

Timber Sale.

Garry Williams
Area Manager
Central Land Office
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Chapter l: Purpose/Management Objectives

CHAPTER I _ PIJRPOSE/MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Purpose

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
(DNRC) proposes to initiate forest management and timber harvesting on

state school'trust lands in the Barton Gulch afea. The Browns Gulch

Timber Sale proposal is located in Section 16, T7S - R3W, which is
located 5 air miles southwest of Virginia City, Montana, in Madison

County.

The project proposal would address the management of Douglas-fir,

lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir timber on

approximaiely 60 total acres. The estimated harvest volume would be

53b thousand board feet contained within 4 units. Construction of 1.9

miles of minimum standard road would be needed on the State

ownership. Access to the State section would require the crossing of
Bureau of Land Management and private lands and involve the

construction of an additional O.2 miles of new temporary road' The
proposed action would be implemented in early summer o'f 2OO2 and

completed by December 2005.

Project Need

The lands involved in this proposed project are held by the State of
Montana in the trust for the support of specific beneficiary institutions

such as public schools, state colleges and universities, and other specific

state institutions such as the school for the deaf and blind (Enabling Act

of Februa ry 22,1889, 1972 Montana Constitution, Article X, Section 1 1 ).

The Board of Land Commissioners and the Department of Natural

Resources and Conservation are required by law to administer these

lands to produce the largest measure of reasonable and legitimate return

over the long run for these beneficiary institutions (Section 77-1-2O2,

MCA). On May 30, 1996, the Department released the Record of
Decision on the State Forest Land Management Plan (SFLMP). The

Land Board approved the SFLMP's implementation on June 17, 1996.

The SFLMP outlines the management philosophy of the DNRC in the

management of the state forested lands, as well as sets out specific
Resource Management Standards (RMS)for ten resource categories'

The Department will manage the lands involved in this project according

to the philosophy and standards in the SFLMP, which states:

A.

B.
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"Our premise is that the best way to produce long-term income for

the trust is to manage intensively for healthy and biologically
diverse forests. Our understanding is that a diverse forest is a

stable forest that will produce the most reliable and highest long-

term revenue stream...In the foreseeable future, timber
management will continue to be our primary Source of revenue and

our primary tool to achieving biodiversity objectives."

Project Objectives

In order to meet the goals of the State Forest Land Management Plan, the

Department has set the following project objectives.

1. Promote a diversity of stand structures and patterns for a long-term

sustainable forest.
2. Maintain a semblance of historic forest conditions'
3. Generate revenue for the school trust through the harvest of timber

from the project area.

Relationship to the State Forest Land Management Plan

In June 1996, DNRC began a phased-in implementation of the SFLMP,

which established the agency's philosophy for the management of
forested state trust lands. The management direction provided in the

SFLMP comprises the framework within which specific project planning

and activities take place.

The SFLMP also defines the RMS's, which guided the planning of this
proposed action. The SFLMP philosophy and appropriate RMS's have

been incorporated into the design of the proposed action.

Other Environmental Reviews Related to the Proiect

The Moore Gulch Timber Sale EA (DNRC / Bozeman Unit) has been

completed with record of decision. The project involves school trust land

parcel, Section 16-T5S-R2W (Moore Gulch). The parcel is located in the

Tobacco Root Mountains, approximately 14 air miles northeast of the

Browns Gulch Project area. Approximately 950 MBF of Douglas-fir and

lodgepole pine is scheduled for harvest treatment from approximately 75

acres of State of Montana ownership. The project includes 0.3 miles of

road reconstruction and 2.8 miles of new construction.

D.

E.
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The Granite Creek Timber Permit EAC (DNRC/D|llon Unit) has been

completed with record of decision. The project involves school trust land

parcel, Section 36-T5S-R3W (Granite Creek) and is located in the

Tobacco Root Mountains, approximately 10 air miles north of the Browns

Gulch project area. Approximately 100 MBF of Douglas-fir is scheduled
for harvest treatment from approximately 17.5 acres of State of Montana

ownership.

The ldaho Creek Timber Harvest EA (DNRC/Dillon Unit) has been

completed with record of decision. The project involved school trust
parcel, Section 36-T7S-R4W (ldaho Creek) and is located in the Gravelly

ilange, approximately 4 air miles southwest of the Browns Gulch project

area. 854 MBF of Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine was harvested on 82

acres of State of Montaha ownership. The project was completed in

2000.

Agencies with Jurisdiction

There are three possible access routes to the proposed project and all

would require a road use permit from the BLM. The preferred access

route would use 8.5 miles of existing road under BLM management and

require 427 feet of new road construction on BLM ownership in Section

15, east of the State parcel. A Road Use Application was submitted to the

BLM on December 1.2,2001. The permit is pending the decision maker's

review in this EA and approval of the permit application by the BLM.

This access will also require a temporary road use agreement for 775 feet
of new road construction on private land. The private party has been

contacted and a temporary agreement has been secured'

Any activity that disturbs the naturally occurring vegetation is subject to

reuiew Oy ine local County Weed Board. The DNRC has a Revegetative

and Weed Management Plan on file with the County Weed Board. lf an

Action alternative is selected, the DNRC would file a site specific Weed

Management Plan with the Weed Board'

A Stream Preservation Act Permit (124 Permit) is required for activities

conducted by any government agency in a stream. The Action alternative
proposes cuiverf installations that would require a 124 permit. Should the

Action alternative be selected, a 124 permit will be applied for and the

State will abide by all requirements-
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The activity of burning slash would involve two agencies. Surface

vegetation in Madison County falls under County jurisdiction. Burning

peimits are usually required. The Department of Environmental Quality

regulates air qualiiy. DNRC is a participant in the Montana Air Shed

Coordinating Group planning effort to limit particulate production.

The Decision To Be Made

There are two decisions that need to be made regarding these alternative
proposals.

The first is to decide which management alternative would best meet the

management objectives and the objectives of the SFLMP'

The second decision is whether this Environmental Assessment

adequately identifies the potential impacts of the selected alternative and

the potential for those impacts to be significant.

lnitial Scoping and Public lnvolvement

The public involvement process began with the publication of a Legal

Notice in the Dillon Tribune on January 20 and 27, 1999'

Individual scoping notices were sent on January 14, 1999' (see List of

Individual Scoping Notices)

Resource Concerns

Responses were received from the following:

DNRC Specialists
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Bureau of Land Management
Skyl ine Sportsmen's Association
The Ecology Center
American Wildlands
MT Coalition for Appropriate Management of State Land

Norman Ashcroft
Lumber Products . Inc.
R-Y Timber. Inc.

H.
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Montana Wood Products Association
Louisiana Pacific CorP.

The following concerns and issues were compiled from scoping

responses for this proposed project.

. Water Quality, Water Yield and Soils

. Big Game winter Range, Elk security and Vulnerability
o Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

lssues

1. Water Quality, Water Yield and Soils

There is a concern that a reduction in timber cover, new

road construction and log skidding activities may adversely
affect water quantity (water yield, channel stability), water
quality (physical or chemical attributes), site conditions (soil

loss from erosion, soil nutrient losses) and fisheries'

Timber harvest and road construction may impact water
quality primarily by accelerating sediment delivery above

natural levels to local stream channels and draw bottoms.

These impacts could result from erosion from road surfaces,

skid trails, log landings and by the removal of vegetation
along stream channels. Newly constructed and existing

roads with inadequate drainage features (not meeting

BMP's) could increase sediment delivery to local stream

channels and draw bottoms.

cumulative watershed effects can be characterized as

impacts on water quality and quantity that result from the
interaction of disturbances, both human-caused and natural.

Timber harvest activities may affect the timing of runoff,
increase sediment yields, increase peak flows and increase

the total annual water yield of the drainages'

Equipment operations during timber harvest on wet sites or

sensitive soiis may result in soil impacts that may affect soil

productivity. lmpacts can vary depending on area and

degree of physical effects, amount and distribution of coarse

woody debris retained for nutrient cycling.
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Timber harvest and road construction activities may impact

fish habitat primarily by increasing water temperatures,

accelerating sediment delivery above natural levels to local

stream channels and by decreasing large woody debris and

shade cover through the removal of recruitable trees near

the stream channel.

Big Game Winter Range, Elk Security and Vulnerability

There is a concern that the harvesting of timber could

reduce cover important for the survival of wintering elk and

that the proposed harvest of timber and road construction
may reduce elk security cover and increase hunter access.

Thii may increase the number of bull elk harvested during

the first week of the hunting season, and that may

subsequenily require the MDFWP to further restrict hunter
opportunity in the area. concern also centers on existing
effects of low security cover associated with previous

logging activities on federal and private ownerships in

Hunting District 330.

Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

There are several wildlife species identified as "sensitive" by

the DNRC that may use the Gravelly Range vicinity and

surrounding area. There is a concern that the proposed

actions may have unacceptable impacts to these species as

well as any sensitive plant species that may be in the
vicinity.

These issues and other resource concerns will be addressed in further
detail in Chapters lll and lV of this document.

2.

3.
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CHAPTER II - ALTERNATIVES

c.

lntroduction

This chapter explains how the alternatives were developed, and describes

the No-Action alternative, the Action alternative, and the alternatives that

were considered but not given detailed study and dismissed.

Development of Alternatives

Some of the issues identified above led to the development of mitigation

measures that can be incorporated into the Action Alternative.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated as the basis for comparing the

Action Alternative to the option of not conducting the project.

Description of Altern atives

1. Mitigation Measures for Action Alternative

a. All new road construction is designed to meet minimum
standard sPecifications.

b. At the end of the project, most new road construction on the

state of Montana ownership is to be physically closed at

designated locations so they are impassable to motorized

vehicles. Partial road obliteration and logging slash and

brush will be the used, where practical, to discourage foot
traffic along the right-of-way, then seeded with weed free
grass seed.

c. New road construction on BLM is expected to be made

impassable through obliteration/recontouring. This type of
road closure will depend on the specific conditions
established in the Road Use Agreements'

A.

B.

11
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All road reconditioning would be designed to bring the

existing haul routes up to BMP standards. The

reconditioning would consist of minor blading, reshaping

road drainage improvements where needed and
construction of additional road drainage to reduce potential

sedimentation problems.

The access route through private land would be acquired for

the sole purpose of implementing this proposal and is not

designated for public access purposes.

The timber sale agreement will require any damaged
improvement to be repaired or replaced.

Soil scarification will be kept to a minimum to limit potential

noxious weed, soil and watershed impacts and meet

silvicultural goals. scarification is expected to range from

20 to 4oo/o.

Retention and distribution of at least 5 tons and up to 15

tons per acre of woody debris greater than 3" in diameter is

planned for nutrient recycling and soilwood recruitment.
This measure is meant to maintain soil productivity, seedling

micro-climate, habitat for some species of small mammals,

and old growth stand characteristics.

Road construction will be minimized and located on the most

stable ground feasible. All proposed road construction will

be reviewed by the soil scientist for site specific mitigation

designed to maintain slope stability.

Road use and equipment operations during the harvest and

post harvest activities will be limited to dry, frozen or snow

covered ground conditions.

Road drainage features will be installed concurrent with the

construction and will be maintained throughout the course of

the project.

e.

f.

g.

h.

k.
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To minimize compaction and soil displacement, slash

disposal methods would be limited to a combination of whole

tree skidding, lopping and scattering, trampling, spot piling

and possibly jackPot burning.

All newly disturbed soils on road cuts and fills and

recontouring measures would be promptly seeded to site

adapted grasses to reduce weed encroachment and

stabilize roads from erosion.

To discourage introduction of weeds, all road construction

and logginglquipment will be power washed and inspected

prior to being brought on site.

DNRC would monitor the project area for two years after the

completion of the harvest activities to identify if noxious

weeds occur on the site. Money will be collected from the

purchaser of the sale for the treatment of noxious weeds' lf
noxious weeds do occur, a weed treatment plan will be

developed and imPlemented.

All current Forestry Best Management Practices (BMP's)

would be implemented as they pertain to the action

alternative in the Environmental Assessment'

All current streamside Management zone (sMZ) Laws and

procedures would be followed as they pertain 19 the action

alternative. No harvest is planned to occur within the sMZ',s

on the project area.

lf cultural resources, sensitive species, or threatened or

endangered species are found in the area, the project would

be suspended, pending further analysis by the appropriate
resource sPecialist.

Two snags or recruitable snags per acre, >21" dbh, will be

retained where aPPlicable.

Douglas-fir relic trees will be retained where applicable.

r.

s.

t

13
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Alternatives Considered ln Detail

There are 2 alternatives under consideration, including a no action

alternative.

Alternative A - No Action

This No Action Alternative would not allow timber

haryest, new road construction or road improvement

activities. No revenue would be generated from

timber harvest treatments. Revenue from licensed
grazing and non-mechanized prospecting and

recreational activities would continue.

Alternative B - Action Alternative
Browns Gulch (Units T1,T2, C1 & C2)

Under this alternative, DNRC would harvest 4 units

ranging in size from B to 29 acres, removing 530 MBF

of savvtimber from a total of 60 acres. Harvest

methods would employ traditional ground based
yarding on37 acres and skyline yarding on23 acres'
-StanO 

treatment would be primarily a selective

harvest in Douglas-fir stands removing 70-75o/o of the

merchantable volume and clearcutting in stands

composed predominately of Subalpine fir, lodgepole
pine and spruce, removing up to 95o/o of the

merchantable volume.

An estimated 2.1 miles of new road would be

constructed and 0.8 miles of existing road

reconstructed. Four dry crossings would require

culverts. three of which would be removed at the

completion of the Project.

Access would be through Barton Gulch Road and

require temporary road use agreements from the BLM

and a private Party.
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Un|essotherwiseidentifiedunderthependingroad
use agreement, all new road on the BLM would

require obliteration through recontouring and

seeding. Road closure on the private and state

ownership would consist of partial obliteration, debris

and slash placement and seeding. This closure
process would result in no net increase of open roads

in the area.

Altern atives Conside red b ut Drsmissed

Action Alternatives

During the preliminary stages of the proposed project' two

additional alternatives were considered. The first was similar to

the initial proposal distributed in the scoping notice that included

the state's Granite creek parcel. This parcel was dropped and

considered for a separate project.

The second alternative that was dismissed proposed additional

and larger harvest units. lt was dropped in response to concerns

relating to elk security and management strategies.

Road Alternatives

Two additional access routes with existing road to the State

Section 16 were considered (see Map ll-2). Alternative 2 would

have used the existing Alder Gulch/Hungry Hollow road system.

Alternative 3 would have used the existing Barton Gulch road

system. Both routes have sustdined, excessively steep grades
(2O%+) prior to reaching the State section.

The preferred access route, Alternative 1, would require 0.23 miles

of new road construction (427 feet on BLM lands and775 feet on

private lands) to reach the State section. No road reconstruction

would be required.

Alternative 2 would have required an estimated 2.0 miles of road

reconstruction and 2.0 miles of new road construction to reach the

15
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State section. Alternative 3 would have required an estimated 0.5

miles of reconstruction and 1.0 mile of new road construction to

reach the State section.

Both Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 would have required additional

new road construction to stay within Best Management Practices
guidelines and reasonable safety standards for log truck hauling.

ihe new road construction would also have required switchbacks

on steep slopes in excess of 50%+.

Due to excessive soil disturbance, additional new road construction

and costs, these alternate routes were found to be economically

and environmentally undesirable.

I6
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Altemative #1 - Bartons Gulch/Preferred

Altemative #2 - Alder/Hungry Hollow

Alternative #3 - Bartons Gulch

MAP II-2
BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE

ROAD ALTERNATIVES

Exsting Road

New Construction
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TABLE II - 1 SUMMARY OF TREATMENTS BY HARVEST UNIT

Table ll-2: Summary of Alternatives and Effects

UNIT # ACRES
NET

VOLUME
MBF

ESTIMATED
o/o

HARVEST
VOLUME

TYPE OF
HARVEST

ESTIMATED
LEAVE
TREE
VOLUME
IVIRtr

ESTIMATED
HARVEST
VOLUME
MBF

T1 8 80 95% SEED TREE/
RtrGENERATION

5 75

r2 29 250 80o/o SELECT/
PtrGtrNtrRATION

50 200

cl 10 120 7Ao/o SELECT 85

c2 13 244 70o/o SELECT 70 170

TOTALS 60
A(:RtrS

690 MBF AVE % HARVEST =76% 160 MBF 530 MBF

.'..,,lto.,.AcrloN,,,,'
ni,,rrnxtArMr

,l;+;l"..ni+; i+,ui :, 

:

Estimated
Harvest Acres

0 acres 60 acres

Estimated
Harvest Volume

0 530 MBF

Number of
Harvest Units

0 4 units

New Construction 0 miles 2.1
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lmpacts on Vrge!q!!e!-

Cover Types
Gradual increase
of shade tolerant

species

60 acres of Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine/

subalpine fircovertype removed - 0.37o

of forested area within watershed analysis
area.

Successional Stages
Slow trend

toward climax.
Forests remain

older than would
be expected

60 acres of Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine and

subalpine fir converted to seedling stage.

Old Growth
No old growth stands exist within the project area'

lnsect and Disease

Potential
mortality from

insect and
disease

infestations
expected to

slowly increase
as stands

increase in age

Reduction of susceptibility to insect and

disease on the treated acres by relieving
comPetition.

Sensitive Plants No impacts anticiPated

Noxious Weeds

Weeds may
establish

presence on
existing 4x4

roads

Integrated Weed Management Plan to

develop a prevention and monitoring ptan

to address potential introduction of weeds
on site. Includes Power washing

equipment, reseeding disturbed sites and a

two year monitoring period for detection

and control. A minimal increase in risk to
weed establishment is exPected.



lmnacts to Watershed and Sails

Water Yield No increase in
water vield

No detectable increases in water yield
anticioated

Sedimentation

Continued
impacts due to

existing
conditions

Minimal imPacts anticiPated

Fisheries
Continued

impacts due to
existing

eondilions
Minimal impacts anticiPated

Soils
lnadequate

drainage only
partially meet

BMP's

lmplementation of mitigation will minimize
impacts and maintain long-term

ProductivitY.

lmpaCts to Wildlife

Elk Security

No immediate
change

Minimal impact to Elk Security anticipated

Elk Vulnerability
Slight increase in Elk Vulnerability

anticiPated

Big Game Winter
Range

No lmpacts
This parcel is situated between two

identified wintering areas. Minimal impacts
are anticiPated.



Canada Lynx No lmpacts Due to small number of acres of subalpine
fir habitat type and generally marginal lynx

habitat- no imoacts are anticipated.-

Grizzly Bear No lmpacts Newly constructed roads could reduce

existing levels of security. All new roads

will be blocked following treatment to
minimize access. Adverse impacts are

exnected to be minimal.

Flammulated Owl No impacts Proposed treatments in potential habitat

would likely reduce the density of mature

trees to levels not preferred by flammulated
owls. Minor adverse indirect and

nrrmrrlalive effects could be expected.

Ferruginous Hawk No impacts
No impacts to ferruginous hawks are

expected to occur as a result of this project.

Should any ground-nesting hawks be

observed within 400 meters of the
proposed haul routes or active harvest

units, harvest activities would cease and

the DNRC biologist would be contacted for
implementation of site-specific mitigation

measures.

21,
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CHAPTER III - AFFECTED ENVIRONI'TENT

A. Introduction

This chapter presents the aspects of the affected environment that are

relevant io the issues identified in Chapter ll'

Background

1. Forest Vegetation

Lands within the proposed project area occur in mountainous

country with generaliy broad and gentle !19-"^ tops' Slopg: lange
from 3o-7oy."witn an elevation range of 7,700 feet to 8,600 feet'

The area is primarily forested (-7ovo)with interspersed grasslands

(^'30%).Densepole.sizedandmatureforestcomprises-2!o
acres, while open mature and young forest comprises -2o5 acres

of the state Parcel.

southerly exposures are dominated by Douglas-fir with scattered

trees ano paicnes of lodgepole pine, limber pine and juniper.

These stahJs are DouglJs-tirl"tk sedge habitat type and are <150

years of "t" "ontainin! 
a few scattered old remnant trees and

ttumpr. fr,"g"n"t"tioi is sparse with little understory vegetation or

coarse woodY debris Present'

Northerly exposures are mixed conifer species of subalpine fir,

lodgepote pih", spruce and Douglas-fir with whitebark pine at the

uppel:morielevaiions. These siands are primarily a subalpine

fir/arnicahabitattype.Genera|standageis<l50yearsandis
comprised of deniely-stocked timber < 10" dbh, moderately-

stocked timber >10" dbh and a few scattered old remnant trees and

clumps. Little understory vegetation or coarse woody debris is

present.

o|dertrees(>150years)primarilyoccuronridgetops,creek..
bottoms and gentle topographic features. Large snags (>20" dbh)

are rare but r6cruitment tlees (t30' dbh) are available'

Encroachment occurs readily along edges of mature forest into

areas that were non-foresteO grasitands around the turn of the

century.

22
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Primary understory species include: snowberry, big sagebrush, elk

sedge, bluebunch wheatgrass, ldaho fescue, aster spp. lupine spp.

low larkspur and wild strawberry. These species are also

commonly observed in adjacent grasslands'

Cumulative lmpacts and Harvest History

Historic mining activity was likely responsible forlugh of the old

logging that occurred in this area (Losensky 1997). Evidence of

tneie past harvesting activities within State ownership is evident in

Units T1 andT2. palt and ongoing management activities in the

project area drainages include mining, timber harvest, grazing, fire

sujpression and rold construction. Previous harvest activities on

BLM and private ownerships is evident.

Timber harvest activities have been minimal over the last 15 years,

constituting approximately 1,458 acres of small clearcuts, selective

and salvagl iutting (-6 6% of the total watershed analysis area)'

Most of this activity took place from the late 1980's through the

1990,s. Grazing aitiuities are prevalent, with the bulk of the

activities concentrating in the riparian areas'

Fire History / Ecology

stands within the project area fall into fire groups 4, 5 and 6

(Fischer and Clayion 1983) and have mean fire intervals ranging

iromZto25 yeais on dry sites to about 40 years on cooler sites'

Fuel loadings can v"ry dr"tatically within these fire groups (-4-25

tons per 
""ie, 

Fischei and Clayton 1983), which likely resulted in

nistoiic fire intensities that ranged from low intensity ground fireslo
intense, mixed-severity eventsllosensky 1997). Forest conditions

within the project areatend to be cool and dry, typically resulting in.

lower fuel ioadings (i.e., <20 tons/acre). The presence of scattered

old, open-grown bouglas-fir were likely the result of frequent fires

burning atlower intenlities on gentle slopes (Losensky 1997)' The

abundince of old trees with fire scars on southerly slopes indicate

that much of the project area was likely influenced by relatively

frequent fire events. Thus, the presence and absence of forest

,nd'gt"ttland patches would have been dynamic, shifting through

time.-Periodicaily, .sites where conifers presently occur would have

appeared more as grassland than forest. surviving individual trees

and clumps of treeJ in cool areas and gentle ridge tops served as

3.
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seed sources that would have promoted the periodic regeneration
of trees that may or may not have survived subsequent fire events.

Historic fire events likely contributed to a naturally fragmented
patchy distribution of forest stands at the landscape scale.

lnsect and Disease

Currently the forested acres within the project area do not display

any serious insect or disease problems. However, high stand

dehsities, multi-storied stand structure, and climax host species are

present and elevate the risk of insect and disease outbreak.

Successional Stages

Within climatic sections of Montana, Losensky (1997) estimated

the age structure of each forest cover type that may have existed in

1900-by backdating inventory data. The project area falls under
Losensky's (1997) climatic section 13 (Section M332E), which

encompasses the southwest corner of Montana and the upper

Salmon and Lemhi drainages of ldaho, and includes Beaverhead

and Madison Counties.

In this climatic section, forested cover types were historically found

on about 39% of the area, with the remainder being grassland and

shrubland. At the turn of the centur\, 1Oo/o of the timber in the

climatic section and 19% of the Beaverhead and Madison County

timber was old forest >150 years old.

Current forest inventory data on State lands in the Beaverhead and

Madison counties can be used to compare the current age

structure of each forest cover type to Losensky's evaluation of
conditions that existed in 1900. We do not have a complete stand

level inventory of all the forested State lands in Beaverhead or

Madison County. An estimate of age structure is available on

approximately 67% of the forested State lands. However, the data

available is on the majority of lands that have potential for timber
harvest activity and therefore would tend to represent stands that
have had human disturbance during the last century and

consequently younger age classes are likely represented. Table lll
-1 dispiays Losensky's estimate and the current inventory estimate

5.

zq
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of age structure on the forested State land in the Beaverhead and

Madison Counties. Comparison of the data in this table indicates

the current age structure of the forested State lands is substantially

older than would be expected from Losensky's data' Currently

approximately 59% of the forested stands on state lands are

greater than i 00 years of age. Also, there is currently a greater

than expected peicentage (ggy") of old stands on State land when

compared to the historiCestimate of 19% on all lands in 1900.

High representation of old stands is consistent with the belief that

modern fire suppression policies have limited the natural

disturbance roie played by fire in this region and that human

caused disturbancei have not approached historic levels of

disturbance.

TABLE tll - 1: Percentage of area by cover type and age class for Beaverhead and

Madison Counties. Historic figures are from Losensky (1997) and represent an

estimate of conditions that existed in the year 1900 in Beaverhead and Madison

Counties. Current figures are extrapolated from the DNRC inventory, which consists of

stand data collectedlrom 670/o of the estimated forest area on state land in Beaverhead

and Madison Counties.

COVER TYPE

(STAND AGE
IN YEARS)

NON-STOCKED
&

SEEDLING/
SAPLING

(0-40)

POLE

(41-100)

MATURB

(101-os)

OLD
STANDS

(os)'

DOUGI,AS_FIR HISTORIC 33o/o 28% r3% 26%

CURRENT 6% 26% 2t% 47%

SPRUCE-FIR HISTORIC 4Vo 4loh 22% 33%

CURRENT ao/L/O 3\Vo 23Yo 37%

LODGSPOLE
HISTORIC s0% 4r% 8% lYo

CURRENT 22% 39% t6% 23%

AVERAGE
OF

F'OREST

HISTORIC 3s% 34% r3% r9%

CURRENT 1IYo 3l%o 2004 39%

t 
-Stands composed primarily of trees > 150 years of age'

ZJ
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Old Growth

The state Forest Land Management Plan (SFLMP) states that

DNRC would seek to maintain or restore old growth forest in

amounts of at least half the average proportions that would be

expected to occur with natural processes on similar sites' ln the

$FLMP, DNRC conceptually defines old grovrrth as: forest areas

that are in the later stages of stand development. Old-grovrrth

forests are generally dominated by relatively large old trees,

contain wide variation in tree sizes, exhibit some degree of multi-

storied structure, have signs of decadence Such as rot and spike-

topped trees, and contain standing snags and large down logs'

DNRC has adopted old growth definitions described in "Old Growth

Forest Types of the Northern Region" (Green, et al', 1992)'

Passage of s8354 has brought into question the sFLMP

commitment to retain old growth. Ongoing development of rules

under the Montana Administrative Procedures Act will address

retention of old groMh on State trust lands'

Old growth stands >5 acres do not occur within the project area

but dccasional old relics and clumps of old Douglas-fir and

lodgepole pine can be found. These trees typically occur on ridge

topi or other protected areas where intense fires were uncommon'

Fire frequencies and intensities on forested sites within the project

area apparently did not allow the development of extensive old

growtl't development during the last two centuries'

Noxious Weeds

currently there has been no noxious weed infestations detected on

the State tract.

Transportation/Roads

The Gravelly Range has a long history of mining, which has left a

network of otO ax+ leep trails and two track roads across the

landscape. Most of these roads are open or have seasonal

restrictions placed on them. Roads on the private ownerships are

not maintained for public use, and in some cases are closed to

travel by locked gaies. Approximately 1.7 miles of existing road on

7.

8.
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the state ownership is open with the remaining closed to the
public.

Maintained system roads that are open to the public are under the
jurisdiction of the BLM and Madison County. These roads would
'be 

identified as the Barton Gulch, Browns Gulch and Alder/Hungry

Hollow roads. No system roads exist on the state ownership.

Based on a Watershed Analysis Area of 22,235 acres, the

estimated current road density is 1.48 miles per square mile.

Recreation

Persons holding a valid State Recreational Use License may hunt

and conduct other recreational activities on the State tract' Public

access is provided by crossing the adjoining BLM ownership.

Grazing

Historically the State tract has been leased for grazing. The entire

640 acres is currently leased for 74 Animal Unit Months (AUM's).

Annual income from the grazing license is $408'48'

Mining

Past and present mining activities have occurred on a limited basis

within the State tract. Currently two land use licenses provide for

non-mechanized prospecting activities. Annual income from the

licenses is $3,840.00.

Cultural Resources

A field review was conducted in July of 1999 by the DNRC

archaeologist to inventory cultural resources on the proposed

project arJa. No cultural resources were found that would be

impacteO by the project and no additional archaeological
investigative work was recommended.

10.

11.

12.
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13. Aesthetics

The remote location of the proposed project area is not visible to

any populated areas -

Economics

Revenue producing activities associated with this tract are grazing,

non-mecfianized piospecting and recreational licenses, which

currently produce an estima[ed annual gross revenue of $4,277 '76'

Annually the DNRC analyzes the total Gosts, including general

adminisiration, of the tim-ber sale program by land office and

statewide. The following table displays the revenue-to-cost ratios

for the state and Central Land Office. The revenue-to-cost ratios

are a measure of economic efficiency. A ratio value less than 1'0

means that the costs are higher than revenues (deficit)' A ratio

greater than 1.0 means revenues are higher than costs (profit)' A

ratio equaling 1.0 means that cost equal revenues'

14.

TABLE lll -2: Revenue-to-cost Ratios state-wide and for the central Land office'

15. Landscape AnalYsis Areas

Three analysis areas were developed to assist in the process of

evaluating ihe Oifferent resources and features in the vicinity of the

proposed-project area (see TABLE lll - 4). A Watershed Analysis

Area consisting of 22,2i35 acres was delineated for the analysis of

potential wateihed impacts. The Wildlife Analysis Area consisting

of 5,760 acres, developed from the core block of sections

surrounding the proleit area. The third area is the State section

where the froject is proposed. The following data summary tables

shows the overall statisiics associated with each analysis area'

28



Chapter lll: Affected Environment

o
TABLE lll - 3: Watershed Analysis Area By Ownership'

Acres o/" of Ownershio

Private 10.935 49%

BLM 9.320 42o/o

USFS 1.030 Sa/o

State of Montana 890 4%
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c. Water Quality, Water Yield, and Sor'rs

1. Watersheds:

The proposed sale area lies within one state section surrounded by BLM

and private land. Precipitation ranges from 18-30 inches annually' The

State tract is drained by four watersheds: Barton Gulch (8,750 ac),

williams creek (4,969 ac), Davey creek (3,578 ac) and Browns Gulch

(4,938 ac). All are third onOer tributaries, Class I perennial streams under

the Montana Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Law and Rules and

contribute to the Ruby River Basin.

A DNRC Hydrologist evaluated all stream channels and ephemeral draw

bottoms Oriining [h" proposed sale area. The watershed analysis area

has been further divided into two unnamed tributaries of Barton Gulch and

one unnamed tributary of Williams Creek to facilitate hydrologic analysis

and cumulative waterihed effects assessment (see Map lll-3)' Each

unnamed tributary contributing surface flow is described below'

Tributary # 1: This is a class I perennial stream. The headwaters of this

tributarytonsist of seepy wet areas with several springs surfacing and

ultimately contributing flow to a single channel. The_remaining upper

reaches of this drainage feature contain ephemeral flow.

Tributary # 2: This is a class I perennial stream with several springs and

seeps surfacing along the adjacent draw features. The remaining upper

reaches of this drainage feature contain ephemeral flow.

Tributary # 3: This stream has segments of pe.rennial and intermittent -

surface fiow with the channel eventually becoming clearly defined, where

it becomes a Class ll stream. The remaining upper reaches of this

drainage feature contain ephemeral flow'
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2. Regulatory Framework:

This portion of the Missouri River basin, including the Ruby River

drainage, is classified B-1 in the Montana Water Quality Standards'

WaterJ classified B-1 are suitable for drinking, culinary and food
processing purposes after conventional treatment; bathing, swimming and

recreationl growth and propagation of salmonoid fishes and associated

aquatic wiidtife, waterfowl and furbearers; and agricultural and industrial

water supply. $t"t" water quality regulations prohibit any increase !n _

sediment above naturally oc"urring concentrations in waters classified B-

1 (ARM 16.20.618 2(f)).

Naturally occurring means conditions or materials present from runoff or

percolation over wnicn man has no control or from developed land where

all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been

applied. Reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices include

methods, measures or practices that protect present and reasonably

anticipated beneficial uses. The state of Montana has adopted Forestry

Best Management Practices (BMP's) through its Non-point Source

Managem"-nt pl"n as the principal means of meeting Water Quality

Standards.

Existing beneficial uses within the analysis area of the proposed sale area

contairiwater rights for groundwater sources including stock, wildlife and

wetlands, domeitic, mining, commercial and fire protection uses' Surface

water Sources include: stoLk, irrigation, fire protection, recreation, new

sprinkler irrigation and mining us-es. There are no sensitive beneficial

uSeS in the sale area, however, downstream Sensitive beneficial uses

within the analysis area include aquatic life support, cold water fisheries

and surface domestic uses.

Browns Gulch is a tributary to Alder Gulch. Adler Gulch (MT41C0_0_2--4)'is

listed as a water quatity limited water body (as per the year 2000 303(d)

list). Probable cause of impairment is copper, lead,. mercury, metals, fish

habitat degradation, riparian degradation, and other habitat alterations.
probable sources 

"r" 
iist"O as being resource extraction (placer mining,

abandoned mining, acid mine drainage) and contaminated sediments'

The 303(d) list is iompiled by the Montana Department of Environmental

Quality (bEO) as required by Section 303(d) of t!9 Federal Clean Water

Act and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Water Quality
Planning and Management Regulations (40 CFR, Part 130)' Under these

laws, OfQ is requir6d to identiiy water bodies that do not fully meet water

quatity standards, or where beneficial uses are threatened or impaired'

These water bodies are then characterized as "water quality limited" and
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thus targeted for Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) development' The

TMDL process is used to determine the total allowable amount of
pollutants in a water body or watershed. Each contributing source is

allocated a portion of theallowable limit. These allocations are designed

to achieve water quality standards.

The Montana Water Quality Act (MCA 75-5-701-705) also directs the

DEQ to assess the quality of state waters, ensure that sufficient and

credible data exists io support a 303(d) listing and to develop TMDL's for

those waters identified as threatened or impaired. Under the Montana

TMDL Law; new or expanded nonpoint source activities affecting a listed

water body may commence and continue provided they are conducted in

accordance with all reasonable land, soil and water conservation
practices. Total Maximum Daily Loads have not been completed for any

bt tn" drainages in the project irea. DNRC will comply with the L.aw and

interim guidance developed by DEQ through implementation of all

reasonable soil and water conservation practices, including Best

Management practices and Resource Management Standards as directed

under the State Forest Land Management Plan'

A recent federal court decision has directed Montana DEQ to develop

TMDL's for all streams on the 1996 303 (d) list. Alder creek is also on

the 1996 303 (d) list, however the probable causes and sources are

different that those listed for the 2000 list.

The causes of impairment in Alder Creek, according to the 1993 303 (d)

list, are other habitat alterations and siltation with the probable sources

being agriculture, channelization, dredge mining, flow
t"g, t"tion/mod ification, natura I sources, and resource extraction'

Aciording to this r"poti, Alder Gulch is partially supporting its aquatic life

support and cold water fishery beneficial uses, while drinking water

supply and recreation are threatened. Alder Gulch is currently listed as'a

low priority for TMDL development.

The Montana Streamside Management Zone Law (MCA 77-5-301) and

Rules regulate timber harvest activities that occur adjacent to streams,

lakes and other bodies of water. This law prohibits or restricts timber

harvest and associated activities within a predetermined (SMZ) buffer on

either side of the stream. The width of this buffer varies from 50-100 feet'

depending on the steepness of the slope and the class of the stream'

The Montana Stream Protection Act (MCA 87-5-501) regulates activities

conducted by government agencies that may affect the bed or banks of

any stream in Montana. Thiilaw provides a mechanism to require
{a
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implementation of BMP's in association with stream bank and channel

modifications carried out by governmental entities. Agencies are 99.t1t1ed
to notify the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP) of

any co;struction projects that may modify the natural existing conditions

of any stream.

3. Water Quality;

The proposed access route (Barton Gulch) contains approximately 8'5

miles of BLM system road. The first five miles of road have been

upgraded in conjunction with recent timber sales but the remaining three

miles do not meet current BMP standards. Poor road system design and

location have resulted in Barton Gulch being impacted by accelerated

rates of sedimentation.

The existing roads will continue to be a potential source of impacts to

downstream water quality and beneficial uses unless remedial action and

mitigation measures are undertaken.

4. Cumulative Watershed Effects;

Past and ongoing management activities in the four watersheds
presented eidiei in this document include mining, timber harvest,

grazing, fire suppression and road construction. Timber harvest activities

have been minimal over the past 15 years, constituting approximately
1,458 acres.

A cumulative watershed effects (CWE) analysis for the proposed sale

area was completed by DNRC to determine the existing conditions of the

affected watershed and the potentialfor cumulative effects due to

increased water and sediment yields. All four watersheds were chosen 
-as

individual analysis boundaries. This analysis area was selected because

it was determined to be the most appropriate scale to detect potential

effects. A summary of recent research suggests detection of hydrologic

cumulative effects lhould focus on third-to fourth-order basins (NCASI'

l eee).

The CWE analysis was completed using a Level ll coarse filter screening

(outlined in SfLUp Watersl^red RMS # 7). The coarse filter approach

consisted of on-site evaluation, mapping the percent forested of the

watershed and documenting history of past timber management activities

through the use of maps, aerial photographs and h.arvest records' Field

reconnaissance and assessments were used to collect additional data
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and to verify information obtained through aerial photo and map

interpretation.

Existing cumulative watershed effects due to increases in water yield are

very un-likely in any of the watersheds due to the following reasons:

o Only a moderate amount of the watershed area has been harvested in

the past 15 years.
o The existing partially forested natural condition of each watershed'

Open, rang"e-tike watersheds evolved under conditions with less forest
crown and thus less evapotranspiration.

. Presently, there is likely more total forest cover in the watershed
followingj iorest encroaihment on rangeland and. fire suppression'

. Field eviluations found no evidence of channel instability or
alterations resulting from increases in peak flows'

A detailed water yield analysis was not completedJor the affected
watersheds due to the low potential for and lack of evidence of increased
water yield due to timber harvest activities.

Existing harvest levels are well below those normally associated with
detrimental water yield increases. lt is generally acce.pted that up to 20-
30% of the waters'hed area can be harvested before detectable increases
in peak flows occur (usFs, 1974). Table lll - 5 summarizes the existing
conditions of each watershed analyzed.

tr ill -5 ti srs

BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
Watershed Existinq Conditions Analysis

Watershed Drainage
Pattern

Total
Acres

Existing
Road
Miles

Percent
Forested

Percent
Harvested

Barton
Gulch Perennial 8,750 11.3 630/o 7.9o/o

Browns
Grrleh Perennial 4.938 22.O 29o/o 1O.Oo/o

Davey
Creek Perennial 3.578 5.0 36% O.4o/o

Williams
Creek Perennial 4.969 13.0 41o/o 5 1o/o
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A DNRC Hydrologist evaluated all roads within the proposed sale a.rea'

Field evaluation indicates that past timber harvest activities within the

proposed sale watershed analysis area have resulted in impacts to water

quality. These impacts are limited to sediment delivery and surface

erosion and are restricted to stream crossings and isolated segments of

existing road.

5. Cold Water Fisheries:

An automated search for Browns Gulch, Davey Creek and Williams Creek

was completed using the Montana Rivers tnformation System (MRIS)

database. No survey data for these streams was found. Fisheries

surveys completed by the Montana Department of Fish wildlife and Parks

(MDFWP) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)for Barton Gulch

found brook trout and mottled sculpin (Kampwerth, 1995). No westslope

cutthroat trout were found along any of the reaches surveyed of the

watersheds draining the project area.

6. Geology and Terrain:

The sale area is located on gentle and some moderate slopes with

shallow to deep soils weathering from metamorphic igneous gneiss,.which

is more stable than granitics. There are no especially unusual or unique

geologic features in tne proposed harvest area. There are several small

flults 
-and 

bedrock mineralization zones where the rock is altered' Slopes

are generally stable due to the extensive area of shallow bedrock and

only-small, localized sites of marginal slope stability were observed within

the project area. Bedrock exposed on ridges is generally rippable and

material quality is good for road construction.

7. Soils:

Soil map units were taken from the Madison County Soil Survey and

modified based on field review. The sale area is located on moderate to

steep slopes with high rock fragment residual soils on the mountain

ridges. Mbderate to deep, stony and flaggy (flagstone) sandy loams soils

weathering from metamorphic gneiss bedrock occur on the mountain

sideslopeJ. Cold climate and dry summers limit moisture and affect tree

grovrth.

Primary soils on forested sites within the proposed harvest area are

shadow complex soils with a described slope range of 25-7oo/o supporting

lodgepole pine, subalpine fir and spruce. shadow very channery sandy

loams on forested sites typically have an inch of duff over very channery
5t
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sandy loam topsoil with coarse textured subsoils of extremely channery

and stony loams of shallow to moderate depth. Rock outcrops occur on

ridges and convex slopes and can limit equipment operations. Slopes up

to 45%, are suitable to tractor yarding harvest methods. These soils are

droughty and subject to erosion where disturbed. Erosion can be

controll;d Oy institling adequate drainage and grass seeding of trails
where needed. Leaving slash can provide shade to enhance survival of
seedlings.

Steeper, south slopes are Rochester stony loam-Rock outcrop complex

on 45-70o/o slopes supporting Douglas-fir, limber pine, juniper and

bunchgrass. These steeper slopes have high ratings for potential erosion

and diiplacement. These risks can be mitigated by use of cable yarding

harvest methods. These soils have a long season of use and material
quality is good for road construction but can be slow to revegetate unless

seeded promptly.

Soils dry out rapidly after snowmelt in most proposed harvest units and

allow adequate season of use from about July through fall. Harvest

operations and road use should be limited to dry, frozen or Snow covered

conditions. Erosion can be controlled with standard drainage in skid trails

where needed.

There are extensive old trails and 4 wheel drive roads on the State tract
associated with past mining activities. Flatter road grades are fairly well-
drained and show minimal erosion due to the gravelly, high coarse
fragment content soils. Some segments of road are on suitable grades

and can be reconstructed. but most of the old roads are narrow, too steep
and eroding.

Big Game Winter Range, EIk Security and Vulnerability

1. Big Game Winter Range:

This State of Montana section maintains cover usable by elk in winter.
Densely stocked thickets of conifer regeneration and overstocked mature
stands provide good thermal protection for elk, which can reduce energy
expenditures and stress associated with cold temperatures. Areas in the
section with densely stocked mature trees are also important for snow
interception, which makes travel and foraging less stressful for elk during
periods when snow is deep. Dense stands are currently somewhat
connected and provide for animal movements across the section during
adverse weather conditions. Patches of isolated forest can offer hiding
cover and sheltered bedding lites for elk that utilize nearby grasslands for
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foraging. This parcel receives some winter use by bulls but greatest use

likely occurs during mild winters.

A winter range map (1996 DFWP data) was examined for the northerly
portion of th; Gravelly Range. This map indicates the project ar.ea is..

situated between two identiiied wintering areas occurring 3-4 miles distant

to the east and west.

Section 16 is considered usable as winter range for elk, especially during

mild winters, but is not necessarily "key" winter range (i'e., wintering

areas that provide for relatively large groups of animals year after year, or

are believed to provide critical cover during extreme weather events)'
DNRC is not aware of any winter range that would be considered "key"

that lies adjacent or within 3-4 miles of the project area'

2. Elk Security and Vulnerability in the Gravelly Range:

The Gravelly Range is an isolated range that occurs in southwest

Montana. The northern-most point of the Gravelly Range lies aboul 3-4

miles south of Virginia City, Montana. This area is part of the DFWP

Gravely Elk ManJgemeniUnit (EMU) and includes Hunting District 330,

which occupies - SZO square miles of the EMU (DFWP 1992). Habitats

found within Hunting District 330 range from grassland-sagebrush along

foothills at lower elevations (-6,000 feet) to those at the highest

elevations (up to -9,500 feet) characterized by rocks, scree, whitebark
pine and subalpine fir. Mature Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests

dominate vegetation communities found at mid-elevations.

Bull elk vulnerability and potential reductions in hunter opportunity are a

primary concern expressed by DFWP in this hunting district and the

brau"tty EMU. Achieving this goal can be hampered when available
cover ai tne landscape level is reduced appreciably through timber
harvest activities, road management, or natural disturbances, such as

large scale stand-replacement wildfires. Three-year first-week bull harvest

avJr"ges for Hunting District 330 calculated for 1995, 1999 and 2000

have been aI -460/o; above the upper limit (45%) for DFWP bull carryover

objective (B. Brannon, DFWP, pers. correspondence 1lO8lO2). Three-
ye-ar first-week bull harvest averages for the Gravellys EMU calculated for

i gg5, 1999 and 2000 ere 54o/o, 52% and 51% respectively; also above

the upper limit (45%) for DFWP bull carryover objective. Data are not

available for 1996, lggT , or 1998. High bull harvest during the first week

of the hunting season results in lower numbers of bulls "available" to

hunters for harvest for the remainder of the general 6-week hunting
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season.

While existing cover is present that is important for minimizing stress and

disturbance to elk during the general season, the presence of the nearby

potentially active mines-on se;. 9, 1O and 15, open roads in sec' 15, and

ine OryOen 4WD trail in DNRC Sec. 16, likely reduce the effectiveness of

existing cover patches in the vicinity to provide elk security. Human

activity levels associated with mines would be expected to potentially

influence elk use of this area.

The majority of cover within the state tract occurs at elevations >7,800

feet. poteniiat cover would likely be unavailable for elk during periods

when snow conditions are deep. However, cover at higher elevations
probably would be available for use by bulls during lhe first week of the

general-big game season during most years. Secur.ity cover at lower

6levations-iJti1ety very important for minimizing bull elk vulnerability

under the broad range of weather conditions that can occur in the

Gravelly Range during the fall.

Existing forested acres within the wildlife analysis area were estimated at

-3,957. Approximately 619 acres of additional forest were harvested

between 1985 and ZOfil. These 619 acres are presently non-forested,

sparsely forested or young conifer regeneration. T9n" of the acres

harvested between 1985 ind 2001 aie considered to provide secure elk

cover at present.

Existing Condition and Value of the Project Area for Elk Security:

Approximately 24O acres of dense forest habitat currently occurs in the

pio;ect area, which provides high quality hiding cover and escape cover.

Moberate to high quality hiding cover is also present within about 205

acres of open-grown, mature forest that occurs on the parcel' About ..- .

2,322acres of dense mature forest occurs within the 5,760-acre wildlife

analysis area, where average patch size is about 71 acres (range -14to
187 acres).

Historic fire events likely contributed to a naturally fragmented patchy

distribution of forest stahds at the landscape scale. Past logging and

mining activity within the project area and wildlife analysis areattave
contributed to the existing patchy distribution of dense, mature forest

habitat. Existing forest cover exhibits a moderate level of habitat

connectivity across multiple networks of moderate to densely forested

stringers anO haOitat patches. No known wildlife corridors of notable

importance occur within the project or analysis area'
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The following terminology is used to describe elk habitat values in the

context of th; project area and is consistent with Lyon and Christensen
(1ee2)

Security - The protection inherent in any situation that allows elk to

remain in a defined area despite an increase in stress or disturbance

associated with the hunting season or other human activities-

Hiding cover (functional def.) - Hiding cover allows elk to use

areas for bedding, foiaging, thermal relief, wallowing, and other functions
year-round. Hiding covLr hay contribute to security at any time, but it

does not necessarily provide security during the hunting season.

Elk Vulnerability - A measure of elk susceptibility to being killed

during the hunting season.

Criteria for security cover developed for forests in western Montana by

Hillis et al. (1991) iequires a minimum of 25O acres of mature timber

(contiguous and non-linear) that is>1t2 mile from an open road during

hunting season. Due to the existing number of open roads and motorized

trails in the wildlife analysis area and project area, dense forest patches

of size that would meet the Hillis et al. (1991 ) definition of security cover

do not occur in the project area and are limited in number in the wildlife

analysis area. However, the forested patches in the project area.have

value for hiding cover, which can serve to lower bull elk vulnerability.

Retaining the greatest amounts of dense forest cover possible would

pose thJleastiisk of increasing elk vulnerability from present levels'

The greater numbers of elk that use a particular area, the more important

covei patches are as they serve to reduce vulnerability of a greater

portion of animals. The ipecific annual home range and the seasons and

amount of time elk typically use the project area are not known.
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Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

1. Fine Filter Wildlife lssues

A fine filter analysis was conducted on the project proposal area for the

following species

Threatenecl ancl Fndangerecl Sfree'ies' bald eagle, gray wolf' lynx

and grizzlY gear.

t-lNRC Sensitive Sfrecies' flammulated owl, boreal owl, black-

backed woodpecker, pileated woodpecker, northern bog lemming,

harlequin duck, ferruginous hawk, mountain plover, peregrine

falcon and Townsend's big-eared bat'

Flammulated owls, Ferruginous hawks and Black-Backed woodpeckers

have been documenteO witnin the latilong (L38) that encompasses the

project area but it is unknown if they inhabit the project area.

There is no documented use within the proposed project area for any of

the remaining species. However there is potential for future, occasional,

or incidental"use by gray wolf , grizzly beai, Townsend's biqgLed bat and

lynx. A summary of in"'"n"lysi-s can be found in Chapter lV "Checklist

For Endangerec, Threatened ano sensitive species central Land office"

2. Ptant Species of Special Concern:

A search of the MNHP database was conducted using the 7'5 Minute

Quadrangle Distribution Search. Two species of special concgrn have

been recorded within the Cirque Lake quadrangle area, which includes

the project area,with one occurrence each. The two species recorded

were ldaho sedge (carex idahoa) and cut-Leaf Balsam-Root

(Balsamorhiza macroPhYl la).

No plant species of special concern have been observed during general

surveys within the State tract.
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MAP tal - 2

BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
WILDLIFE ANALYSIS AREA MAP

Section 16-T7S-R3W
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MAP lll - 3

BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
PROJECT AREA MAP

Section J 6, T7S-R3W
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CHAPTER IV - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will describe the probable effects of the various aspects of

the affecied environment as presented in Chapter lll'

BACKGROUND

1. Forest Vegetation

The No Action alternative would leave all vegetation undisturbed.

The Action alternative of harvesting 60 acres would alter 13.5% of

the forested acres on the state tract. The new road construction

associated with the action alternative would adjust this figure to

14.5%. Based on the total area of the section, the proposed

alternative would alter the vegetation on an estimated 10% of the

area. The few old scattered trees and clumps along the ridge tops

would be retained. The areas affected would be harvested in a

manner to regene rate a younger, healthy stand within 1o-2o years'

2. Cumulative lmPacts

There has not been any harvest activities within the state of

Montana ownership thit would change or convert cover types to

another classification-

To evaluate the cumulative impact of the proposed timber harvest

on the State of Montana ownership, Losensky's data summaries for

the Beaverhead and Madison Counties was compared with the

inventory of state forested lands and anticipated changes under

the Action alternative. The 60 acre Action alternative would move

approximately 1% of the 101-150 age class cover types to the non-

stocked\seed-ling age class. The data comparison also indicates

that for either aliernative, the forested stands for all cover types on

the state land post-harvest would remain older than anticipated.

About 1,458 acres of additional forest were harvested between

1985 and 2001 . Following the proposed harvest, the remaining

acres of forest would be reduced to -10,094 acres (45o/o\ and total

A.

B.
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acres harvested would be increased to -1,518 acres (6'8%) in the

analysis area.

Fire History / EcologY

The No Action alternative would result in no appreciable change in

the forest cover types or stand structures in the near term' Current

successional patierns would continue. The stands would continue

to be dominated by Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine, with a gradual

trend to increase t-he nrmber of more shade tolerant species, such

as subalpine fir and spruce, in the understory. Tree mortality from

potential insect and disease infestations would contribute to site

iactors that would be conducive to stand replacement fires' Such

an event would likely revert the forest stands back to a grassland-

sage cover type with a few scattered old remnant trees that would

haie survived due to micro-site conditions or location.

The Action alternative would not change the classification of forest

,yp"t within the State of Montana section. Harvest treatments for

units C1 and C2 would be selection harvests focusing on leaving

approximately 25 to 30% of the stand as individual seed trees or

small clumpsof trees. Unit T1 would be an eight-acre clearcut

harvest and unit T2 would have small clearcuts interspersed with

residual clumps of submerchantable trees and individual seed

trees. These treatments scattered across a landscape would

emulate natural small-scale disturbance events' Harvest

treatments would reduce the likelihood of stand replacement

events from occurring by reducing stand susceptibility to insect and

disease infestationt inO reducing fuel loads of the treated stands'

Minor cumulative effects of shiftJin age class distribution would be

expected at the watershed level. The shifts would be towards age

classes rnore typical of historic conditions'

lnsect and Disease

Under the No Action alternative all stands would be susceptible to

Western Spruce budworm, Douglas-fir beetle or dwarf mistletoe

infestations due to overstocked and/or multi-story conditions'

The Action alternative would reduce the potential of infestation in

the harvested units with post treatment stands being less

susceptible since primarily healthy, open stands would remain'

4.
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open stands where tree growth and vigor is encouraged and a

variety of age classes are developed are more resistant to spruce

budworm infestations (Carlson et al. 1983)'

Successional Stages

The No Action alternative would result in continued succession

toward a climax vegetation condition unless fire or other

disturbance intervened to move succession back to the non-

stocked and seedling/sapling stage.

The Action alternative would essentially convert 60 acres of

Douglas-fir and subalpine fir/lodgepole, distributed over 4 units, to

a non-stocked/seedling stage.

Old Growth

since no old groMh stands occur within the proposed project area,

there would be no effects on old growth. Relics, snags and coarse

woody debris, which are important attributes associated with old

grovut-h and future development of old growth, would be retained

where they don't present safety hazards'

Noxious Weeds

Under the No Action alternative, noxious weeds may become

established on 4 wheel drive roads and onto dry vegetation sites

by vehicle or animal use, depending on the weed control efforts of

the grazing lessee.

The Action alternative would involve ground-disturbing activities '
that have the potential to introduce or spread noxious weeds in

susceptible habitat types. An Integrated Weed.Management
(lwMi approach, combined with prevention and revegetationjs
considered the most effective weed management treatment' To re-

duce the possible introduction and spread of weeds associated

with this project; mitigation measures to address the management

of weeds are includ"i in Chapter ll - C.1. "Mitigation Measures For

Action Alternative".

6.

7.
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Transportation/Roads

Under the No Action alternative, road densities for the analysis

areas would remain at 1.48 miles per square mile'

The implementation of the Action alternative would increase the

road density to 1.54 miles per square mile (based on watershed

analysis area).

Recreation

since non-motorized recreational activities are allowed on the

Si;6 of Montana tract and public access is provided either by

crossing the adjoining BLM or private ownership' the proposed

Action ilternative *oittO not afiect the recreational status of the

section.

Grazing

The Action alternative would not affect the grazing lease that is

currently established on the State tract'

Mining

The Action alternative would not affect the prospecting leases that

are currently established on the State tract'

Cultural Resources

since no cultural resource sites will be impacted and no additional

investigativeworkisrecommendedtherewou|dbenoeffects

"rp""t6d 
from the initiation of the Action alternative as proposed'

Aesthetics

Sincetheremote|ocationoftheproposedprojec.tisnotvisibleto
anypopulatedarea,theinitiationoftheActionalternativewou|d
not affect the visual qualitY.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.
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Economics

Economic AssumPtions:

a) costs and revenues are estimates intended for relative

comparison of alternatives. They are not intended to be used

as absolute estimates of return.

b) The estimated stumpage value equals the delivered log prices

minus costs and an'arnount for profit and risk' Costs include

logging costs, haul costs, forest improvement (Fl) fees'

development costs, and other costs (e.g., road maintenance).

Profit and risk is the return to timber buyer that accounts for

actual time and effort, some profit for entrepreneurial spirit, and

something to cover the expected losses on an occasional sale

that is not Profitable.

$ 460.00Delivered Log Prices
$ 184.88*Logging Cost $/MBF
$ 83.75Haul Cost $/MBF

Development Cost $/MBF

Profit & Risk (5% of Delivered
Log Prices)

$ 92.76*Estimated StumPage $/MBF

*Cost based on weighted average of tractor and cable harvest volumes and mobilization costs'

-These estimates of stumpage values assume that the new road construction on the BLM

rr"i!J]lrinii is not required, the estimated stumpage would equal

c) The estimated gross revenue to the trust is calculated by

multiplying the 6stimated stumpage price by the estimated

volume. The state also collects money for Forest lmprovement

(Fl). The estimated total collected Fl equals the Fl fee rate

rrltipti"O by the estimated volume' The following table

displays the estimated revenue to the state from this proposed

sale.
a'7
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TABLE lV - 2 Estimated Gross Revenue to the Trust and Total Collected Forest

These estimates of gross revenue to the trust assume that the new road construction on the BLM ground
-r at  6At

Table lV - 3: Analysis Areas Data Summary of Affects

Total Forested
Area
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Water Quality, WaterYield and Soils

1. Effects to Water QualitY:

Harvest units can directly impact water quality if not properly located or

buffered. The risk of impacts is greatest along streams, wetlands and

lakes. The Streamside Management Zone (SMZ ) Law regulates forest

management activities that occur adjacent to streams, lakes or other

bodies of water.

Under the No Action Alternative, existing substandard roads with

inadequate surface drainage and buffer zones may continue to impact

water quality and downstream beneficial uses unless mitigation and

remedial actions are undertaken.

Under the Action Alternative, proposed harvest activities are expected to

have minimal impacts to the sMZ, provided all requirements of the law

are met.

Portions of the sale area are drained by ephemeral draws, swales and

wet areas that lack discernable stream channels. Equipment restrictions

and designated crossings would minimize impacts and help protect all wet

areas and ePhemeral draws.

All new roads constructed on BLM ownership would be recontoured and

seeded. Extent and timing of this obliteration would be based on the

conditions of the access permit. Table lV - 4 summarizes the proposed

activities of the Action alternative.

BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
Prooosed Activities

Alternative
Proposed

J{qnraef Acrac
Total Road

Fleconstruction
Total New Road

tiansf ruction
Temp. Road

Construction*

-

IAction | 60

.All temporary roads wi

t1 0.2

be recontuored and seeded at the end of the sale

L'Y
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The proposed new road construction is considered to have minimal risk to

water quality and beneficial uses, provided site-specific design and

mitigation measures are met. Otherwise, the risk of adverse impacts and

inoplerable conditions may occur. Proper application of BMP'S and site-

specific design and mitigition measures would reduce erosion and

potential water quality impacts to an acceptable level as defined by the

water quality standards. Acceptable levels are defined under the

Montana water Quality standards as those conditions occurring where all

reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been

applied.

some shortterm impacts to water quatity may occur due to sediment

induced at stream crossing ephemeral draw bottoms during or shortly

after new road constructioir activities. Risk of impacts occurring during

new stream crossing installations would be minimized provided 9it9
specific design recJmmendations from DNRC Hydrologist, Soil Scientist

and MDFWP Fisheries Biologist are met. All stream crossing sites are

subject to approval from MDFWP through the 124 permitting process

reqiired under the Montana Stream Protection Act'

Approximately 4 miles of existing low standard road under BLM

lurisOiction provide partial acceJs to the proposed project a9a.lhe
recommended improvements to these road segments from DNRC

Hydrologist and Soil Scientist are expected to minimize impacts during

tne propised activities as well as reduce long-term sediment erosion and

delivery.

2. Cumulative Watershed Effects:

The No Action alternative would not contribute to cumulative watershed .

effects.

For the Action Alternative, results from the cumulative effects analysis

show that projected harvest levels are below those levels normally

associated with detrimental water yield increases and channel impacts'

The proposed harvest comprises O.gyo of the total watershed analysis

"r"", 
increasing the total cumulative harvested area to approximately

6.9%. lt is unlikely that this level of harvest would contribute to detectable

increases in watei yield or have any measurable influence on downstream

channel conditions (USFS, 1974)'
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The proposed activities have the potential to increase sediment input into
the affected stream channels during the short-term. However,
recommended mitigation measures aimed at recontouring and seeding
new temporary roads, stabilizing existing roads, implementation of the
Watershed Resource Management Standards (RMS) outlined in the State
Forest Land Management Plan (SFLMP) and application of the SMZ Law

and Rules would minimize long-term sediment yield impacts. The results
of the analysis are summarized below in Table lV - 5.

There is little risk of cumulative watershed impacts occurring from this
sale proposal due to the following reasons:

The moderate level of existing development activity in the watershed
area.
The majority of the existing harvests are selective or partial crown
removal or have good regeneration established.
The low level of additional crown removal and potential water yield

increase that would be generated by the proposed actions.
Existing cumulative watershed impacts appear to be limited to
sedimentation resulting from poor road location and design, high run-
off or flood events and cattle grazing.
The proposed improvements to the existing road system on state land
will benefit long term water quality and watershed conditions'
The stands prescribed for treatment are overstocked stands due to fire
suppression and forest encroachment in rangeland.
All new road construction would be closed through recontouring and
seeding or slashed and seeded, depending on ownership'

3 Effects on Cold Water Fisheries:

The No Action alternative would continue to impact cold water fisheries
habitat through increased bank instability, erosion and sedimentation due
to the current grazing plan and substandard road systems.
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The proposed activities have the potential to increase sediment input into

the affected stream channels during the short-term. However,

recommended mitigation measures aimed at recontouring and seeding
new temporary roads, stabilizing existing roads, and riparian tree

retention will minimize longterm impacts to water quality and fish habitat.

It is unlikely that the proposed actions will impact shade, temperature or
large woody debris recruitment of fisheries streams. No harvest activities
are proposed adjacent to any known fish bearing streams' No SMZ
harvest is proposed for this sale.

Best management practices, Fisheries and Watershed Resource
Management Standards outlined in the SFLMP and site specific design
recommendations of DNRC hydrologist and soil scientist would help

minimize the potential impacts of the proposed action on the cold water
fisheries in the affected streams.

Operations conducted near draw features or stream channels and on

steeper slopes have a higher risk of impacting water quality. Chapter ll -
C.1. "Mitigation Measures For Action Alternative" includes measures that
would help minimize risk of impacts during the proposed activities. These
mitigation measures are standard practices that may be applied to all
harvest activities associated with the proposed Browns Gulch Timber
Sale.

4. Effects on Soils

The No Action alternative would have some continued effects on soil re-
sources. Segments of the existing Browns Gulch road have sources of
sedimentation associated with inadequate road drainage and past high
flow events. Existing roads will continue to erode without maintenance..
Sedimentation is a soil-related effect, which is discussed in the hydrology
section.

For the Action alternative, the primary soil concerns are potential dis-
placement and erosion associated with road construction and harvest
operations. Potential site impacts are difficulty with regeneration, reduced
site productivity and increased runoff and erosion..Susceptibility to impact
varies with soils type, harvest method, type of equipment and season of
use.

An extensive field review was conducted across the project area. Most
sensitive soils are wet sites and steep slopes which will be avoided or
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protected through implementation of BMP'S and mitigation measures of
'Soil 

Scientist and Hydrologist to maintain productivity and protect soil and

water resources.

For the Action alternative, existing and new roads will have adequate
road drainage installed and new roads will be stabilized by grass seeding.
Road obliteration or physical closures will be utilized to prevent use by

vehicles on temporary roads on the State tract. The type and location of
road closures on access roads across adjacent ownerships will depend
on RAI/ permit requirements.

Cable harvesting will have negligible effects on soils. Tractor skidding

would be limited to acceptable slopes of less than 45o/o and skid trail
planning will further limit the area of disturbance and damage to the
residual stand and soils.

Cumulative effects to soil productivity:

Cumulative effects could occur from repeated entries into the harvest

area. There are some old harvest and skid trails in the proposed tractor
harvest units associated with past mining with little cumulative effects on

soils. A proportion of large woody debris will be retained to sustain
nutrient cycling and long term productivity.

Planned skidding and slash disposal mitigation measures would limit the
area impacted and therefore presents low risk of cumulative effects to
soils, assuming future stand entries would likely use existing trails and

landings.

Chapter ll - C.1. "Mitigation Measures For Action Alternative" includes
measures that would help minimize risk of impacts to soils during the
proposed activities. These mitigation measures are standard practices
that may be applied to all harvest activities associated with the proposed

Browns Gulch Timber Sale. Recommended site-specific, contract design

mitigation measures would be provided following the selection of an
alternative.
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ChaPter lV: Environmental Effects

Big Game Winter Range, EIk Security and vulnerability

1. Effects on Big Game Winter Range:

No Action Alternative:

Under this alternative cover in the State section would not be dramatically

altered over the short-term. Existing stands would continue to provide

good thermal cover for elk, which would provide the greatest benefit to

them in winter.

Action Alternative:

Under this alternative, -60 acres of cover would be removed, reducing

that which would be available to elk during winter. Approximately 2O4

acres of dense mature forest (-7Oo/o canopy closure) would remain

unharvested that would provide thermal protection and hiding cover in

winter and an additional 181 acres of open forest (-2}$9o/o canopy

closure) would remain untreated. Reducing -60 acres of cover would

represent a minor cumulative reduction within the wildlife analysis area-

Following treatment, approximately 2,285 acres (4oo/o) of dense, mature

forest aid 2,231 acres (9g7") of open forest would remain within the 5,760

acre analysis area (9 sections). The remaining 21o/o of the analysis area

is compriied of grassland habitats. Livestock grazing would continue on

the project area, however, no appreciable changes in livestock use or

Oistiibution would be anticipated. Any indirect or cumulative impacts to

elk that resulting from cover removal would be localized and minor and

would likely not-be detectable in the population at the Hunting District

level. Indiiect effects, such as disturbance and displacement as a result

of harvest activity would not be expected, as harvest operations would
generally be restricted to the summer and fall months.

2. Effects on Elk Security and Vulnerability

No Action Alternative:

Under this alternative, no immediate change from the present condition

would occur. Elk hiding cover and access would remain essentially

unchanged. Over time and in the absence of wildfires, conifer cover

would continue to expand into non-forested grasslands, further increasing

amounts of hiding cover and size of potential security blocks. Selection of
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this alternative would provide the lowest risk of increasing elk vulnerability

over the short term and over the long term (>2O years) in the absence of

wildfires and other natural disturbance agents. Subsequently, hunter

opportunity would have the least risk of being impacted under this

alternative.

Action Alternative:

Under the Action alternative, -60 acres of hiding and escape cover would

be removed within four treatment areas, reducing that which would be

available to elk during the general hunting season. In conjunction with

harvest activities, new roads and road segments would have key portions

obliterated and re-contoured to minimize the potentialfor increased

motorized access from existing levels. Approximately 204 acres of dense,

mature forest (-7Oo/o canopy closure) would remain unharvested that

would provide escape and screening cover, and an additional 181 acres

of open forest (-20-69% canopy closure) would remain untreated. These

patches would remain connected to other adjacent stands on BLM

ownership, thus maintaining greater effective size. Reducing -60 acres

of cover would represent a minor cumulative reduction within the wildlife

analysis area. However, minor proportional increases in elk vulnerability

could be expected (both localized and cumulative). This could result in a

minor adverse cumulative effect by increasing the difficulty that DFWP

would have in meeting their Elk Plan objective for maintaining 1st-week

bull harvest below 40-45% during the first week of the general big game

hunting season. Following treatment, approximately 2,285 acres (4Oo/o) ot

dense, mature forest and 2,231acres (39%) of open forest would remain

within the 5,760 acre wildlife analysis area. The remaining 21% of the

analysis area is comprised of grassland habitats. Livestock grazing

wouLd continue on tfie project area, however, no appreciable changes in

livestock use or distribution would be anticipated, nor would effects

related to elk security. Any indirect or cumulative impacts to elk that

resulting from cover removal associated with this proposal would be

minor, and would likely not be detectable in the population at the Hunting

District level. Any potential direct disturbance or displacement of elk
during hunting season would be minor and of short duration (i.e', one

operating season).

Quality of cover that would remain post-treatment across the 385 acres of

forested habitat in section 16 would be similar to that found within the

harvest units. Proposed treatments would be moderate to intensive, and

most would remove -760/o of the existing timber volume' Overstory

canopy closure would be removed by a similar amount. About 100% of
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the existing volume would be removed in harvest unit T1, which would

resemble an eight-acre clearcut following treatment. Timbered stands

occurring on these and other similar sites were historically distributed in a

patchy, fragmented condition (Gruell 1983). No cover capable of

iunctioningas hiding cover would be retained within the units post-harvest

and cover would likely not be represented on these sites for -30 years.

The proposed harvest would result in loss of hiding cover important for
elk, which would result in a low increase in elk vulnerability in the

immediate area. Loss of hiding cover would be expected to result in

minor cumulative increases in vulnerability. Elk using the project area at

the time of road construction and active logging would be likely be

displaced to other habitats with less disturbance for the duration of the

activity.

Within the 22,235 acre watershed analysis area, road density is presently

- 1.48 miles per square mile. Road construction proposed would

increase road density to - 1.54 miles per square mile. Should roads be

obstructed and rendered unusable following use for harvest activities, the

functional road density would remain at about 1.48 miles per square mile.

Existing forested acres within the analysis area were estimated at

-10,1{4. About 1,458 acres of additional forest were harvested between

1985 and 2001 . Following the proposed harvest, the remaining acres of
forest would be reduced to -10,094 acres and total acres harvested

would be increased to -1,518 acres (6.3%) in the analysis area. None of

these acres would be considered to provide or contribute to secure elk

cover following harvest.

The proposed harvest would occur in stands from existing edges of three
relatively distinct forest patches. An increase in edge to patch area ratios

would occur, effectively creating some additional edge habitat' This

increase would be minor due to the size and location of the harvest in
relation to existing forested patches. No known wildlife corridors of
notable importance would be affected by the proposed activities.

3. Cumulative Effects:

Harvesting of timber has occurred on nearby BLM and private lands and

could continue into the future. The proposed State harvest would

contribute cumulatively to reductions of mature forest cover that have

occurred since -1985. While the harvested acreages proposed are

relatively small, they would cumulatively contribute to minor increases in

elk vulnerability, winter range effectiveness and fragmentation. Livestock
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grazing also occurs on section 16 and the surrounding parcels, however,

measurable adverse effects associated with timber management and

grazing in combination are not anticipated. Harvesting in section 16 in a

manner that emulates natural disturbance processes would be expected

to have a minor positive cumulative influence on ecosystem integrity on

these sites that were sparsely forested under natural disturbance
regimes. Minimal cumulative influences on access would be anticipated
following road obliteration efforts.

The access route to the proposed project area would require 2.1 miles of
new road construction. Open road densities are already high and cover
capable of providing security is minimal in this area. No treatments would
occur in stands within the State ownership that meet the Hillis et al.

(1991) definition of security cover. Consequently, security cover for elk
would not be affected measurably. The access route, if left open

following use, however, would increase elk vulnerability in the area. The
actual extent of increase is uncertain as many factors can influence
vulnerability (e.g. size, extent and juxtaposition of security areas and

migration corridors; type, structure, amount and density of vegetation;
road density; ease of human accessibility, hunting pressure, hunting

regulations, and hunter behavior, etc.) (DFWP 1992:8). Variations in
weather conditions from year to year can also influence elk vulnerability.
However, elk that might use this area would likely have a greater potential

for vulnerability if the route were to remain accessible. By implementing
mitigation efforts such as obliterating/recontouring the road surface,

scattering slash and seeding, motor vehicle and foot travel on this route
would dramatically decrease. An expected "no effect" post treatment can

result from such efforts if use of a newly constructed road is made as

difficult or more difficult to negotiate than adjacent unroaded areas.
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E. Threatened,EndangeredandSensifiveSpecies

To display and address the issues of T & E and Sensitive Species the

following Fine Filter Wildlife Checklist for the Central Land Office is
presented.

CHECKLIST FOR ENDANGERED, THREATENED AND SENSITIVE SPEICES

CENTRAL LAND OFFICE

Threatened and Endangered Species [Y/\I] Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

N: Not Present or No Impact is Likely to
Occur

v: Imnects Mav Occur (Extlain Below)

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Habitat: late-successional forest <l mile from open

water

t Nl The nearest potential nesting and roosting

habitat occurs along the Ruby River and Ruby

Reservoir. which are located about 6 miles west of
the Browns Gulch parcel. No nesting habitat

occurs on, or within one mile of the project area,

and the project area likely occurs outside of any

bald eagle nesting home range. Thus, no direct,

indirect or cumulative effects to bald eagles
qcsncieted wifh this oroiect are anticipated-

Canada Lynx (Fe I i s lynx)
Habitat: mosaics-dense sapling and old forest
>5,000 ft. elev.

[Nl Suitable lyrx habitat is potentially present in

the Gravelly Mountains gNUf 2001). However,

habitats high in coarse woodY debris that are

preferred for denning and large acreages ofdense

conifer regeneration at high elevations that are

preferred for foraging are not present in the project

area. Within tlte cumulative effects analysis area,

lym habitat is marginal due to natural and human

induced fragmentation, and the high level of
interspersion ofnative grassland habitat and dry

forest types. Lynx could occasionally use the

project and analysis areas. However, due to the

small number of acres of subalpine fir type (28

acres) that would be treated and generally low

suitability of habitat in the cumulative effects

analysis alea, direct, indirect or cumtrlative impacts

to lynx would not be expected to occur as a result of
this nroiect-
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Gizzly Bear ([/rsas arctos)

Habitat: recovery areas, security from human

activity

I Nl The project area lies outside of any gizzly
bear recovery area. Tlte nearest recovery area is the

Yellowstone Gizzly Bear Recovery Zone (USFWS

1993) situated approximately 35 miles southeast of
the project area. The project area is comprised of

dry forest and mixed forest-grassland habitats that

tend to be used by bears infrequently. Transient use

of the Gravellys occurs occasionally (R. Wiseman

USFS Bio. pers. comm. September 23, 1999), and'

27 bear observations occurring rvithin 20 miles of
the project area have been documented since May

1985 (USFS unpubl. data9129/99). No recent,

frequent sightings ofbears have been documented

for this area. Riparian habitats preferred by bears

occur in the cumulative effects area along Barton

Gulch (ust south of the Broqn's parcel). This

creek supports low levels ofhiding cover and major

portions are paralleled rvithin - 100 ft. by an open

ioad rendering the habitat poorly suited for use by

bears. No sightings have been documented within

these drainages since 1985 and human access levels

are presently high. Approximately 2 miles of nelv

road would be constructed to low standard- All
nerv roads would be blocked at suitable locations

following treatment to minimize the potential for

newly created access that could further reduce

existing levels of securiry'. Methods that would be

incorporated for blocking roads lvould include spot

obliteration and recontouring (i.e.' sections ofat
least 150 feet) at 4 locations. culvert removal at 3

locations and slash distribution at select sites on

the road surface. The potential for any measurable

increases in bear-human conflicts following harvest

and road construction activities under the Action

Alternative are expected to be low. Adversedirect,

indirect and cumulative impacts to bears as a result
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Gray Wolf (Canis lupus)
Habitat: ample big game pops., security from
human actMty

t Nl The project area falls uithin the Yellowstone

Nonessential Experimental Area for gray wolves.

Members of the Freezeout Pack may occasionally

use portions of the project area or cumulative

effects analysis area, holvever, the majority of
documented activity has occurred >5 miles to the

south (J. Fontaine, USFWS Biologist Pers. Comm.

ll3ll02). Due to the size and nature of the

proposed hawest, activities associated with this

proposal are not expected to effect wolves or

recovery efforts (J. Fontaine, USFWS Biologist

Pers. Comm. Il3l/02). Should a new den be

located within one mile of any proposed harvest

units, activities rvould cease and a DNRC Biologist

would be contacted immediately. Mitigations

would then be developed and implemented to

minimize adverse impacts to wolves prior to

DNRC Sensitive Species [YAI] Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

N : Not Present or No Impact is Likely to

Occur
Y : Imnacts Mav Occur (Explalrl E€law)-

Flammulated Owl (Otus flammeolus)
Habitat: late-successional ponderosa pine and

Doug.-fir forest

[Yl Breeding flammulated orvls have been

documented within the latilong (L38) that the

project area lies within (Skaar 1996). Dry Douglas-

fir cover tlpes and stands containing old Douglas-

fir relics on southerly exposures occur in the project

area and cumulative effects analysis area that could

potentially be usable by flammulated owls.

However, usable existing snags are in relatively low

abundance (<llac) in stands occurring in the

project area. Within the cumulative effects a'nalysis

area on private and BLM lands, other potential

patches of habitat tend to be small (<100 acres) and

fragmented due to natural vegetation pafterns and

past logging and mining activity- About 32 acres

0f potentially suitable flammulated owl habitat

would be harvested under this proposal.

Approximately 80 acres of potential habitat would

remain untreated in the project area. Proposed

treatments in the potential habitat would likely
reduce the density of mature trees to levels not

preferred by flammulated owls. Thus, minor

adverse indirect and cumulative effects to

flammulated owls as a result of this project would
he anlicioated -..'-
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I Nl The parcel involved in this project maintains

elevations that range from about 7,700-8,500 feet'

which are within the elevational range frequently

used by boreal owls. Horvever, cool, structurally

diverse, spruce-fir habitats at latter stages of
development, which are preferred by boreal owls do

not occur within the project area. Dry Douglas-fir

and lodgepole stands found within the project area

are too warm and limited structurally to provide

adequate habitat for boreal owls. No direct,

indirect or cumulative impacts to boreal owls would

Boreal Owl (A e go li us fune reus)

Habitat: mature to late-successional forest >5,200

ft. elev.

[Nj Black-backed woodpeckers have been

documented within the latilong (L38) that

encompasses the project area (Skaar 1996), and are

known to occur in the Tobacco Root Mountains

(USFS 1999). Horvever, stands found within the

project area are not presently experiencing

substantial insect actil'iry*, and no recent burns (<5

years old) occur within the section or cumulative

effects analysis area. Thus, foraging and nesting

opportunities are presently limited' No direct'

indirect or cumulative effects to black-backed

rvoodpeckers would be expected to occur as a result

Black-Backed Woodpeck er (P i co i de s arc ti cu s)

Habitat: mature to old burned or beetle-infested

forest

[N] Pileated woodpeckers have not been reported

for the latilong that encompasses the project area

(Skaar 1996). The project area is poorly suited for

use by pileated woodpeckers. As suitable habitat is

not present in the project area or cumulative effects

analysis area, no impacts to pileated woodpeckers

rvould be expected to occur as a result ofthis

Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pi le atus)

Habitat: late-successional ponderosa pine and

larch-fir forest

tNl No sphagnum meadorvs or bogs occur in the

project area. Thus, no impacts to bog lemmings

would be expected to occur as a result ofthis
Northern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys borealis)

Habitat: sphagnum meadows, bogs, fens with thick

I Nl No extensive clifffeatures or suitable foraging

areas occur within I mile of the project area. No

direct, indirect or cumulative effects associated with

Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregri nus)

Habitat: clifffeatures near open foraging areas

and/or wetlands

[Nl Breeding harlequin ducks have been found in

this latilong (Skaar 1996), however, no high

gradient streams suitable for use by harlequins

occur within the project area or along proposed

haul routes. No impacts to harlequin ducks would

Harlequin Duck (I1islri on i cu s h i stri on i cus)

Habitat: white-water streams, boulder and cobble

substrates



[Nl Breeding femrginous hawks have been

documented lvithin the latilong that encompasses

the project area. Horvever, badland habitats and

areas with small buttes and bluffs that are preferred

nesting sites do not occur on or within one mile of
the project area. However, femrginous hawks may

occasionally forage in the vicinity or potentially

nest in grasslands found within the project area.

As preferred nesting habitat does not occur on or

within one mile of either parcel included in this

proposal, no localized or cumulative impacts to

femrginous hawks are expected. However, should

any ground-nesting hawks be observed within 400

meters of proposed haul routes or active hawest

units, harvest activities rvould cease and a DNRC

biologist would be contacted immediately by the

sale administrator. Site-specific mitigations would

then be designed to protect the nest site ifnesting

Femrginous Hawk (Bu t e o r e ga I i s)

Habitat: prairies and badlands

[Nj No short-grass prairie or prairie dog towns

occur on, or within one mile of the project area. No

impacts to mountain plovers are expected as a
Mountain Plover (Ch aradrius montanus)
Habitat: short-grass prairie, alkaline flats, prairie

[N] Several mines occur in the vicinity of the

Browns and Granite parcels. Horvever, DNRC is

unalvare of any mines on these parcels or close

vicinity that lvould be suitable for use by

Torvnsend's big-eared bats. Thus' impacts to

Townsend's big-eared bats are not anticipated as a

Tonrytsend's Big-Eared Bat (P I e c o tu s t ow n se n d i i)
Habitat: caves, caverns, old mines, large-hollow
snags
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Ltsr or INDIVIDUAL Scoptttc Nottces

Friends of the Wild Swan, Swan Lake, MT
Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Bozeman, MT
MT Ecology Center, Missoula, MT
Alliance for the Wild Rockies, Missoula, MT

American Wildlands, Bozeman, MT
National Wildlife Federation, Missoula' MT
Montana Audubon Council, Dillon, Helena and Condon, MT

Montana Wilderness Association, Helena, MT

Salmon Intermountain, Salmon, lD
Headwaters Sierra Club, Bozeman, MT
American Fisheries Society, Bozeman, MT
Pintlar Audubon Society, Twin Bridges, MT
MWF, Helena, MT
Beaverhead Concerned Citizens, Butte, MT

Anaconda Sportsmen, Anaconda, MT
Skyline Sportsmen's Assoc. lnc., Butte, MT
Montana Coalition for Appropriate Management of State Lands,

Butte. MT
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Pablo, MT

U S Department of lnterior, BLM, Dillon and Butte, MT

USFS - Madison Ranger District, Ennis, MT

MT Dept of FW & P, Wildlife Biologist, Bozeman and sheridan, MT

Matador Ranch, Dillon, MT
Wood Three Creek Ranches, Sheridan, MT

Easton Pacific/Sauerbier Ranches, Inc., Alder, MT

Doggett Ranches, Alder, MT
Norwest Capital Mgnt. & Trust, Great Falls, MT

Gilman I H Cattle, Lessee, Alder, MT
Max & Terri Moltich, Sheridan, MT

James & Robert Bowling, N. Miami, FL

Stuart Lewin, Great Falls, MT
Hanover Gold, Veradale, WA
Bill Armstrong, Dillon, MT
Elizabeth Brann & Dan Svoboda, Dillon, MT

Jackie Foster, Dillon, MT
Clayborn J. Anders, Missoula, MT
Graeme Mc Dougal, Dillon, MT
Don & Darrell Goodman, Dillon, MT
Allan Crail, Shelly, lD

63



s

Leonard Sargent, Bozeman, MT
Charles Boling, Dillon, MT
Glenn Hockett, Bozeman, MT
Mrs. Hans Andersen, Dillon, MT
Keith Andersen, Dillon, MT
Jim Phelps, Billings, MT
Calvin & John Erb, Dillon, MT
Doug Webber, Missoula, MT
Louise Bruce, Dillon, MT
Monty Hankinson, Dillon, MT
Bill Allen, Dillon, MT
Montana Logger Association, Kalispell, MT
Louisiana Pacific Corporation, Belgrade and Deerlodge, MT

R-Y Timber Inc., Townsend and Livingston, MT
Mt. Wood Products Association, Helena, MT
Plum Creek Timber Co., Columbia Falls, MT
F H Stoltze Land & Lbr., Columbia Falls, MT
Montana Eastside Forest Practices Committee, Bozeman, MT

Lumber Products, Dillon, MT
Weyerhauser Co., KalisPell, MT
DNRC Archaeologist, P. Rennie
DNRC Soil Scientist, J. Collins
DNRC Hydrologist, G. Mathieus
DNRC Wildlife Biologist, R. BatY

DNRC Agriculture & Grazing, K. Chappell
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