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CHECKLIST E}{VIRONME}{TAI, ASSESSMENT

project Name: Prickly Pear Creek Proposed Irnplementation Date: Nov. 1, 2002
proponent: Montana DNRC, 8001 trlorth Montana Ave., Helena, MT 59602
Tvne and purDose of Action: A comprehensive restoration of the Ponderosa Pine
ar-osrrsfem to restore sustainable Structure and function/ increase tree vlgort
reduce fire hazards, regenerate seraf species, and produce income for the
school trust.
Location: SI/2, W1/2NW1/4 sec L6, T8N, R3!{ County: Jefferson

I. PROJECT D EVELOPMENT

1. PUBL]C INVOLVEMENT, AGENCIES, GROUPS OR
INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED: Provide a brief chronology
^. rhe qcnnino and nnooino involvFmpnt for this
prol ect .

Scoping began in Aprll 2001 wltn a leccer cer
sent to the adjacent landowners. An initial
proposal was sent out to 34 indj-viduals and
groups in Sept. 2001. (This listing is in the
project file at the CLo' ) Lega} notices were
published in the Helena IR on 9/26, I0/1 Ell
in the Boulder Monitor on 9/26, lo/3 & L] ' A

fietd trip to the project area was held on
IL/8/OI. Contacts with DI{RC specialists anci

BiologisLs was ongoing into January 2002-

2. OTHER GOVERNMENTAI, AGENCIES WlTH JURISDICTION,
LIST OF PERMITS NEEDED:

,Jefferson County weed Board - A revegetatlori d:ia
weed management pl-an must be approved by the hJeed

Board prior to operations.
3. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: No Action - Under tne no actron proposdr, Iru

thinning would be conducted. Conditions ani:l

activities would continue as they currentl,' rte'

Proposed Action - Commercial and pre-coftmer(ll:il
thinning on an estimated 62 acres' no road
construction, winter operations, mechanical slash
treacments (no burning), pre and post oper:rLl':rn
weed management activities. Existing gra:rrL I and
recreaLional uses unchdnged.

II IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

RESOURCE tYlNl POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITTGATION MEASI-r F:-:'irr
Not present or No Impact will occur.Y = Impacts may o"rlr
(explain below)

4. GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, STABILTTY
AND MOISTURE: Are fragi le,
compactible or unstable soils
nresenf ) Are 1-hc-a rnnqrrA I ncnl ooi-CvrLrLrr!

features? Are there special
recl-amati-on consideratlons? Are
errmrrlaiiwc imnacf< lil,clrz to ^^-rrr aS
a resulL of thi.s proposed action?

IN] SoiI resources and lmpacts are descrrbed l"n Ene dLr-d -ir?q
ronorr h\/ cedrdF Mathieus, DNRC Hydrologi-st. The mitlgal--r arI

measures identified in the report would be implemented
f hrn'rnhnrr' t LF nrniFCt.Lrr!vsYLrvue !rr! ts!vJv

winter operations, use of an in-woods processing systen af'd
use of other standarci BMPS would prevent any direct or
cumulative adverse affects to soLIs.

BMPs have successfully minimized any adverse erosLon on c'ne
nearby state tracts with similar soils, treatments, ano
operatinq seasons

5. WATER QUALITY, QUANTITY AND
DISTRIBUTION: Are important surface

!^_ eoqnrlraaq nroqAnt? TS9!vqrruwaLq!
there potential for violation of
ambient water quality standards,
drinking water maximum contamj-nant
levels, or degradatlon of water
quality? Are cumulative impacts
likely to cccur as a result of this
Droposed actlon?

tNl Hr/.lr^lnnic rc<nrr;ces are descri-bed 1n the atCacneo reioL
by George Mathieus, DNRC Hydrologisc.

There is no surface water in the project area. There i: r-'
direct surface connectivity to Prickly Pear Creek' Dir€r" o

cumulative adverse effects to water quatity would be
negligibl-e due to the following factors: winter operaFr--:'
use of an 1n-woods processi-ng system, use of other sr-rl:l:i l:--l
Bl,IPs, 1ow average precipi taf-ion and lack of surf ace w'r: I 'l'
the prole.-t area.



6. AIR QUALITY: WiLl Pollutants or
na11- i.ul Af e l-re nr^.lrr.F.l? Ts the
Pq! uruurqeL

project influenced by air qual-j-ty
regulations or zones (C1ass I
airshed) ? Are cumulative impacts
likely to occur as a result of this
DroDosed action?

@operations are proposed. No cumulative
air quality impacts are likely to occur. (S1ash fire ha:ards
would be treated by a variety of mechanical methods.)

'7. VEGETATION COVER. QUANTITY AND

QUALITY: Wil,l- vegetative conmunities
be permanently altered? Are any rare
^1 

rnt< f\haq nrFqFnt? Are

cumulative impacts Ij-keIy to occur as
a result of this proposed action?

fNl A \/adcfati\/e analvciq fnr rhe nr^te-t afea haS been
INJ n vEYgLsL!vL qrrsrJr4

enmnlofad Thai- renort is attached, and describes tha
exi-sting vegetative condj-tions, rncluding an old growth
evaluation.

The proposed thinning operations would return the stand to a

se[]blance of the natural condition. As proposed, the pr.leet
would retain 29% of the trees >:6 inch dbh, 42t of the EasaL
area, and 54* of the standing net sawlog vo]ume' Most of the
l-arger trees woul-d be retained. An estimated 241 MBF of logs
and 1100 tons of roundwood product would be harvested.

The stand does not currently meet old growth mlnimum
requirements as defined by Green et.al. The average a 1' of
Iaige (>:17 inch dbh) trees is only 113 years. (Green nLtrrmjlm
is 180 years for this type.) The proposed post treatmer'L
stand would still exceed Green et.al. minimum requiremenr5 for
nrrmhor< ^f IArdF trepq ncr aere ancl stand Basal area. Th.
maintaining the potential for the stand to develop inttr an old

-^-iiFr -- ,^ the future.9!vwLrL

There are no rare or endangered plants known in the ar-,.

Some noxious weeds (spotted knapweed and dalmation toadILa:':)
are present on site. The proposal includes a weed management
plan which would have an aciverse affect on weed populaticns.
The plan is expected to include pre and post operatlon w'led
crrarrinn ard hi^l^di-r1 .^ntsr^1 AII weed Sprl,....;ryrayflY qLrs !rv:vY

would be by Iicensed applrcators, in accordance with l.rbelrng
reouirements.

8. TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN AND AQUATIC LIFE
AND HABITATS: Is there substantial
use of the area bY important
wildlife, birds or fish? Are
cumulative impacts likel-y to occur as
a result of this Proposed action?

lNl The area is inhabited by Mul-e deer and occasionallI i-.'
El-k. Wildlife Biologist GayIe Joslin, DFWP evaluated Lhi-'
project area. Thermal cover and movemenL routes along
ephemeral drainages would be maintained by retaining cluirti:s of
trees in pole size patches within the stand and by retarnrng
stringers of larger trees along draws. A copy of Gayl-
Joslin's corunents are attached. Cumulative impacts are n.l
likelv to occur as a resu.lt of, the proposed action.



9. UNIQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGILE OR

LTMITED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES: ATE
listed threatened ordrry rEuErdafy

endangered species or identified
habitat present? Any wetlands?
scnsi I i vc Sneci es or sncei es of
special concern? Are cumulative
impacts 1j-ke1y to occur as a result
of this proposed action?

tYl The nroiecf erea does IJOT contain habitat suitable for
Bald EagIe, Peregrine Falcon, wolf, Grtzzly Bear, Lynx, Bci:eal
Owl, Northern Bog Lernming, or Black-backed woodpecker.

The project contains potentiaL Flammulated OwI and Pileai'r'i
woodpecker habitat.

Flamrnulated owls prefer open (35 - 80 sq. ft. basal area,/'r-re)
stands of Ponderosa pine thai are 50f acres i-n size. The
current 62 acre stand has 109 sq. ft. basal area/acre' Tl"'l
proposed leave stand would retain approximately 46 sq' i-il'
basal area per acre, in 40+ trees/acre 6" - 29" dbh. wrtl-r ;r
estlmated 15+ trees per acre >=1f"dbh. The proposal woul'l
irnprove Flammulated Owl habr-tat.

P.ileated woodpecker prefer older stands of Iarge diamet'r
trees, including Ponderosa Pine, with snags and down wood'
material The existing stand, with 36+ trees/acre > 15" clbn

is potential Pileated habitaL, but currently lacks nestinq
snaqs and large down woody material for foraging; rendet:l c
the area unsuitable for Pileated use at this time. The current
stand is j-n an early mature stage' The avg. age of trees
>6"dbh is 86 yrs, for large trees >:17" dbh the avg- age rs
I I f \/rq The nronosal would retain 15+ trees/acre > 15"dbri,
and does not propose to cut any existing snags. The prole(lt
stand woutd continue to have the potential to devel-op inlo
Pileated habitat as it natures.

No fragmentation of wildlife habitats would occur. Minor
positive impacts to Pileated Woodpecker and Flarunulatecl (lLils
mav occur.

IO. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES:
A.F rnV hiSl-Ofj(]al archaonlnnic:l 

^f6!e qrrt ruu!r qLLUsrvrvyr\ur \

nr'l onnl-nl ncier'l raq^rrraoq nraqpnt'

Tii r6eie are signs of humdn aclrvitY, primarily access I L rlrs
and smal L s.ale mining prospect pirs and moundsf scdtrct-:
throughout the area. Nc historical- or archaeological
resources are documented, nor have any been observed.
Activities proposed for the project woufd not adversel\' 'l1 ai:l
anv cultural rescurces.

11. AESTHETICS: Is the prolect on a
prominent topographic feature? WilI
it be visible from populated or
scenic areas? Will there be
excessive noise or light? Are
-..-..1-+r..^ r*.--^rq likelv 1-o o.enr a5rrrrvoL LJ !f 

^Lf f

a result of this proposed action?

tYl The area is adjacenL to high denslly subdivislon dr- I ::'
section 16 and sections 20 and 21. The area is also mosLl !
vislble from I-15 and other subdivision areas east of Lht'
highway. (A stand of trees along the stream which are no!
included in the proposal would partiafly screen about h r)l lrhe
area from the view on I-15.)

The proposed thrnning treatmenL would maintaln an op€o st:ll"i1
of relati-veIy larqe diameter Ponderosa Pine trees. This :]t'lrC
qtrp,-f1-e i s oonore I I v -.-,si da-ad r^ he aeSLhetiCaIly
pleasing. None of the adjacent landowners have rarsed
aesthetics as an issue. No cumulative visual impacts eYPrl-ller!-:

12. DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF
LAND, WATER, AIR OR ENERGY: Will the
proj ect use resources that are
finited in the area? Are there other
activities nearby that wil"l- affect
the pxolect? Are cumulative impacEs
likeIy to occur as a result of this
proposed action?

IY] An issue unrelated to Lhe proposal is the legal stdrLS o:
the two-track road Lhrough the State land. An old sLag.'
y^,,to >nd <rrh<oarronr -nrrnr\/ rnad nrsqerj l- hro!toh f hF t l4 _-

o.'s oulJLYuL.,t LUq|L] Lvqu yqJJru
-r ^^- - e^,.ts^ ^^r tv /jn-|mFnf ed in the pUbIiC recct al .drurrg d rwuLs urrry voYucff
.TofFarq-n ..1rni-w nffi ei al l v abandoned the route in 193 1.

County/PubIic right-of-ways have been re-established up 'u the
state property line to service the adjacent subdivisions. The
n6:yh\, 1 :ndnurror< h:rro rrni e ort snl i r oni ni nnq reoarcli na Fl> re-,rEar!) !!Lu JPrrL

establishment of a route across the State ]and. The
Department's position is thaL there is no current pubLi-l )'Liie
across the SLate tract, and it would not be in the best
interest of the School Trust to establish one. There rs
currently a case in District Court to address this issue' The
outcome of the case would not directty affect this pro;e':i
proposal, but could affect traffrc conditrons through thr
Lract. No cum'llative i:npa.i:s aLe likely fo occur as a | '

ol rhis piroposal.



OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

PERTINENT TO THE AREA: ATE thETE
other studies, plans or p-rojects on
this tract? Are cumulative imPacts
likely to occur as a result of other
nri '/al- e ci^i-F or f ederal cuf f ent
actions w/n the analysis area, or
from future proposed state actions
that are under MEPA review lscoping)

narmi rt i nn rorri aw L\v An\/ ctAf eye!((fLLrrry

agencv w/n the analysis area?

tNl

III. IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN POPULATION

RESOURCE IYlN] POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGAT]ON MEASURES

14. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAEETY: WrlI thls
proj ect add to health and safety
risks in the area?

f\ll nna ^f 
j-ho nrniFeF ^hia^fil/aq rc l^ feduce tne flSf- OILr\J vrrs ylvfEuu

wildfire, and the associated risks to health and safeL! tlLrt
yFsrrl I drrri no hi dh i n-onsi frr fi re pventq. Please refel theusrrLL9 rrry.r !"s!rrv

attached reporc on projecc area fire history.

The Evergreen Health Center is located within rr mile ol tlie
project area. To ensure no aj-r quality risk for the resrden:s
on respirators, the project proposal would utilize non-bL.rrning
slash disposal treatments'

15. INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES AND

PRODUCTION: Wil-l the project add to
or aILer these acLivities?

I^Il Tha nr^i.^r is not aSsociated with any Other act rvrt :

16. QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF
EMPLOYMENT: Wi I i lhe project create,
move or eliminate jobs? If so
estimated num.lf,er, Are cumulative
'i mna-fs likelrr fo occuf aS a fesuft
of fhi c n-nnosod action?

INl PeopIe are currenrly emp-loYed in
industry rn Lhe region. Due to the
the Linrber sdle program, thcre wiLI
^,,m,,1.t ivo im^^-ts fr^r thiq nr^nnqa.1!vs i"'yqr Lr"r Fr

LILC wUUu P!uuuL L-
/alriirrolrr qmrlI ci

be no measurable
:^t i 

^n ^n 
amnl 

^\/m-l

rfl

17. LOCAL AND STATE TAX BASE AND TAx REV.
ENUES: will the prolect create or
ellminate tax revenue? Are cumulati-ve
impacts likely to occur as a result
of thi-s DroDosed action?

fitl D6^^l nt I r/ nA\/i nd fAxcs fr_- -', -l-! ry PoYrrrY Lo^LJ !!uLtL Lrrc wuuu PL I I

inrlrrsfr\/ in'hF ronisn. Due Lo the relaLively Smal-I sr. f

the tinrber sale program, there will be no measurable
.'.-rrl:f ir/a imna.t f'^r -hic n'onoseal dcf iOn On taX .re..: .'..rvr flL,PeL

18. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES: WTII
substantial traffic be added to
e:<isCing roads? Will other servi"ces
(tire protection, PoIice, schools,
etc) be needed? Are cunulative
impacts Iikely to occur as a result
of this proposed acLion?

IN.l There will be no measurable cumulative impacts r€1 rr" l

rlomaid tnr on'ro.rrerL ServiCeS due to the relatively Sl.l .

size of the timber sale program, the short-term rmpacL: '!.1

traffic, the smdll possibility ot a few people tempordL ri,
relocatj-nq to the area, and the lack of other timber sale':
fh6 r,4i:-ort r7a:

ltc

LN

19. LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS
AND GOALS: Are there State, CountY,
City, USFS, BLM, Tribal, etc' zoning
or manaqement plans in effect?

fv I rn T,rna 1qq6 nNPa l_rFdAn A nhAseal-in imnlFmaniAfl ^ \r

the State Forest Land Mdnaqement Plan (PLan). The mand 1:l aI:t
.li rc.fion nrovicleci in rhe Plan comorises the framework w-'l.In
r.rhinh <noni f in nrniocf .linnino anci acti--'--vrLagD LaAE Pto -.

The PIan phiiosophy and appropriate Resource Management
Standards have been incorporated inLo the design of the
DroDosed action,

20. ACCESS TO AND QUALITY OF RECREATIONAL
AND WILDERNESS ACTIVITIES: ATE
wi-lderness or recreational areas
noarhv .r aeecsscd throlroh thi s
tract? Is there recreational
potentiaL within the tract? Are
e'r-rrlafirra innrefq likclv fo oee r- aSuJ +4,!v4J

a result of this proPosed acrion?

fyl Tho rra.t- is aeeoesihle for oeneral recreationaL us+,
n.nrri darl l-hp nF-s-ns noqqcss a va l i cl State Land Recrea- l - llyvvvvvv

Use License. AII access must be by non-motorized methocis.
Snmc hrid dAra hunFinn 1ikalv 1-:kes Dlaee on the tract, o:. i!vrtLL !rv

would continue with or wtthout the prolect, at sj-mil'ar iorr
1evels.

No direct or cumulative adverse affects to recreatron:1 l::'.
are exDected.

21. DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTICN OF
POPULATIOIi AND HOUSING: WiII thE
proj ect add to the population and
r:luire addrtj-onaI housing? Are
cu;nulatrv- rmpa--ts Iikely tc occul: as
a result of this proposed action?

ItJl There wlll be no measurable curnulative impacts reLl
population and housing due to relatively small sj'ze cl
timlcer safe pr.9:ant, aad the fact that people are a1::!.1
enl.ployed rn thrs occupai-i-on in the region.



22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES: Is some
disruption of native or traditional
Iifestyles or communities possible?

tNl

23. CULTURAI, UNIOUENESS AND DIVERSITT .

will- the action cause a shift in some
unique guality of the area?

OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
CIRCUMSTANCES: Is there a potential
for other future uses for easement
area other than for tinber
management? Is future use
hypothetical? what j.s the estimated
return to the trust. Are cumulative
impacts likeJ-y to occur as a resul-t
of this proposed action?

24 tYl As noted in rtern 12 above, there rs a current court 1--''l3e

to determine the re-esLablishment of a public route a'ross the
State tract. If the State is unable to successfully def+r':i rts
position, then a public route may result, with no reLur:'':
the Trust. Tbis issue is currently outside of the Departmr'rF's
decision making authort-ty.

The following costs, revenues, and estimates of return are
intended for a relative comparison of the alternat.ives' They
are not intended to be used as absolute estimates of return'
Stumpage values for the sawloq material were estimated usrn'.I a

residual val-ue method, values for roundwood products were
based upon conparabLe saLes. The estimated stumpage vaLul in a

residual value analysis equals the estimated delivered 1o1
price minus operacrng costs. operaLing cosEs include 1 tlit'q
costs, haulinq costs, forest improvement costs and fees,
development costs, olher costs (e,9. BMP implementatron, Ir'd
weed manaqement), and "profit & risk" (the return to the
timber buyer that accounts for actual time and effort, some
profit for entrepreneur-LaI spirit, and something to cor'-l 'irr
potential losses frorn the occasj-onal sale which is not
profitable). The estimated minimum stumpaqe values for this
project are $90.82IMBF for sawlog material and 91.00/ton for
roundwood material. The proposed thinning project woull rcsult
in the harvest of an estimaLed 241 MBE of sawlog size ri"il:t'r:ial
and an estimaled l1O0 tons of Ioundwood products. The 1r t'el
action would generar-e 522,000 to S50,000 of return to lht'
trusl, above that generated by the No Action (current)
alter:native. (No estimates of potentiaL losses to the LI 1:rr'

from insects, disease, or fire, which could result fron 'r iong
Lerm application of the No Action alternatlve. hawe be'-rr
calculated or included in the above estimates.)

trA f honlzl i cf prpna16.l R\/. n .T Rakken Eores t e r
IV. FINDING

4/ 3Q/20O2

25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED: I have selected the proposed Action Alternative to
conduct commercial and pre-commercial thinning
operations on approximately 62 acres during the
winter months, mechanically treat the resulting slash

and to conduct pre and post harvestweed
manaoement activities.



SIGNIFICANCE OE POTENTIAL IM

2 I . NeeO ror ! Urcne r
Analysis

F A aha.kl 'sf Ann-ovod

Analysis: I

As a result of my review of the Environmental
assessment, supporting documentation, comments
received from concerned individuals, interest groups
and resource management specialists as well as my
field review of the project area, I conclude significant
impacts are not expected to occur as a result of
implementing the proposed action. My rational for
reaching this conclusion is based on the following

The proposed thinning encompasses a small 62 acre
area of ponderosa pine that has become overstocked
with small diameter trees. The thinning would retain
most of the larger diameter trees and result in an
open stand of ponderosa pine that is similar to stand
conditions in which ponderosa pine has historically
grown.

There is no old growth within the project area as
defined by any of the old growth definitions currently
used by the scientifrc community, including Green, et
al. The post harvest stand would retain large
diameter trees to maintain the potential to develop old
growth characteristics in the future.

The state land is surrounded by high density
residential development and bordered on one side by
Interstate 15. Consequently it's value for wildlife
species that prefer secluded or semi-secluded
habitats is quite low. Recommendations by the
DFWP biologist to preserve some wildlife travel
corridors within the project area have been
incorporated in the project design.

There are no rare, unique conditions or habitats for
any Threatened or Endangered Species within the
project area.

The terrain is gentle and well suited for the proposed
activity. Operations are planned to be conducted
during the winter when soils will either be frozen or
snow covered to minimize site disturbance

There are no streams as defined by the Streamside
Management Law or surface water in the project area
and there is no direct delivery connectivity to streams
outside the project area.

No new road construction is planned under the
proposal.

L-l/ t"7
iams Managei !(

--2--

No
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Prickly Pear Greek Proposed Timber Sale Write-up

December 13, 2001

Existing Conditions/Effects Analysis
Prickly Pear Creek Proposed Timber Sale

'33i'?'lll;J,i[;T3I

INTRODUCTION

The follofing document contains background information for the watershed and soils portion of the

proposed pri-ckly pear Creek Timber Sale Environmental Assessment. This analysis includes an existing

conditions and effects assessment of all watercourses draining the proposed sale area. Write-up and

assessments are based on a coarse filter screening approach and an on-site field review of all

contributing areas within the proposed sale area.

POTENTIAL ISSUES

Soil Resources.

Equipment operations and timber harvest on steep slopes or sensitive soils can result in soil impacts that

efiect soil productivity depending on area and degree of physical effects and amount or distribution of

course woody debris retained for nutrient cycling.

Noxious Weeds;

Follo6ng disturbance events such as timber harvest activities, invasion and spread of noxious weeds is

1nor" prju"lent than in undisturbed areas. Noxious weed invasion and spread detrimentally influences

surface cover, erosion and native species growth.

Cumulative Watershed Effects:

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 can affect the

timing of runoff, increase peak flows and increase the total annual water yield of a particular drainage.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The proposed sale area lies within one state section surrounded by private lands. Precipitation ranges

from'10-15 inches per year. There are no perennial streams draining the proposed sale area, it consists

of ephemeral draws and coulees with only infrequent minor surface flows for short durations. These

ephemeral tributaries all drain into Prickly Pear Creek, a tributary to the Missouri River



o Reoulatory Framework:

This portion of the Missouri River basin is classified B-1 in the Montana Water Quality Standards.

waters classified B-1 are suitable for drinking, culinary and food processing purposes after conventional

treatment, bathing, swimming and recreation; growth and propagation of salmonid fishes and associated

aquatic wildlife, waterfowl and furbearers; and agricultural and industrial water supply. State water

quality regulations prohibit any increase in sediment above naturally occurring concentration in waters

classified B-1 (ARM 16.20.618 2(0).

Naturally occurring means conditions or materials present from runoff or percolation over which man has

no control or fromleveloped land where all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have

been applied. Reasonable tanO, 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 BesiManagement Practices (BMPs) through its Non-point Source Management Plan

as the principal means of meeting Water Quality Standards.

Existing beneficial uses in the immediate vicinity of the proposed sale area include the following water

rights f6r groundwater sources: domestic, geothermal heating, lawn & garden, stock, multiple domestic,

commercial, geothermal, institutional and municipal uses. Surface water sources include, geothermal

heating, comitercial and mining uses. Outside of the analysis area, downstream beneficial uses include

aquatic life support and cold-water fisheries.

The Clean Water Act and EPA Water Quality Planning and Management Regulations requires the

determination of allowable pollutant levels in 303(d)-listed streams through the development of Total

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits. There are no water quality limited segments (WOLS)within the

project area (ai per Section gOg(O) of the Clean Water Act) in the 305(b) report. Prickly Pear Creek is

currenly listed as a WQLS. Causes of impairment are Arsenic and other metals with the probable

sources being abandoned mining tailings.

Water Qualitv:

There are no streams draining the proposed sale area. lt consists of ephemeral draws and swales with

only minor seasonal flow.

Fisheries:

Due to the ephemeral nature of the stream channels and disconnectivity to Prickly Pear Creek and

ultimately the Missouri River, no fish species are present within the analysis area.

Soil Resources:

The proposed sale area is located on moderate to flat slopes with shallow to deep soils weathering from

granitic bedrock of the Boulder Batholith. There are no unusal or unique geologic features in the

proposeO harvest area. Slopes within the sale area are moderate, ranging from 5-30%, with isolated

steeper breaks along draw features. There were no signs of slumping or mass wasting.

Primary soils within the proposed harvest area are Shaboom/Kellygulch extremely boldery sandy loams

of shallow to moderate Oepin on most slopes. Rock outcrops occur on ridges and convex slopes. These

soils are droughty and subject to erosion where disturbed.

Soils along the flatter slopes and fan features are Hiore-Clugulch very bouldery sandy loams. These

soils are more productive than the steeper slopes within the state seciion and have a longer season-of-

use. These soils are sensitive to rutting and displacement if operated on during wet periods.



o Approximately 1.0 mile of road provides access to the sale area. This road system contains, blacktop,

low standard gravel road and twotrack. The gravel road meets current BMP standards, while the two-

track does no[. The existing road system doei not appear to be a source of potential erosion and

sediment delivery to any stream chinnels. There are no perennial stream channels adjacent to the

existing road.

Noxious Weeds:

Spots of thisle (Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa) occur within the project

aiea mainly along the existing roads. No real outbreaks or large infestations were noted within the

project area.

Cumulative Watershed Effects:

Past management activities in the general vicinity include grazing; fire suppression, road construction,

development and timber harvest.

A cumulative watershed effects analysis for the proposed sale was completed to determine the existing

conditions of the affected environment. Due to the low precipitation region, ephemeral nature of the

stream channels a smaller, more defined boundary was selected for the analysis area. This analysis

area was selected because it was determined to be the most appropriate scale to detect potential effects.

All drainage features and draw bottoms draining the proposed sale area were evaluated in the field. All

tributarieJto Prickly Pear Creek, within the State section, have no surface connectivity or any perennial

flow.

Field evaluation concludes that past management activities have resulted in impacts to soil resources-

These impacts have been limited to erosion from existing roads and cattle trampling.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed timber sale is comprised of one action alternative. This alternative would selectively treat

approximately 62 acres. No new roads would be constructed with this proposal. Portions of the 1.0

miles of existing road would be improved to meet BMP standards.

Noxious Weeds:

No Action Alternative:

Under the No Action Alternative, weed seed may spread by vehicle traffic, wind and animal dispersion

into the project area, which would result in competition with native species trying to establish in recently

disturbed areas.

Action Alternative:

Ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed action alternative have the potential to
introduce or spreld noxious weeds in susceptible habitat types. Under the Action Alternative, DNRC

would follow an integrated weed management approach to help prevent the introduction and

establishment of noxious weeds and slow the expansion of existing weeds.



Cumulative Effects of Noxious Weeds:

Invasion and spread of noxious weeds would decrease soil productivity and stability and reduce the
reestablishment of native species. A combination of prevention, revegetation and monitoring will be
implemented to reduce the possible infestation and spread of weeds associated with this project.

Soil Resources:

No Action Alternative:

Under the No-Action alternative, there would be no direct effects to soils or geology. Segments of
existing roads with inadequate drainage identified in the affected environment would continue to erode
without future mitigation and/or maintenance.

Action Alternative:

Due to the ephemeral nature of the draws and the low annual precipitation within the sale area, the
proposed activities have a low potential to contribute to the degradation of water quality. The primary
water and soil concerns associated with the proposed timber sale activities are sediment delivery to the
draws, erosion of soil and subsequent loss of site productivity. Vegetative regrowth is a critical factor in
avoiding longterm soil erosion from harvest activities. Season-of-use and skidding restrictions would
minimize impacts to soil resources.

Cumulative Effects to Soil Resources:

Portions of the existing low standard road systems would be improved under the proposed action to a
standard that meets minimum BMPs. lmprovements to this road system are expected to decrease
existing and future risk of sediment delivery to draws and subsequent erosion.

Proper application of BMPs and site-specific designs and mitigation measures would reduce future
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.
There is little risk of adverse impacts to soil resources, water quality and beneficial uses occurring as a
result of the proposed action alternatives.

Cumulative Watershed Effects:

No Action Alternative:

The no-action alternative would have minimal effects to cumulative watershed effects. Moderate timber
management activities in the surrounding drainage's and the range-like landscape have resulted in
undetectable cumulative watershed effects.

Action Alternative:

There are no cumulative watershed effects constraints associated with the proposed sale area. This is
due to the following reasons.

. Low precipitation region.

. No perennial streams.

. No new road construction.
n The proposal is for a selective harvest in stands that are overstocked from that of

natural, pre-fire suppression stands.



CONTRACT, SALE & MITIGATION DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

General Road Design and Mitigation Recommendations:

. Construct drain dips, grade rolls and other drainage features where necessary and practical to insure

adequate road surface drainage. Instatl and maintain all road surface drainage concurrent with
new road construction, reconstruction and reconditioning. Drain dips constructed on sustained

road grades greater than 8% may require gravel surfacing to function properly. Sustained road
grades greater than 10% may require installation of conveyor belt water diverters.

. Stabilize newly constructed road cuts and fills following excavation. Stabilization can be met through
one or more of the following. seeding, benching or mulching. Apply seed as soon as conditions
permit to maximize successful establishment of grass cover. Local professionaljudgement and
consideration for temperature and precipitation would determine when seeding is likely to be most
successful. Delay of seeding may require scarification of crusted soils.

. Leave all temporary or abandoned roads in a condition that will provide adequate drainage and will
not require future maintenance. Partially obliterate abandoned roads through ripping and seeding.
Where it is available, scatter slash across the ripped road surface. Install water bars at regular
intervals to facilitate surface drainage.

. Provide effective sediment filtration through the use of slash filter windrows, filter fabric fencing or
straw bales along drainage features located in areas with inadequate buffer capacity. Note: straw
bales alone may not be effective in areas with heavy concentrations of livestock or big game.

. Where potential erosion exists at the outlet of drainage features, provide outfall protection using
slash and/or coarse angular rock.

o Filter ditches with direct delivery to ephemeral draws at the outlet by using slash, or filter fabric and

straw bales.

. Incorporate a filtering mechanism at all ephemeral draw crossings requiring fills that are greater than
2 feet deep. This may include slash filter windrows, filter fabric fencing, straw bales or rock,
depending on feasibility of materials and characteristics of the site. Ensure that method used is
keyed into the toe of road fill.

. When excavating material in and around ephemeral draw crossings (i.e. cleaning inlets and outlets,
constructing ditches, etc.) Special care should be taken so as not to cause an excessive amount of
disturbance to the draw bottom or area immediately adjacent to the crossing sites. Excess or waste
material should be disposed of at a location where it will not erode directly into the stream or draw
bottom.

. Limit road use and hauling to dry, frozen or snow covered conditions. Suspend operations
during periods before rutting occurs.

Noxious Weeds.

. Clean all road construction and harvest equipment of plant parts, mud and weed seed to prevent the introdu

of noxious weeds. Equipment would be subject to inspection by forest officer
orior to movino on site

. Re-seed all newly disturbed soils on road cuts and fills to site adapted grasses for
reduction of weed encroachment and stabilization of roads

IO



. Weed controlwould be implemented according to the weed plan outlined in the environmental

assessment. Monitor the project area for two years after completion of harvest activities to identify

occurrence of any noxious weeds on site.

General Design and Mitigation Recommendations for Harvest Units:

. lmplement equipment restriction zones (ERZ) along deeply incised ephemeral draws.

o ln all units, designate ERZs below slope breaks > 45%. These areas shall require directional felling

and winching as designated by the forest officer.

. Develop a skidding plan prior to equipment operations. Skid trail planning would identify which main

trails to use, and wnat additional trails are needed. Trails that do not comply with BMPs (i.e. draw

bottom trails) should not be used and closed with additional drainage installed where needed or grass

seeded to stabilize the site and control erosion.

. Slash would be trampled and chipped in the woods and spread over skid trails to help reduce erosion

and enhance seedling groMh.

. Leave 5-10 tons/acre of coarse woody debris on the ground to enhance seedling growth and

maintain long-term overall soil productivity.

il



PRICKLY PEAR PROJECT
Vegetative Analysis

The DNRC is proposing forest management (commercial thinning operations) in the area south of Alhambra, MT.

The state owns the south half, and the Wt/zNWVc Section 16, T8N, R3W, less the interstate and highway right-of-

ways. In whole, we usually refer to this tract as the Warm Springs Creek tract. This project proposal is limited

however to a single forest stand in the W%SW% of the section and will be referred to as the Prickly Pear Project.

The SFLMP recommends a third order drainage basin for vegetative analysis of the landscape surrounding a

project area on scattered trust lands. However, in this case, the project area lays within l" and 2nd order drainages

which deliver directly into Prickly Pear Creek, so a grouping of these drainages have been selected as a

representative analysis area.

The analysis area boundary begins at the south line ofsection 16, at the west righfof-way boundary ofl-15, thence

westerly up the ridge line to Windy Butte, thence north westerly along the ridgeline to a point in the S7z Section

I 8, thence north easterly along the ridgelines to a peak (4995') in the SE% Sec. 8, thence south easterly down the

ridgeline to the south side of Alhambra and the I-15 right-of-way in the north central portion of Section 16, thence

south along the I-15 right-of-way to the point of beginning. This analysis area encompasses 1276 acres, more or

less. Ownerships within the analysis area include 213 acres of state tand (public school trust) and 1063 acres

private.

State land in the analysis area includes the following:

Stand
I

2
aJ

lt
t2
l3

Acres
+/
54

l8
l6
l2
7l
2t3

TlDe
P7P

P9MP
NF
NF
P9W
P9WM

Notes
Burned by wildfire in l96l
Underburned by wildfire in 196 I

Brushy area near stream

SMZ and adjacent
Includes the 62 acre project area

T2



Prickly Pear Project Area
Section 16, T8N, R3W

Analysis
Area 

\

Scale l.24OOO
/

to Jefferson City



State land forest habitat types in the analysis area are all Ponderosa pine, some Bluebunch wheatgrass, some Idaho

Fescue (pipo/Agsp & Feidj. The average site index in the project area is 42.5. The average tree age is 86-5, with a

range for mature iize trees of 50- l 20 years. There are several hundred/ac., in some patches thousands/ac', of

seedings and saplings 0-40 years old.

One old tree was observed and documented at 2l I years. (Thirteen sample plots systematically located across the

project area included age samples on 22 trees. The oldest tree observed was 2l I years. A second tree, which

exhibited old tree form charactertics, was sampled twice and confirmed to be only 103 years old.) This age

distribution coincides with the land use history of this area. The project area was mined in the late 1800's, early

1900's, and was readily accessible along an old stage and rail line.

Green et.al. provide the following basic characteristics for Old Crowth Ponderosa Pine, the conditions in this stand

are included lor comparison.

Green Minimum
TPA> 17" dbh 4

Large tree age avg. >l 80

BA/ac. (l 6" dbh) >40 sq.ft.

Snags/ac. 9

Down logs >9"lac. low to moderate

The project area stand is not Old GroMh, based upon these observations.

This stand
28.8
I l3
lll
0.5

almost none

The 1997 Losensky report analyzed historic (early 1900's) forest inventory data to estimate forested acreage and

age class distributions. The Flelena [Jnit, and the Prickly Pear Analysis area, lay within climactic zone M332D.

The Losensky report found that a historic condition for the I l% ofthe zone classified as Ponderosa Pine forest

included 7oh of acreage old (>l7l years), l0%o mature, 25'/opolesize,4TYo seedling/sapling and I l%o nonstocked.

Ponderosa pine in th ii area typically occupies the drier lower slope positions, adjacent to valleys. Frequent low

intensity *ildfi." is thought to have been the principle disturbance responsible for this historic age class

distribution. (see Figure l)

Based upon inventory data for Helena Unit lands compiled as of l12610l, the age distribution of Ponderosa Pine

includes 22.35% old (>l5l yrs.), 58.gloA mature, 10.03% pole size, 5.24o/oseedling/sapling and3.48o/o

nonstocked. It is probable that a combination of land use practices and fire suppression activities have caused this

significant abnormal skewing of Ponderosa Pine age distributions. (See Figure 2) Current stocking of mature and

old Ponderosa Pine stands are nearly 5 times the historic level for this area.

The project stand, at an average large tree age of | | 3 years, is just in the early mature age range. Current growth

is stiil relatively good, but will begin to decline rapidly now that understory stocking is reaching full occupancy of
the site.

l-l



size class
age range' o/o of type CT2 PP

: of area 8% total
v

nonstocked
0

11.00%
0.88%

seed/sap
1-44

47.0Oo/o
3.76%

pole
41 - 100
25.OOo/o

2.00o/o

mature
101 - 170
10.00%
0.80%

old
171+

7.0Oo/o

0.56%

old
151 +

22.35o/o
3.43%

size class
age range
% of type
o/o of area

PP
15.34% total

nonstocked seed/sap
0 1-40

3.48o/o 5.24%
0.53% 0.80%

pole mature
41 - 1A0 101 - 150
10.03% 58.91%
1.54% 9.03%

2OO1 PP age

SSmrm ffil

Historic PP age dist. in M332D
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(L

s

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.'r

0

E
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The private lands within the analysis area include areas of high densify subdivision and rural range and forest

land. Private lands include approximately 243 forested acres, with the balance of820 acres being nonforested, or

non stocked since the l96l fire.

The forest stand proposed for thinning has 1593 total trees/ac., with 139 over 6" dbh. Basal area for all trees is

123.3 sq. ft. The stand exhibits an irregular dense, multi-layered canopy which would not be typical for a

Ponderosa Pine stand on these habitat types under natural conditions. The adjacent stand north ofthe project area

was under burned by the fire of 196 | and is more characteristic of a natural Ponderosa Pine stand condition. The

next stand north experienced a stand replacing fire at that same time and is currently poorly stocked with
Ponderosa pine seedlings/saplings, which have regenerated naturally following the blaze. The project stand in its

overstocked and stressed condition is at an elevated risk for stand replacing wildfire and/or insect (Mountain Pine

Beetle) attack. The adjacent housing developments pose a considerable value at risk of wildfire'

Noxious weeds, specifically spotted knapweed and dalmation toadflax, are present on the project area, and all

surrounding lands. The knapweed in particular is well established in most open areas, and is present in trace

amounts throughout the stand. Management actions for well established category I noxious weeds should include

containment and suppression of existing infestations and prevention of new infestations.

Current forage production on the lease west of I-15 is 32 AUM on 213.1 acres (L-7611). Duringthe previous lease

cycle (1990-99) the capacity was rated at 34 AUM, from 1980-89 it was listed at 57 AUM. This trend is most

likely due to a combination of Ponderosa Pine encroachment and fill in stocking and noxious weed infestation.

The attached page shows the 1955 and l99l aerial photographs ofthe section.

Conclusions:

The proposed project area appears to be more heavily stocked than would be expected for a natural condition.

Regional Ponderosa Pine age distributions are uncharacteristically shifted toward mature and old age classes'

Considering this alone would indicate an evenaged regeneration harvest. However, the project stand is only in the

early mature stages and likely has not yet reached culmination of annual volume increment. Management actions

which would reduce seedling/sapling and pole size stocking levels in the understory, while maintaining a broadly

unevenaged stand of relatively large diameter trees may be appropriate. Some weed control activities should be

implemented.

ll-5-01
D.J. Bakken
Forester
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----Original Message----
From: Joslin, Gayle
Sent: Friday, January 04,2002 5:29 PM

To: Bakken, D.l.
Cc: Korn, Mike (HARO); Peterson, Joel
Subject: Alhambra Timber Sale

D.J.

Thanks for the tour yesterday of the Alhambra project site. As we discussed, if it is possible to leave
clumps of trees in the pole stands, and stringers of larger trees where they tend to be anyway, the
integrity of movement routes along the ephemeral drainages will be retained to some degree and thermal

cover will be retained to a larger degree than if the area were left with evenly trees distributed. At least

40 trees per acre is important, even though that stocking rate will not achieve the canopy coverage
necessary to achieve 70% that is ideal for thermal cover, if the trees are left in clumps and stringers,
wildlife will be able to make better use of them and microclimates will exist in these overstory
arrangements that would not otherwise be achieved.

Please take all measures to ensure that traffic does is not allowed through this area connecting adjacent

subdivisions. The impacts to wildlife from these adjacent developments are taking their toll already as

evidenced by the tracks of dogs in the snow. Traffic would add to the severity of the situation for wildlife.

Sorry to be so brief, but I promised a response to you soon.

Gayle Joslin
Wildlfie Biologist
Helena Area Resource Office
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Ft'tr ht tlre efid u,t zrill conscnte only iulttt ipe loz,t'.
lVt tpill loxe anly iohtt iL'e undt:rstand.

And tue zpill understrttd only rt'hat u,e nre tnugltt.

- Ilalra Dioum, African Conservationist -
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PRICKLY PEAR PROJECT AREA

Fire History

The Prickly Pear Project Area lays within the boundary of the Helena Forest Fire Protection District (est. 1977) and

partially within the Clancy Fire Services Area, and the boundaries of the Jefferson City Volunteer Fire Company.

Jeflerson County is also included in the State-Counry Cooperative Fire Program, initially in 1970, revised in 1979

and 1986. Since 1977, the State of Montana has kept fire records for this area. (Records since l98l are in a

computer database maintained by the Fire & Aviation Management Bureau in Missoula.) Fires are categorized by

size as follows:

Size Class Acreage

0-.25
.26 *9
l0-99
100 - 299
300 - 999
l,000 - 4,999

r 5,000

Since 198 l, there have been nine fires within one mile of the Prickly Pear Analysis area. There have been two size

class G fires within ten miles of the project area. (Warm Springs Creek, 1988, and Boulder Complex,2000)

On lands outside of the USFS boundaryr within T8N, R3W, there have been 30 wildland fires since 1981. These

occurrences would all have been within 3.5 miles of the project area.

Prior to state record keeping, there was a large (category F or G) fire in 196 I which burned into the project area.

Historically, initial attack efforts have been successfully able to suppress most of the fires in this area at a small
size. In the few instances where this did not occur, large catastrophic fires resulted.

Dr.rring the last decade, the Northern Rockies have experienced several seasons of increased fire occurrence and

acreage burned. The tlrree dominant causes cited for this trend are prolonged droughty periods, increased forest

fuel levels and the presence ofurban interface areas. (Urban interface areas pose an increased risk ofhuman caused

fire

tRecords of fires within the LISFS boundary are maintained by the Helena National ForestJbr this area. These

records were not reviewed (rs part oJ'this analysi.s.
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ignition, and defensive activities to protect lives and property can inhibit suppression actions resulting in larger

fires.)

The vegetative analysis for the Prickly Pear project area has documented a significant increased stocking level in

these forest stands from 1955 to the present (the only exception being those stands still poorly stocked following

the 196 I burn). Subdivision activity since the early 1960's has resulted in numerous homes being constructed in

this analysis area.

Increased forest stocking levels, increased levels ofurban interface, and a history offire starts averaging more than

one a year for the area, cumulatively yield a relatively high fire risk for the project area. Preventive forest

management treatments (thinning in this case), being the only factor directly within DNRC control, would be

recommended to reduce fire risk.

A September 2001 study by the University of Montana (A Strategic Assessment of Fire Hazardin Montana, Carl

Fieder, et al.) evaluated existing crown fire risk and management strategies for its prevention. For this study, the

indicator used to rank crown fire risk was the crowning index. Crowning index is the estimated wind speed needed

to carry a crown fire through a specified forest stand. If a low wind speed/crowning index is estimated, the stand

would be considered high risk, high wind speeds would be low risk. For this study, high risk had a crowning index

of <25 mph, medium 26-50 mph and low risk >50 mph. A variely of stand species, canopy structures and

treatment prescriptions were evaluated.

The existing project area is Ponderosa Pine, high density (>75 sq. ft. BA/ac) with a mix of two storied and multi-
storied canopy configurations. The study predicted crowning index values for this type of stand to be 2l mph (2

storied) to l9 mph (multi-storied), for stands east of the continental divide.

The treatments proposed for this area would retain approximately 46 sq. ft. of Basal area per acre across nearly all

tree sizes 6" and larger. This prescription would approximate the comprehensive treatment evaluated in the

University of Montana study. The study estimated crowning index following a comprehensive treatment to increase

to 76 mph (2 storied) to 80 mph (multi-storied). (ln contract, a treatment thinning from below, retnoving trees <9"

dbh, would only increase crowning index to 38 mph and 35 mph respectively.) The study further estimated that

75% of stands treated with a comprehensive prescription would retain their low risk rating 30 years post treatment.

The proposed treatment for the Prickly Pear Project area should achieve the objective ofreducing hazardous forest

fuel conditions.

DJ Bakken
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