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Finding

ALTERNATWE SELECTED
I have carefully reviewed this environmental assessment and have selected Action Alternative C
to adopt formal rules with minor deviations from RNIS wording contained in the SFLMP Record
of Decision (May 30, 1996). These are programmatic rules that provide policies and direction for
managing state-owned forestlands. The rules contain general philosophies, managembnt
standards and more detailed procedures that direct the manner in whioh project-level decisions
will be reaohed. The rules deviate little from the original SFLMP RMSs. They remain consistent
with the SFLMP premise and philosophy, butthey remove the deparanent's numeric criteria for
retention of old growth. The old growth commiknent was removed due to conflicts with recent
state law, in particular 77-5-L16, MCA. The rules do not address site-specific issues, make
specific land use allocations or identifu precise future output targets foiinOiviaual resources. The
Action Altemative provides the best currently available approach for meeting deparnnent needs
for consistent direction. While contlnuing management under the No Action approach is
possible, the adoption of forest management rules will provide forest managers with more
detailed procedures that help improve clurty and reduce ambigpity when makingprojectJevel
dEcisions. They will also provide the public with detailed information on implementing the

{epartmenfs management philosophy. The nrles as adopted will not substitute for public
involvement, Proper analysis, and documentation in future projecrspecific decisioni.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EM/IRONMENTAL IMPACTS
I have reviewed the analysis contained in this EA and have compared it with the seven
Significance Criteda (ARM 36.2.524). Due to the low potential for iderrtifiable and measurable
impaots of any form, I find that the alternative chosen will not have a significant efilect on the
huntau environment.

NEED FOR. FURTI{ER ENVIRONI\4ENTAL ANALYSIS
The selocted level of review under MEPA is appropriate forthis proposal and no significant

,effects to the human environment are anticipated. An Environmental Impact Statement is not
necessary and shall not be prepared.

Approved By:

Signature_ nwe' n/ 7/a z -
Chief, Forest Management Bureau
Trust Lands Management Divislon
Department of Natural Resowees and Conservfiion
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ProposedAc'tion
The Trust Iand lvlanagpmeot Division of the Montana Departnnent ofNatural Resources
and Conseruation (DNRC) proposes to adopt forestmanalement rules rmderthe Montana
AdminisEative Procedtnes Act G\4APA) consisteirt withthe Resource Manageme,nt
Standards (RI\{S) eglieradopted tmderthe Montana Environmental PolicyAct (MEpA)
as stated inthe State Forestland Manageme,nt Plan (SFLMP) Record of Decision (ROD
lday 30, 1990. The nrles are needed to provide field personnel with consistent policy
'and direstion for manngng state forested tands. The rules wifl apply to the forested taods
portion of the total 5.2 million asres of school trust laods administ€rcd by DNRC.

Altemdivs Cottsidercd
No A,ction - Under the No Action Altemdive, forest menagerrnent nrles would not be
adopted at thig time. Forest manngement activities would contintre undcr the direction
provided by the RMSs contained in the SFLMP ROD.

Actip=n.Alternatiyes - Under either of the Action Alternatives, forest managpment rules
would be formalty adopted under Iv{APA procedqres. Forest management nrles would
Fmvidethe gurdmg direction forthe Forest lvlanagement hoemm. More d€f,ailed and
consistent direution would be provided to forest managfls under this alternative.
Implementation of the forest managernent rules would begn upon adoption and . .

completion of required procedurcs under lvIAPA. With the exception of rurc differences
pertainiug 1p managemGnt of old grovrlh forest, the action altematives are identical,

Action Alternative B consists of a forest managernent rule set tbat would retain the
worrding of BiodiversityRl\ds 6 (sFL[,p, p. RoD-t3), whichwouldprovide for
.tinhining orrestoring old-growth forest in amounts of at least half tre average
proportion th* wouldte expected to occur with natural pfocesses on similar sites 1rule
XVII Biodivers8 - Old Grou/th lrdanage,ment). Refer,ences contained in RMS 6 and Z
relatd to the 'Biologioal diversity srategies for forest tne groupsn rqlort have been
removed. The nrles serve as the technicat procedures sdding tne aeparment.

Action Alternative C consists of aforest management rule set that removes the
commihelrt to naintaining or restoring old-growlh forest in amounts of at least half the
average proportion thatwould be expectedto occur withnatural processes on similar
sites contained in RMs 6 (SFLMP, p. RoD-13) as a component orrute xvII. old
growth would be managed as outlined in the nrles, but no firm numeric commitment to
old grounh retention would be made. Refercnces contained in RMS 6 and 7 related to



"Biological diversity strategies for forest type groups" reporl have been removed. The
rules serve as the technical procedures Suiding the department.

Scope and Relationship to the SFL*tp
The proposed rule set to be adopted is programmatic and follows the language,
philosophy and RMSs contained in the sFLMp RoD (RoD May 30, 1996), with
revisions as explained in this document. The Action Altematives would provide policy
and direction for managing forested state trust lands. The rules would not address site-
specific issues nor make specific land use allocations. They would provide the legal
frarnework for department project-level decisions. Projections, products or services are
expected to remain consistent with predicted environmental eflects addressed and
evaluated in the SFLMP EIS (May 15, 1996).

In their existing fonn, the rules are based on a foundation provided by the RMSs
contained inthe SFLMP ROD (May 30, 1990. Minor wording changes were made in
order to fit RMSs into adminisbative rule fomrat. The order that RMSs are used in the
rules varies some from thp order presented in ths ROD to improve clarity and utility of
the rules. SFLMP considerations of consistency and changes made to RMSs are noted in
the analysis.

The RMSs stated in the rules are comFlemented by more detailed policy *rui i, needed to
adequately provide field personnel with consistent direction for managing state forested
I,ands. The majority of the additional detailed policy was derived directty from SFLMp
Guidance that was adopted by the departmerlt to aid implementation of the SFLMP.
Some additions and revisions to the original SFLMP Guidance were made to address
trust mandate considetations, species status changes, improvements in local knowledge,
improvements in clarity for successful implementation, and improve fit with
administrative rule format.

If selected either of the Action Alternatives would provide the guiding framework for
proposing and analyzing site-specifi.c projects. The resulting rules would make site-
specific decisions more efficient by helping the department remain consistent with its
gverall management philosophy, and by saving needless repetition of the reasoning
behind policy decisions that have already been made. ttre rutes would not substitute for
public involvement or proper analysis and documentation in futtne project-specific
decisions.

Project Need
On February 2l,2OAl,the Montana First Judicial District Court in and for Lewis and
Clark County, in Cause No. BDV 2000-369, Friends of the Wild Swan v. Montana
Department ofNatural Resources and Conservation, issued ajudicial order ("February
Ll'zAAl Order") directing DNRC to undergo formal rulemaking under MAPA on the

!F!MP Biodiversity Guidance that was implemented by the departrnent in May 1998.
Following this order, the department initiated the process of incorporating the SpfUp
into rules. The purpose of this EA is to address potential effects of rhangpr associated



with revision of RMSs and guidance, and ensure compliance with MAPA and MEPA
procedural require,me,lrts

E nv iro nnuntnl As sstncnt D avlopnent
This envinonmental assessme,nt was developed concurrently with ffnal rsr/ision of the
draft forcst mFnagmdnt rules. This EA tiers to, and adop'ts the original eftcm
a$sessments contained in the SFLMP EIS (May 15, 1996) and relies on the ftndings
contained in the SFLMP EIS ROD. The EA was prepared though an interdisciplinary
approach in compliance with MEPA.

Pablic Inwtvenunt
During the developme'd of the SFLMP, s mailing list uas compiled of those intercsted in
participating in the public involveme,nt process. On January li,1995,a request form was
mailed to over 600 people on the list, asking if the interested party wanted to receive
SFLMP EIS documeirts. The SFLMP DEIS was reloased to the public to review on June
19, 1995. .EIS documents were mailed to all interested parties that requested them. A
press releaso nas issuod annormcing the availability of the document, and a request for
comnents was made. The comme'lrt period for the DEIS lastd 45 days and closed on
Augttst 4,1995. On June 30, 1995, af the requcst ofthe Wood Produots Assooiation, a
lettcr announcing the availability ofthe DEIS uas seat to each state instihrtbn that is a
designated beneficiary of forestd tnrst lands.

During this process, 174 commeirt correspondences were reoeived. Comments cune
from 98 individuals,5l organizations, 12 agencieq 8 schools and 3 legislators.
Responses to each commerrt were developed by the d€parheN$ as a part of the SFLMp
EIS pogeammdic plmning prccess. A detaited record of this prooess and the couments
are coutained in the SFLMP FEIS AppeNdix document (pp. Rsp-l ro RSp-127).

On Septe,mber 26,20V2,the departueat initiat€d the formal nrlenraking process under
M4PA to dwelop forwt managemeNrt nrles as a result of the Febnrary zi, zool court
order. A public coTm€rft period for the proposed nrles was open for 60 days (September
26,2W2 to November 25,2002r. As a part of this process,.tbree public heirines were
held acrtlss the stete: Hclena (November 4,2w2),Mssoula (November o, 2ooz; ana
Kalispe[ (November 7,2M2). A total of 17 individrrals testinea at these tnto [*ti"gs.
Testimony was recorded and unitten comments wene accepted. During that time, the
deparheut received approximately 236 additional u/ritten comments from fut€rested
parties. Responses to thc comments received were then developed by the deparfuent.
Under IVIAPA the r,esponses are apart ofthe pubtic record and 

-format 
rule adoption

process. The deparhent must fully consider written and oral submissions respecting the
proposed nrle. Under either of the action alternatives, rules would be officially adopted
with the publication of the AdoptionNotice in the Montana Administrative niEu;
([,IAR).

tthis EA closely follows and adopts the analysis contained in the SFLMP, any resulting
effects associated with the proposed actions were,.by their natme, generally expected to 

-

be minor. As this process was initiated to address the existing issues in th; signeA



SFLMP, no new issues were t0 be analyzed, and necessarT additional analysis under this
proposal is minor. Adjusknents to the SFLMP RMSs, such as those addressed in this EA,
are consistent with management considerations stated on page ROD-10 of the SFLMP
Record of Decision. Under subsection A. Managing the plan -... "The Forest
Management Bureau Chief could change management direction without changing the
Plan if the proposed change did not violate the fundamental intent as reflected in the Plan
and EIS." None of the proposed revisions are outside the range of effects analyzed in the
SFLMP. Due to the size, type, and complexity of this proposal, the deparbnent
detemtined that formal project scoping was not necessary.

Legal and Administrative Framework
The legal framework within which the SFLMP is implemented is described in the
SFLMP Appendix (pp. LGL-I to LGL-I1). Topics covered in the SFLMP Appendix
include general legal &amework, planning and environmental assessmen! land
administration, and resource management. Minor reference updates include the
following: l) rules are found in Title 36 of the ARMs, and2)rules specific to MEPA are
contained in Title 36, Chapter 2, sub-chapter 5 of the ARMs.

Proposed Schedule of Activities
The Cbief of the Forest Management Bureau (Trust Lands Management Division) will
select an altemative prior to final, fonnal adoption of ruIes. Should an Action
Altemative be selected and forest management rules be adopted, an adoption notice
would be published in the MAR (anticipated March 2003). Rules would be available to
all interested parties. The rules would include atl of the elements necessary for
implementation at the project level. As such, the rules would formally codiff the
SFLMP. The rules would be approved by the Board of Land Commissioners prior to
final adoption.

Ather Governmental Ageneies with Juris diction
The actions and policies of other large forest landowners and of state and federal
regulatory agencies and county govemments affect the management of DNRC forested
lands. A complete discussion that is relevant to this proposal is contained in the SFLMP
FEIS (pp. Itr-6 to m-8).

Affected Envbonment and Environmental effects
A complete discussiorr of the affected environment and environmental effects is
contained in the SFLMP FEIS and ROD (May 30, 1996). This EA tiers to the complete
evaluations contained in these earlier documents. However, as minor changes were made
to the RMSs stated in the ROD, an additional assessmerrt was necessary ro ensuro that
changes were within the range of effects analyzed in the FEIS. This analysis consists of a
review ofeach resource catogory that could be affected, and disclosure ofany expected
changes in effects from what was originally stated in the SFLMP FEIS for the proposed
altematives.

GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, STABILITY AND MOISTIIRE
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No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing mpnngernent
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives-Under both Action Alternatives, detailed forest manageme,lrt rules
would be adopted und€r MAPA that are consistent with the inte,nt and philosophy of the
SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indileet or cumulative effects ditrering from those
disclosed in the SFL-L{P FEIS would be anticipated.

WATER QUALrrl QUANTTTY Al.rD DTSTRTBUTION
No Action - UndertheNo AstionAlternative, no changes in the existing management
direetionwould occur. No direct, indir€ct, or crmulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternativep Under both Action Alternatives, detailed forest managerrrent nrles
would be adopted under MAPA tht ere consistent with the intent and philosophy of the
SFLMP ROD. No associated dfuect, indirect or cumulafive effects differing from those
disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS wouldbe anticipated.

nulc )Ofi Wstenhed (Garcral)
wat€rsh€d Rltdss 14,15,16 and 17 wer€ droppd firom the forest managemsnf nrle set
beause thev pertain to activities that re administered rmder separafe DNRC programs.
The intentofthe forest managementnrles is to address DI{RC forest.*ugdtnt
activities as definedby nrle. As such, the rules do not address fire manag€,ment, fire
suppression, fire rchabilimiolr or rehabilitation of other development activities as
described in these RMSs. No measurable effets to water quality or beireficial uses are
expected to reslt from this changg.

R tle )ffiII Votefhd (Camuldtve Effe6)
The language contained in &e for€st managem€N$ nrle is ditrerelrt than that conrained in
Watershed RMS 7. SFLMP Watershed RMS 7 specified that tbreshold values fot
oumulative qxaf€chodeffec'ts would be established forthe Stillwater, Coal Creekand
Swan River State Forest at a level to ensure protoction of beneficial uses with a low
degr€e of rislc The langrrage was changed in the rules to reflect changes that havc
occurred within Moutana Law regarding assessnrcnt of impaired bodies of water and
development of Total Lfu<imtrn Ioad Developnaent CfhdDL), since the adoption of the
SFLMP. The nrles rccognize tbe sensitivity aod special management considerations
nreded statewide for all bodies of water th* have been identified on Montana,s 303(d)
list as impaLed and that are subqrrently in need of TMDL developmenl The primary
watersheds &ainirythe Stillwater" Coal Creek and SwanRiver State Forestare-included
on the 303(d) list, and therefore would stitl be managed to ensure low levels of risk due to
cumulative watershed effects rmder the proposed nrle. The rules provide for the sane
levels ofpmtection for wailer quality and beneficial as provided 6y the SFLMP. No
measurable effeca to water quality or beneficial uses are expectedto result from this
change.

Rt lc WV Watenhed (Monttofing)
The langrrage contained in the forest management rule is different than that contained in
Walershed RMSs 2l and23. The language in WS RMS 21 was changed to incorporate



only those activities administered under the Forest Management Program. Activities
such as mini$g, cabin sites and recreation were not included in the rules because they
pertain to activities that are administered under separate DNRC programs. The intent of
the forest management rules is to address DNRC forest management activities as defined
by rule. Problems identified during monitoring that are attributable to other
adminishative programs will still be documented and shared with other DNRC program
staff, Cooperative remedies and mitigation effiorts will be considered when appropriate.
Therefore, no measurable effects to water quality or beneficial uses are expected to result
from this change.

The language contained in the Watershed RMS 23 was also changed in the rulEs.
Specific references to the Flathead Basin Forest Practices and Fisheries Program Final
Report Recommendations were dropped from rules. This is because the monitoring
strategy outlined in this document has been superseded by the development and adoption
of a Bull Trout Restoration Plan, and a Conservation Agreement for Westslope Cutthroat
Trout by the State of Montana. The forest management rules have integratedthe
monitoring strategies contained in these more recent cooperative conservation efforts,
The monitoring objectives aontained in these agreements and documents are consistent
with the SFLMP. Thetefore, no measurable effects to water quality or beneficial uses are
expectedto result from this change.

AIR QUAIITY
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be antiiipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules-would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

VEGETATION COVE& QUANTITY AND QUALITY

No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives B and C - Under the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent, and philosophy
of the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

Rule IV Biodiversity

$e rules drop a portion of Biodiversif RMS 1: "A coarse filter approach "assumes that
if landscape pattems and process (similar to those species evolved with) are maintained,
then the full complement of species will persist and biodiversity will be maintained"
(Jensen and Everett, 1993)." This portion was removed since it provided no direction



being instead a simple statement ef managem€nt philosophy. However, the concept is
capfired in the definitions section of the nrles.

nulcw Btodivercity
A portion of RMS 2) is removed from the rules. Deleted: "The coarse filter approach
supports diverse wildlife babitat by managing for a variety of forest strrrctures and
compositions, instead of focusing on habitat needs for individual, selected species." The
portionwas delctedbecause itprovides no direction beiry instead a simple statement of
philosophy. Howuver, the concept is captured in the definitions section of the nrles.

This clarified the depueenfs fine filter c,onmitnent to comport with existing laws and
mandates resulting in no change to intelrt of the SFLMP.

RulcVn'
This rule rtplaced ths t5pical analysis area of a "third order drainage" me,lrtioned in the
RMS with the t'a4minisfratirne rmit" as the tSpicat anatysis area; also added the words "a
range of to RMS 3 as follows: VII (2) Our tJpical analpis unit would be a third onder
drainage whs€in we would focus on maintaining or restoring "a range of' the forest
conditions thatwouldhave natnally beenpresent gven topographic, edaphic and
climatic characteristics ofthe arca The additional language results inno change in
effects fromthe SFLMP.

In rule Vtr (3) the deparhent changed the word 'tsfrustrrEs" to "conditions" as follows:
Tinb€r hanwts would be designed to promote lo4g-term diversity and an appropriafe
reprasentation of forest conditions acnoss thelandsc4pe. Where our ownership contained
forcst rrstuctut€s" 

Crnnrle changed to "conditions') made rate on adjacent lmds due to
ottrers mmagBm€otactivities, we would (in nrle changed to'hay') notnecessaily
maintainthose sfructtres in amounts sufficient to compensale fortheir loss when
assessed over the broader landscAe. These two minorwording cbanges result in no
change to the intent of the SFLMP or in the effects anticipated.

Rule VII (3.a) phows minor wording cbanges by adding the following: Howwer, if st*e
ounrership contains rars or rmique habitat elements, as previousty defioed in INEW
RLJLE mJ ocqming nattrally, the deparh,ent shall rnanage so as to retain those
elements, to the extent it is consistent with fiduciary duties owed to the beneficiary. The
original senEnce from RMS 3 follows: Howwer, if oru ownership contained mre or
unique habitat elements occuning naturally (e.g, bog, patches of a rare plant), we would
merrage so as to rctain those elements. The changes result in no change of intent or
effects compared to the SFLMP since they simply clari$ the relationship betvyeen
retention ofthe tandscape ole,ments described and ourtrust obligations.

RMS 4 @ule )fiII) reflects identical changes as RMS 3 as descdbed in the previous
paragraph.

RMS 6 was revised by omitting the following from nrle: - Procedures such as those
descdH in "Biological Diversity Strafegies for Forest Type Crroups" or other technical



references would be used for designating and managing old-growth blocks and
replacement areas. This phrase was deleted because the rules now provide the technical
reference to be used by the deparfrnent. The rules result in implementation of the intent
of the SFLMP with no change in effects,

RMS 6 is also expanded on by inclusion of procedures initially described in the
department's 1998 Biodiversity Implernentation Guidelines. Inclusion in the rules
clarifies and implements the intent of the SFTMP and results in no change in effects.

RMS 7 is deleted. The rules nowprovide necessary program direction in place of the
references contained in RMS 7. The implementation of the SFLMP through inclusion of
Guidelines as rules results in no change in effects from the SFLMP and clarifies the
intent of the SFLMP.

RMS 9 Landscape evaluations would be checked to compare actual effects of
management activities and natural processes against desired or predicted effects (added:
to the extent practicable) in rule XD( This minor addition results in no change from the
intent of the SFLMP nor in anticipated effects.

RMS l0 Cooperative plans would be evaluated as needed, to monitor howsuccessfully
they are being implemented (added: and to determine if continued participation is
warranted) in Rule XVII (a). The phrase " in its sole discretion" was also added to Rule
XVII. The deparhent considers it appropriate to retain disoretion as consistent with
depirtment mandates, ownership and other objectives. These additions result in no
change from the intent of the SFLMP nor in anticipated effects.

Minor wording changes were made in Silviculture RMSs andthese were reviewed, None
of the minor wording changes in the Silviculture RMSs result in a change of SFLMP
intent or effects.

Action Altenrative B - The content of RMS 6 (ROD) ..."DNRC would seek to maintain
or restore old-growth forest in the arnounts of at least half the average proportion that
would be expected to occur with natural processes on similar sites"...would be retained in
rule XWI. No change in effects from the SFLMP would be anticipated. No change in
effects on forest fragmentation, patch size and patch configuration would expected under
this alternative.

Action Alternative C - The commitnent to retain old growth made in RMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed from rule XVI[. Old growth would be managed as outlined in the
rules, but no frm numeric corrrmitment to old growth retention would be made. The
anticipated effects are within the scope of analysis contained in the SFLMP (FEIS: SUM-
10; SUM-44; SUM'57;IY-62to IV-73). No change ineffects on forest fragmentation,
patch size and patch configuration would be expected under this alternative.

Rule XLWI Categorieal Exclusions



An additional categorical exclusion for timber harvest rvas included in both Action
Alternative rule sets. This categorical exclusion would allow timber harvest of up to
100,000 board feet, or salv4ge harrrest of 500,000 board feet. Such harvest or salvage
would not be allowed in situations wherc E:rhaordinary Circumstances (see Rule )(LVtr
Categorical Exclusions) would be likely to occur, and all projects implemented under this
categorical exclusion would be required to conform to these rules.

No Action - Under the No Action Alte,tnative, no changes in the existing manegement
direction would occur. No dircct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action - BothActionAltematives -- Past deparhent ocperience has shownthat hawests
ofthese volunnes are notmally of short duration and limited area Disturbance to the land
and other resoufiees would be minirnal. The er(clusion would not apply unless it was
obvious thatthe oqmulative effects would not be significant when considenedtogether
with otherftarvesting inthe area

Small volume han'ests could help maintain a supply of timber for mall loggiry
operations and mills, helping to provide jobs and sustain local economies. Snall harvests
and salvages could also be part of sustained-yield manage,men! whetber to optimize total
harvest and tnrst income or as an element of srrstained multiple r€sowce management.

Satvaging dead or dyipgtrees would help to conftol insect and disease, and reduce
wildfir€ danger, Renoving dead and dying tees could reduce the number of snags, snag
reBlacements, and large frlen logs ftd are important habitat feattnes for some wildlife 

-

species and componeirts of some ecosyste,ms.

TERRESTRIAI+ AVIAN A}iID AQUATIC LIF-E A}ID HABITATS
No Action- UndertheNo Action dlternative, no changes in the CIdsting management
dircctionwould ocflr. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects wouldk antiiipatea.

Action Alternatives B and C - Under the Action Alteroatives, dEtailed forest rnanagsrneNrt
nrles pertaining to wildlife would be adopted rurder MAPA that are consistelrt withthe
intenq and philosophy of the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct" indfuest or cumulative
effects ditrering fromtbose disctosed in the SFLMP FEIfI would be anticipated.

Action Alternative B -The content of RMS 6 (ROD) ..."DNRC would seekto maintain
or restlrre old4rowlfi forest in the amotrnts of at least half the average proportion that
would be Qrpected to occw with nattral priocesses on similar sites"...would be retained in
rule X\[tr. No change in effects from the SFLMP would be anticipatod-

AstionAlterndive C-The commimentto retain oldgrowthmade inRMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed fr,om nrle )ryIU. 01d growlh would be qanaged as outlined in the
nrles, but no firm numeric commihent to old grourlft retention would be made. The
anticipated effects are within the scope of analysis contained in the SFLMP for Forest
vegetation and Wildlife respectively (FEIS: sUM-10, SUM-44, sUM-57, lv-62to IV-
73; SIJM-61, SUM-62, [V-116 to IV-167).
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Under both Action Alternatives some minor changes to SFLMP RMS langt'age were
made in rules pertaining to terrestriat, avian and aquatic life and habitats. The rules are
listed below with an explanation of potential for associated effects.

Rule XLil Big Game (general)
Big Game RMS 3 was dropped from the forest management rule set because itpertains to
the replacement of outdated November 1989 department policy that has been not been in
use for approximately 7 years. Forest management rules would provide needed direction,
thus, this RMS is unnecessary. This change is consistent with the original SFLMP
RMSs and would result in no measurable effects to wildlife or their habitats. Big Garne
RMSs 5 and 6 were retained rn rule in new and separate locations (rule )(D( Biodiversity
- Field Reviews and rule ruVtfi Management of the State Forest Land Management
Plan).

Rule M{VII Fisheries (general)
The language contained in the forest managernent rule set is different than that contained
in Fisheries RMSs 2, 8 and 9. Specific references to the Flathead Basin Forest Practices
and Fisheries ProgramFinal Report Recommendation 17 and the knmediate Actions fbr
Bull Trout recommendedby Governor's Bull Trout Restoration Team were.dropped from
rules. This is because the documents referenced in the original RMSs have been
superseded by the development and adoption of a Bull Trout Restoration Plan and a
Conservation Agreement for Westslope Cutthroat Trout by the State of Montana. The
forest management rules have integrated the strategies contained in these more recent
cooperative conservation efforts. The objectives contained in these agreements are
consistent with the SFLMP and would result in rro measurable effects to fisheries or fish
habitat.

Fisheries RMS 7 was dropped &om the forest mrmagement rules because these
conservation measures have also been integrated into the State's Bull Trout Restoration
Plan, and conservation strategies contained in the Westslope and Yellowstone Cutthroat
Trout Conservation Agreements. The objectives contained in these agreements are
consistent with the SFLMP and would result in no measure effects to fisheries or fish
habitat.

LiNIQUE, ENDANGERED, SENSITWE, FRAGILE OR LIMITED
ENVIRONMENTAL RES OURCE S
No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direcg indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives B and C - Under the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules pertaining to wildlife would be adopted under MAPA. that are consistent with the
inteirt, and philosophy of the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative
effects differing fromthose disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.
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Action Alternative B - The content of RMS 6 (ROD) ...*DNRC would seek to maintain
or rcstore old-growth forest in the amounts of at least half the average proportion that
would be expecrcd to occur with natural processes on simil4l sites"...would be retained in
nrle XVII. No change in effeets from the SFLMP would be anticipated.

Action Alternative C - The commitmerrt to retain old growth made in RMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed from nrle )nntr. Old growth would be managed as outlined in the
rules, but no firm numeric commihent to old growth rptention would be made. The
anticipated effects arc within the scope of analysis contained in the SFLMP for Forest
Vegetation md Wilillife respectively (FEIS: SUM-10, SUM-44, SI-IM-57, IV-62 to tV-
73; SLJM-61, SIJM-62,IV-l16 to IV-167)

ActionAltenratives - Some minor changesto SIILMP nVfS languagp were made inrules
pertaining to tbreatmed and endangened species. The rules are listed with an explanation
of potential for associated effects below.

ndc JA{Uffi Thrcatened md Entungercd Species (2), (2)(a) and Q)Q).
The nrles wilt carry the force of law when adopted. Thus, the deparhent considers it
app,iopriateto rctaindiscreti_on forworking Soup and recovery effortparticipatio4 as
consisteot with deparment mendates, ownership and otber objectives. Consequently, the
phra*e ' in its sole discretion" was addcd to reflectthis need Cf&E RMS 2). The
deeartnent has no intention of redtrcing paticipaion in working groups applicable to
manngernetrt of habitat on state land$ howwer, discretionary language was deemed
neoessary. This change is aonsistent with the original SFLMP RMSs and would nesult in
no measurable effects to rmique, endangere4 ftagile or limited environme,lrtal resorrces.

T&E RMS 3 was remowd from nrles fortlreatened and endange,red spwies, but is
contained in nrle )GVItr ldaoagement of the State Forest Iand ldanagement Plan.

T&E RMS 4 was clarified in nrle )Oilntr Theateqed and Fndrngered Spwies (3) to
that other appropriate data repositoties for monitoring information may be

pr$eNrt other rhan thosc specified in the RMS. This change is consiste,nt with ths original
SFLMP RMSs aod would restrlt in no measurable effects to uniqr.re, endangered, fragile
or limited environmental resourees.

Rale )ffi(VI Sensittw Specia (2)(a)
As worded in Sensitive Species RMS 8, the language orieina[y stated thatall (italics
added) observations of sensitive plant or animal species would be reported to the
MontanaNatural Heritage Program G\fi{IIP). The proposed rule change would shte that
anly rctable (italios added) observations would be reported ts the MNIIP or other
appropriate data repository. These changes wene needed to reduce the volume of low-
vahre observations, andacknowledge that inthe fisure, other datarepositories may be
more appopriate to receive infornation. This ohange is consistent with the orignnal
SFLMP RMSs and would renrlt in no measurable effects to unique, endangerod
sertsitive, fragile or limited environmelrtal resources.
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RuleW(W Sensitive Species (3)
Pertains to SS RMS 6. The rules will carry the force of law when adopted. Thus, the
department considers it appropriate to retain discretion for obtaining and referencing the
most appropriate information sources, which can change over time. Thus, the phrase " in
its sole discretion" was added to reflect this need. The department intends to continue
use of the best information available to address habitat concerns on state lands, however,
discretionary language was deemed necessary. This change is consistent with the
original SFLMP RMSs and would result in no measurable effects to unique, endangered,

sensitive, fragile or limited environrnental resources.

Rule )ffi(VI Sensitive Species (general)
Sensitive Species RMS 5 was dropped from the forest management rule set because it
directs the Forest Management Bureau to provide guidance for managing to support
populations of sensitive species. Forest management rules would provide this direction,
thus, this RMS is unnecessary. This change is consistent with the original SFLMP
RMSs and would result in no meastrable effects to unique, endangered, sensitive, fragile
or limited environmental resources.

HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES
No Action - Under theNo Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Altematives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

AESTIIETICS
No Action - Under the No Actiorr Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Altematives - Under either of the Action Altematives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA ttrat are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF LAND, WATER, AIR OR
ENERGY
No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Altprnatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consisterrt with the intent and philosophy of
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the"SFLMP ROD. No associated direct indirect or ctrmulative effects differiag from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

OTHER W DOCUMENTS PERTINENT TO TI{E AREA
No Action - Numerous other federal and state managpment plans qrist for Montana (such
aq federal USFS Forost Plans, federal threatened and endangered species recovery plans,
state Management Plans for Wildlife ldanagement Areas, Plum &qek Timber Company
Habitat Conscrvation Plan etc.) and these would apply regprdless of DNRC selection of
this altern*ive. Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing
rnpnagement direction would occru and no other federal or state management plans
would be atreG'ted" No dircct indir€ct, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alte,tnatives - Numerous other fede,ral and state rnanagement plans exist for
Montana and would apply regardless of DNRC selestion of this alternative. Under either
ofthe Action Alternatives, no other federal or stsle managcmqlt plans would be affected.
hailed forest m4nsgomqrt rules would be adopted rmder il{APA that are consisteirt with
the intent and philosophy of the SFLMP ROD. No associaed dfuect, indirect or
qrmulative effects ditredng from those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS wotrld be
anticipated. i

HI.JMAN HEALru A}ID SAFETY
No Action - Under the No Action Altornativg no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indfu€ct, or crrmulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detaild forest management
rules wouldbe adoptedunder MAPA that arc consistelrtwithth€ inteot and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associratd dfuect, indir€ct or crrmtrlative effects differing from
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

INDUSTRI,AL, COMMERCI.AL AI{D AGRICI,JLTI.JRAL ACTTVTTIES A}.ID
PRODUCTION
No Action - Under the No Action Altenrative, no changes in the existing management
dfueotion would oocur. No direct, indircct, or cunulative effects would be anticipated.

Astion Alternatives - Under either of the Astion Alternatives, detailed forcst managemelrt
rules would be adopted rrnder N,IAPA tbat are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated dircct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

Weed Managatunt RaIe )(LV
RMS I (pertains to rule )(LV (2) was revised and language was remoyed that specified
compliance with weed management law, inventory of occurre,lrce, development of
management plans, and allocation of fimding for control projects. These activities would
be addressed tbrough ongoing projects and through existing cooperative plans and laws.
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The language was not considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or
cumulative effects differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be

anticipated.

RMS 5 (pertairts to rule )(LV (2xiv)) was revised. Language was removed that specified
a speciflc number of years that continued control efforts would be applied following
activities creating soil disturbance. These efforts would continue as needed on ongoing
projects and license renewals. The language was not considered necessary inrule. No
associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects diftering from those disclosed in the
SFLMP FEIS wouldbe anticipated.

RMS 6 (pertains to rule )(LV (lxb)) was revised, Language was removed that specified
that weed management for large areas may be limited to containment. The language was
not considered necessary in rule as it identifies an obvious management strategy where
such circumstances exist. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing
from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMS 7 (pertains to rule )(LV) this RMS was remeved. It is an obligationthat is
understood by the deparbnent. The language was not considered necessary in rule. No
associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from those disclosed in the
SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMS 8 (pertains to rule XLV (3Xb)) this RMS was revised. The unnecessary reference
to the Montana County Weed Management Act was removed. The language was not
considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects
differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMS 9 (pertains to rule )(LV (5) this RMS was revised. The reference to special uses
was removed as the rules applyto forest management activities. The language was not
considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects
differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMSs ll,12, and 13 (pertains to rule )(LV) were omitted from rule as these
requirements would be met as a part of ongoing project activities, licensing renewals and
cooperative agreements with other entities and countias. The language was not
considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or crmulative effects
differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

Grazing on ClassiJied Forcsl Lands RuIe XLM
RMS 1 (pertains to rule XLIV (3)) was revised to acknowledge that changes to grazrng
stipulations could occur on licenses at any time during the term of the license. No
associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from those disclosed in the
SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.
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RMS 3 (pertains to rule )GIV (5)) was revised and references and range site
detenninationcriteriaweneremoved. Acceptedmethodsarecurrentlyinplace,which
may change over time with improved information and mefhodologies. As zuch, these
were not considered necessary to include in formal rule. No associated direct, indirect or
cumulative effects differing from those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be
anticipated.

RMS 6 (tertains to rule )GIV (8)) rcfenence to nunoerical require,naent was removed for
determination of healthy dparian firnction This requirement was considened to be an
unrealistio criterion that is difficult to quantifr and define. No associated direcL tndirect
or cumulative effects ditrering from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEI$ would be
anticipated.

RMS 7 a. and b. (pertdns to nrle )(LIV (11) were combined in rule. No associded
dfuect, indirect or crmulative effects differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS
would be anticipated-

RMS c. (pertai$ to nrle )(LIV (11)) was re,moved, which included uurccessary
references and rmrealistio broune utilizadon criteda No associated dir€ct, indirect or.
ctrmulative effects difrering from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be
anticipated

RMS d. (pertains to nrle )(LIV (12)) this RMS was revis€dto clarifi applicability and
roles of lice,nsee and the d€,parmeot. No associated dircct, indir€ct or crrmulative effects
ditr€ring from those disclosedinthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

QUAI.ITITY AI.ID DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYI{ENT
No Action - Under the No Action Altenrative, no changes in the existing management
directionwould occrr. No dircct, indirect, or crmoulative effects wouldbe anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Astion Alternatives, detailed forest maqflgement
nrles would be adoptedrmder MAPA that are consistentwith the intent and philosophyof
the SFLMP ROD. No associatd dirc$ indir€ct or crnnulative effects differiug from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated

LOCAL A}.ID STATE TAX BASE A}'{D TAX REVENTJES
No Action - Under the No Astion Alterndive, no cbanges in the existing tnanagerne,lrt

direction would occm No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the iqtent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direq indirect or cumulative effects diffeting from
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.
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DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direcg indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Altematives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAI PLANS AND GOALS
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

ACCESS TO, AND QUALITY OF, RECREATIONAL AND WILDERNESS
ACTIVITIES
No Aetion - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Altematives, detailed forest mauagement
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION A}ID HOUSING
No Action - Under the No Action Altenrative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occw. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differine from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

16



Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA tb* are consistent with the interrt and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associaned direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing ftom
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated-

CULTURAL LJMQIJENESS Al.rD DIVERSITY
No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
diroction would o@ur. No direct, indiroct, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest manngement
nrles wouldbe adopted rmdsr MAPAthat are consistent with the intent mdphilosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direot, indirect or qmulative effects differing from
those disclosod intbe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

OTIIER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL A|ID ECONOMIC CIRCLJMSTAI.ICES (i.e.,
alteration of firhne land uses)
No Action - Undsr the No Acdon Altemative, no changes in the existing management
diroctionwouldoccm Nodirect,indircct,orcumuldiveeffFectswouldbeanticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alt€rnatives, detailed forest managemelrt
rules would be adopbduoder MAPA that are consisteNrt withthe inte,lrt andphilosophy of
the SFLMF ROD. No associded dir€cq indireqt or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be auticipated" No change in annual haffwt
level would be anticipated.

CwruIariwEIfc*
No Action - Und€r the No Action Alterndive, no chages in the odsting management
directionwould ocsur. No cumulative effects would be anticipated

Action Alternatives - Under eithe,r of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules wouldbe adopted rmder lv[APA that me oonsistent withthe analysis contained in
the SFLMP FEIS. Some minor deviations in wording of orlgrnal SFLMP RMSg would
be present in adoped forest niles, however, no associated cumulative
effects ditr€dng ftom those disclosed rn the SFLMP FEIS analysis would be anticipated.
Overall, adoption of the fqpstrnanagemaNrt rules could improve the efficiency and
consistency ofpmject-level decision making at the statewide level, which would be
beneficial to trust beneficiaries.

Action Alternative B - The cont€nt of RMS 6 (ROD) would be retained in nrle )fi/IL No
change in crmoulative effects from the SFLMP would be anticipated.

Action Alternative C - The comnitnent to retain old grourth made in RMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed from rule XVII. Old growth would be managed as outtined in the
nrles, but no firm numeric commihent to old growth retelrtion would be made.
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Anlicipated cumulative effects would be within the scope of analysis contained in the
SFLMP for Forest Vegetation and Wildlife respectively (FEIS: SUM-I0, SUM-44, SUM-
57,\r-62 to IV-73; SUM-61, SUM-62, W-t 16 to IV-161.
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