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To: Governor's office, Aun: Todd o'Hair, PoB 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801 

JUN I 8 2004

Environmental Qualrty Council, POB 201704, Helena, Nff 59620-1104 | El:rer r'rrr
*Dept. of Environmental Quality, PoB 200901, Helena, Nm sgeio-o 

" 't Ltrulu4nV5.5*/jIoNMENTAL
*Dept. ofNatural Resources & Conservation, PoB 20r60l,Helen4 MT 59520-l6d1t'vI urrfuE
*Montana Fistr, Wildlife & Parks:

Website, Commission Secretary, Division Secretaries, Regional Office Managers,Iamds, Legal
*State Historic Preservation Office, POB 201202, Helena, Nff 59620-1202
*MT State Library, POB 201800, Helena, MT 59620-1800
Mark Baumler, Montana Historical Society, 8ox20r202, Helena, Nrr 59620-1202
Jim Jensen, MT Environmental Information Center, PoB 1184, Helena, MT 59624-1184
Montana Wildlife Federation, Box 1175, Helena, Ml 59624-1175
Carol Fox, Natural Resource Damage Program, P.O. Box 2}l425,Helen4 Mt 59620-1425
Gates Watson" American Public Land Exchange,I25 Bank Street, Missoula, MT 59802
Mark Elsbree, The Conservation Fund, P.O. Box 1524, Sun Valley, ID 83353
Pintlar Ranger District, USFS, 8810-A Business Loop, Phillipsburg, MT 59858
Anaconda-Deer Lodge county commissioners, courthouse, Anaconda, MT 597il
Anaconda Chamber of Commerce, 306 E Park, Anacond4 MT 59711
Granite County Commissioners, Courthouse, Philipsburg, I\iT 5 985 8
Butte-Silver Bow County Commissioners, Courthouse, Butte, MT 59701
Skyline Sportsmen's Association, P.O. Box 173, Butte, MT 59201
Anaconda Sportsmen's Club, Lorry Thomas, #2Cherry, Anaconda, MT 59Zll
Ravalli county Fish & wildlife Association, PoB 238, Hamilton, MT 59840-0238
George Grant Chapter Trout Unlimited, P.O. Box 563, Butte, MT 59703
Representative Jesse Laslovich, 112 Mountain Vw st, Anaconda MT 59711-1616
Representative Allen Rome, 748Danaln, Garrison, MT 59731-9737
Representative Larry Cyr,1260 W. Aluminum St., Butte, MT Sg70l-2102
Representative Steve Gallus, 23 L9 llarvard Ave., Butte, MT 5 970 I -3 854
Representative Jim Keane, 2131 Wall St., Butte, Mf 59701-5527
Representative Brad Newman, 514 N. Henry Ave., Butte, MT 59701-8720
Senator Sherm Anderson, POB 3l l, Deer Lodge, MT 5g7ZZ-0311
Senator Bea McCarthy, 1906 Ogden St, Anaconda, MT 5971I-1706
Senator Dan Flanington" 1201 N.Excelsior Ave., Butte, MT 59201-8505
Senator Debbie Shea, 100 Moon Ln, Butte, MT 59701-3975
Senator Conrad Burns, 200 E. Broadway, Missoula, MT 59802
Senator Max Baucus, 2ll N. Higgins, Ste. 102, Missoula, MT 59802
congressman Dennis Rehberg, Federal Bldg, 200 E. Broadway, Missoula, MT 59802
Bob Bullers, Missoula wildlife Association, 401 Burlington, Missoula, MT 59801
Janet Ellis, Montana Audubon Council, POB 924,Helen4 Ml59624-0924
Montana State Park Association, POB 699, Billings, MT 59103-0699
Dan Burns, MFWP, 1625 Clark St., Deer Lodge, I{l 59722
Terry-Althaus, MFWP, Box 6,Philipsburg MT 59858



Ray Vinke, MFWP, 2I48.3'o Ave., Apt 5, Anaconda, MT 5971I
Wayne Hadley, MFWP, P.O. Box 1, Deer Lodge, MT 59722
George Ochenski, POB 689, Helena, MT 59624-0689
Wayne Hirs! Montana State Park Foundation, POB 728, Libby, l{l 59923-0728
Bob Raney, 2I25.6, Livingston, MT 59047
Pat & John Lacey, 1216 W. 3'd. Steet, Anaconda, MT 59711
Fred Bjorklund, 104 Southern Cross Road, Anaconda, MT 59711
Betsy Regan, Bowman Camp, Anaconda, MT 59711
Larry Heaphy, Anaconda Job Corp, 1407 Foster Creek Rd" Anaconda MT 59711
Ot LemnU Anaconda Pintler Search & Rescue, P.O. Box 813, Anaconda, MT 5g7ll
Ilarold & Jan Hoem, 345 Daly Avenue, Missoula, MT 59801
Tony Schoonen, Box 2, Ramsey, MT 59748
Banell Baker, 410 Richard, Anaconda, MT 5971I
Dan Hook" 12 Mountain View, Anaconda, MT 59711
Jerome & Jeanne Jensorq 101 Lodgepole Lane, Anaconda, MT 5971I
Steve Gerdes,425 Five Lane, Anaconda, MT 59711
Dan Villa, 1619 West Parlg Anaconda, MT 59711
Todd Schmidt,709 N4ain, Anaconda, MT 59711
Jack J. Softich, 2655 George.town Lake Road, Anaconda, MT 59711
Chuck Stokke, 1309 West 4*, Anaconda, MT 59711
Mel Stokke, 1803 Tammany, Anaconda, MT 59711
David & Bonnie O'Masters, APS&& 1804llaggin Street, Anaconda, MT 59711
Ray & Cynthia Tribelhorn, 2105 Upper Georgetown Lake Road, Anacond4 MT 59711
Jan Christensen, 15 Sunset Lane, Anaconda, MT 5971I

*Mailed electronicallv

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed "Draft" Environmental Assessment (EA) is submitted for your consideration
pertaining to the site protection and improvement at Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site on
Georgetown Lake. This project would improve public access for launching small boats,
camping, and hiking near the lake while protecting the site from further degradation.

Review copies of this draft document are available at the Region 2 Headquarters of Montana
Fish, Wildlife & Parks,320l Spurgin Road, Missoula, MT 59804. An electronic version is
available at www.fwp.state.mt.us. All questions and comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m.,
July 20, 2004. If you have questions, feel free to contact me at 542-5517. All comments may be
sent to the undersigned.

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely,

Lee Bastian
Regional Park Manager



The following individuals and/or organizations have received notice of the release of the Draft
Environmental Assessment pertaining to the site protection and improvements at Stuart Mill Bay
Fishing Access Site.

Representative Sylvia Bookout-Reinicke, POB 327, Alberton, MT 59820-0327
Representative Bob Bitney, P.O. Box 10501, Kalispell, MT 59904-0501
Representative John Brueggeman, 321 Lakeview Dr., Polson, MT 59860-9317
Representative Rosalie Buzzas, 233 Universrty Ave, Missoula, MT 59801-4351
Representative Ron Erickson, 3250 Pattee Canyon Rd, Missoula, MT 59803-1703
Representative Tom Facey, 418 Plyrnouth St, Missoula, MT 59801-4133
Representative Stanley M. Fisher, 76 Golf Terrace Dr, Bigforlg MT 5991I-6252
Representative Gail Gutsche, 1530 Cooper Sq Missoula, MT 59802-2220
Representative Dick Haines, 5935 St Francis Dr, Missoula MT 59803-2945
Representative Verdell Jackson, 555 Wagner Lane, Kalispell, MT 59901-8079
Representative Joey Ja5me, 299 Lumpry Rd, Arlee, \[l 59821-9747
Representative Paul Clark,20 Fox Ln., Trout Creek, MT 59874-9510
Representative Doug Mood, POB 42, Seeley Lake, MT 59868-0042
Representative Holly Raser, 4304 Spurgin Rd, Missoula, MT 59804-4520
Representalive Nancy Rice Fritz, 1817 Daniel Dr, Missoula, MT 59802-4926
Representative Ray Hawk, 4878 Hoblitt Ln., Florence, MT 59833-6832
Representative Bob Lake, P.O. Box 2096, Hamilton, MT 59840-2096
Representative Jim Shockley, POB 608, Vctor, MT 59875-0608
Representative David E. Wanzenried, 903 Sky Dr, Missoula, MT 59804-3121
Representative Ron Stoker, P.O. Box 1059, Darby, MT 59829-1059
Representative Bernie olson, 161 Lakeside Boulevard, Lakeside, MT 59922-9723
Representative Dee Brown, P.O. Box 444,Hvngry Horse, MT 59919-0444
Representative Tim Dowell, 46 West View Dr., Kalispell, MT 59901-3364
Representative George Everett, 1344 Helena Flats Rd., Kalispell, MT 5990r-6548
Representative Bob Lawson, P.O. Box 686, Whitefish, MT 59937-0696
Senator Gregory Barkus, P.O. Box 2647,Ihlispell, MT 59903-2647
Senator Vicki Cocchiarell4 535 Livingston Ave, Missoula, MT 59801-8003
Senator Bob DePrahr, POB 1217, Whitefistr, MT 59937-1217
Senator Jon EllingsorL 430 Ryman Sq Missoulq Nff S\BOZ-4249
Senator Bob Keenan, POB 697, Bigfork, MT 5991I-0697
Senator Jim Elliott, 100 Trout Creek Rd, Trout Creek, MT 59874-9609
Senator Dale Mahlum, 10955 US Highway 93 N, Missoula, Nn 59908-9227
Senator Rick Laible, 529 Moose Hollow Rd, Victor, MT 59825-9303
Senator Carolyn Squires, 2111 S. l0u' St. W., Missoula, MT 5gg0l-34l2
Senator Fred Thomas, 1004 S. Burnt Fork Rd., Stevensville, MT 59870-6658
Senator Jerry O'Neil, 985 Walsh Rd, Columbia Falls, l\ftT 59912-9044
Grover (Tim) Aldrich, 410 Woodworth Ave, Missoula, MT 59801
Chad Bauer, P O Box 8449, MissoulE MT 59807
Louie Bouma, Box 188, Lincoln, MT 59639
Ed Greei P O Box 1327,Florence, MT 59833
Edward Hebbe III, 604 Mitchel, Deer Lodge,MT 59722
Rich Lane, 1730 Frey, Missoula, MT 59808
John T Manley, 232Dotglas Creek Ln, Drummond, MT 59832
Chris Marchion, 2105 Garfield, Anaconda, MT 59711



Margaret Moddison, 1580 Sleeping Child Rd, Hamilton, MT 59840
Pat O'Herren,2516 Wylie, Missoul4 MT 59802
Jim Olson" 215 N l0th St, tlamilton" MT 59840
Bud Pile, 610 Swanson Lane, Potomac, MT 59823
Jack Reneau, 5425 Skyway Dr, Missoula, MT 59804
Ray Rugg, 50 Dry Creek Rd, Superior,Mf 5972
Stephanie Strickland, POB 8249, Missoula, MT 59807-8249
JaalaWickman, POB 27, Frenchtown, MT 59834
Denyse Anderserq 316 W 8th, Anaconda MT 5971I
Mary Andreoli,2l4 W 3rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Eugene Andrie, Po Box 2909,Harbor Or 97415
Karen Andrie, 755 L4thAve #4ll,SantaCrazCa 95062
Maxine & Dannell Baker, 410 Richards, Anaconda MT 59711
Darrell Baker, 440 Rickard, Anaconda MT 59711
Jamie Bartholomew, lllT W 3rd,Anaconda MT 597II
Mark Behan, 10350 Lakewood, Lolo MT 59847
Rex Beninger,I02N Oak, Anaconda MT 59711
Jodi Bishop, 10545 El Toro Lane, Missoula MT 59808
Fred Bjorklund, 104 Southern Cross Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Sandra Bloom, 623 E 8ttr"Anaconda MT 59711
JosephBloorq 8816WMTHw I #l,AnacondaMT 597II
Mark Bobak, Anheuser Busch, I Busch Place, St Louis Mo 63118-1852
Patti Boggess, 311 W Com'I, Anaconda MT 59711
Marvin Boggs, 510 Hickory, Anaconda MT 59711
Walter Bolkovatz, 5ll E 3rd St, Anaconda MT 59711
Doris Bowen,2007 Lost Creek Rd, Anaconda MT 597II
Peter Boyce, Adlc Courthouse, 800 S Main, Anaconda MT 59711
Fred Boyer, 201 Shirley Way, Anaconda MT 597II
Jeffery Brock, Georgetown Lake V.F.D., Po Box l234,Anaconda MT 5g7Il
James & Donna Brown, 1040 Rock Creek Rd, Clinton MT 59825
Shonnee Brue, 1320 Joy Lane, Butte MT 59701
Paul Brunell, 620 Alder, Anaconda MT 59711
Gary Brunell, I9I7 Ogden, Anaconda MT 5971 I
Ruth CahooU2009 Washoe Ave, Anaconda MT 597II
Bob Calhoun, 515 Maple St, Anaconda MT 59711
Rich Cannan, 410 Spring Gulch Rd Anaconda MT 597II
Ray Capp, 211 Linden, Anaconda MT 5971I
Jerry Caufield,32l Spruce, Anaconda MT 59711
Barb Charlton,5448 Head Lane, Helena MT 59602
Elmer & Alida Chiddix, 1913 Tammany, Anaconda MT 59711
Edward & Susan Cleary, 1824 Howard, Butte MT 59701
Kenneth & Stacie Connors, I102 Heather Drive, Anaconda MT 59711
Joseph & Sharon Connors, 2115 Flayes, Anaconda MT 5971t
Vern Cook, 913 E 3rd,Anaconda MT 597L1
Florence Corcoran, 2 Cherry St, Anaconda MT 59711
Janice Corcoran, 505 Cherry St, Anaconda MT 59711
Michael Coughlin, 600 W 4tI St, Anaconda MT 59711
Randy Counts, 1615 W Park, Anaconda MT 59711
Greg Coward, 320 Lesley, Anaconda MT 5971I
Shelly Coward, 419 Alder Sg Anaconda MT 59711
Chris Crisler,2l9 Pintler, Anaconda MT 59711



Sue Dalbey, Dalbey Resources, 926 N Lamborn, Helena MT 59601
Lauren & Evelyn Damschen, 1900 Flamburg Ave, Anaconda MT 59711
Mark Danninger, 335 Passmore Canyon, Butte MT 59701
Deborah Davis, Lost Creek, Auaconda MT 59711
James Davison, Aldc,l l8 E 7th S1 Anaconda MT 59711
Ashton De Peyster, 306 Worth Ave, Palm Beach Fl 33480
Tammy De Rieux, 1101 E 3rd,Anaconda MT 5971I
Terry & Dearura Donahue, Georgetown Lake, Anaconda MT 59711
Gerald Doty, Professor U Of M, 171 Fairway Dr, Missoula MT 59803-2404
Charles Dowd, 615 Alder, Anaconda MT 59711
Mark Downey,lI2l W 4th Sq Anaconda MT 59711
Tom Downey, 4975 Moulton Res Rd, Butte MT 59701
Charles & Jo Ellen Drescher, 703 W 4th,Anaconda MT 59711
Sharon Dudderq 2417 Yale Ave, Butte MT 59701
Pamela Duffey, 110 Nevada View, Anaconda MT 59711
Mike Duganz, 508 Main St, Anaconda MT 59711
Jerrie Earhart, 512 Locust, Anaconda MT 59711
Tom Earhart, Anaconda Airport Board, 800 S Main, Anaconda MT 59711
Arthur Ellison, 618 E Third St, Anaconda MT 59711
Brandon Fabich, #2 Cherry St, Anaconda MT 59711
Joe & Colleen Ferguson" 705 Cherry, Anaconda MT 59711
Terry Ferguson" 621 Oak St, Anaconda MT 59711
Dale & Betty Filcher,lI07 Kohrs, Deer Lodge MT 59722
Bill & Judy Fink, 13 Rest }Iaven Lane, Anaconda MT 59711
Clarence Fis[ 2915 Moultan Rd Butte MT 59701
Natalie Fitzpatrick, 2008 Washoe, Anaconda MT 59711
Ken & Shirley Fleming, l02l Dempsey Lake Rd" Deer Lodge MT 5g7Zz
James Forsman, 1050 N Cable Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Jeffrey Francis, 1039 W Broadway, Butte MT S97Ol
Stan Fullerton,2T7 Northview Drive, Missoula MT 59803
Karen Gardner, Po Box 5Sg,Stevensville MT 59820
Tom Gates, 405 W Ttb"Anaconda MT 59711
Jason Gard, Mdt-Butte Dist. Office, Po Box 3068,Butte MT 59702-306g
Jack Gilluly, 820 W 3rd,Anaconda MT 597II
Stephanie Gormarq 2315 Locust S! Butte MT 59701
David Green, 503 W 3rd,Anaconda MT 59711
Rick Griffitb, Pres. Project Greerq 305 W Mercury, Butte MT 5970I
Lisa Grigsby, 809 Oak St, Anaconda MT 59Zll
Pius Gross, 714 Cherry St, Anaconda MT 59711
Joe Gutkowski, 304 N 18th Ave, Bozeman MT 59715
Charles Haeffrrer, 218 Evergreen S! Anaconda MT 597II
J Ray Haffey, 151 Shirley Way, Anaconda MT 5971I
Bill & Lois Hammer, 1063 Rock Creek Rd, Clinton MT 59825
Charles Flammond, 408 Spruce Sq Anaconda MT 5971I
James }Iandley, Asso Professor, MT Tec[ Butte MT 59701
Anita & Joe Harper, 50 Lakeshore Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Richard }Ia:ris, 216 N llauser, Anaconda MT 59711
Catherine Flarris, 531 Crow Rd, Garrison MT 59231
Ron & Juanita Hatcher, Sleepy Hollow, Anaconda MT 59711
Marie Hawkins, 1421 E Park, Anaconda MT 59711
Fred Hayes, 1908 Ogden Ave, Anaconda MT 5g7II



Tom Hinz, MT Wetlands Legacy, 1400 S lgth,Bozeman MT 59718
Flarold & Jan Hoem, 345 Daly, Missoula MT 59802
Betty Hoffinan" 807 Montana Ave, Deer Lodge MT 59722
John Hoiland, 5010 Olsen Gulch, Anaconda MT 59711
Lanette Hoscheid, 515 W 5th,Anaconda MT 59711
PatHurlbert, 1812 Tammany, Anaconda MT 59711
Nicole Ivankovich, 4048 Commercial, Anaconda MT 59211
Bill Janecke, 18ll Tammany Ave, Anaconda MT 597IL
Janette Jarvi, 103 Warren, Anaconda MT 59711
E Charles Jessen, 215 Pintlar, Anaconda MT 5971t
Raymond & Rebecca Johnson, 100 Tamarack, Anaconda MT 59711
Mary Johnson,614 Chestru! Anaconda MT 59711
Warren Kahm, 208 Evans, Anaconda MT 59711
Linda Kelley, 507 Maple, Anaconda MT 59711
J Kelly, 406 Cherry, Anaconda MT 5971I
Mike Kerns, Bsb Council Of Commiss.Courthouse, Butte MT 59701
Jack Kipp, 614 W 6th,Anaconda MT 59711
Alfred Klemann, 16 WWhite, Anaconda MT 59Zll
Kaila Kopp, 618 W 6th,Anaconda MT 597II
Ronald Kopp, Po Box 85,Warm Springs MT 59756
Barbara Kornet, Uptown Caf6, 47 E Broadway, Butte MT 59701
Donna Kriskovich, 511 Walnut, Anaconda MT 59711
John & Patricia Lacey,1216 W Third, Anaconda MT 59711
Donald & Jame Lembke, 2807 Elizabeth Warren, Butte MT 5970I
Barbara Liebman" l202B6th,Anaconda MT 597 LI
Wallace & Dawn Lindquist, 2800 St Anns, Butte MT 59701
Tom Literski, Box 6l,Fort Harison MT 59836
Gary Loshesky, 1508 Cable Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Fred Lurie, Po Box 85l,Philipsburg MT 59853
Nancy Lutey, 1123 Fa:rell, Butte MT 59701
Marjorie Marcotte, 210 Evergreen, Anaconda MT 5971I
Bill Masell4 1900 Tammany Ave, Anaconda MT 59Zll
Zena Mcglashan Phd, words & hk Publishing, 156 w Granite, Butte MT 59701
Danielle Mcguire, 400 Ophir, Butbe MT 5970I
Steve & Mary MchugtU 500 Black Bear Lane, Anaconda MT 59711
Dave & Robin Mckernan, 1614 W Park, Anaconda MT 59711
Angela Mclearq Anaconda Public Schools, 15 10 w Park Ave, Anaconda MT 5971 I
Ray Mcmilla4 4655 S Wyoming, Butte MT 59701
Kay Mcmillan, 1915 Utah, Butte MT 59701
Albert Messer, 2105 Lincoln St, Anaconda MT 59711
Pat & Vickie Milligan, I50l Warren Ave, Butte MT 59701
Cindy Millins, 715 Pennslvania, Deer Lodge MT 59722
Ted Minnihan, 806 Stewart, Anaconda MT 59711
Marvin Morley, Po Box 155 #8,Warm Springs MT 59756
Mike Morris, 709 Alder, Anaconda MT 59711
Dan Moses, 107 Elm, Anaconda MT 59711
Rose Mulvey,I2I N Maple, Anaconda MT 59711
Nancy Myers, #6 Hauser, Anaconda MT 59711
J Bowman Neely, 205 Beverly, Missoula MT 59801
Dianna & Savannah Neely, 1001 Georgetown Lake Rd, Anaconda MT 5971I
Ray & GloriaNelson, Warm Springs MT 59756



Rosie Nietz, Po Box 5O5,Anaconda MT 59711
E Tenill Nobles, 1321 Eastside Hwy, Corvallis MT 59828-9696
Renni O'brien,313 W 3rd,AnacondaMT 597II
Gary Ouldhouse, 201N Cherry, Anaconda MT 59711
Nancy Oyer,527 Edison Stree! Butte MT 59701
Ron & Judy Paige, Philipsburg MT 59858
Josh Parks, 1720 Hagin, Anaconda MT 5971 I
George Peterson, 3135 1lth Ave "A", Moline ll 61265
Emil Peterson, 501 Dentons Point Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Ken Peterson, 408 S Dakota, Butte MT 5970I
Bill Pierce, 216 lst Deer Lodge MT 59722
Mark Proxell, 916 W 5th St, Anaconda MT 59701
Gene & Louise Puccinelli, Georgetown Lake, Anaconda MT 5g7Il
Ed & Mitzi Puccinelli, 2013 Hamburg Ave, Anaconda MT 59Zl t
Tony & Sandra Puccinelli, 100 Sleepy Hollow Ln, Anaconda MT 59711-1955
Sam & Louise Puccinelli, 55 Black Bear Lane, Anaconda MT 59711
Thomas Puccinelli, 6 N White St, Anaconda MT 59711
Dean Reed, 3004 St Anns, Butle MT 59701
Betsy Regan, Bowman Camp, Georgetown Lake, Anaconda MT 59711
Fxank Ries, 1208 W Park, Anaconda MT 59711
John Riley, Warm Springs MT 59756
Eugene & Mary Rodowicz, 545 Shakopee Lane, Anaconda MT 59711
Bill Rogers, 53 W Center, Butte MT 59701
Dean & Pat Ross, 300 Rimrock Way, Missoula MT 59803
Tina Rostad,2809 Stumptown Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Bill Rowe, 1650 Sampson, Butte MT 59701
B Ryan, 5I2E Com'I, Anaconda MT 59711
Marlene Sauer, Po Box 3068,Stevensville MT 59870
Matt Linda & Kathryr Schimming, 4 Chestnut, Anaconda MT 59711
Ken Schmidt,2906 Cable Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Charles Schnabel, 508 Locust Sg Anaconda MT 59711
Cindy Selensky, 610 Locust, Anaconda MT 59711
Rosalie & fames Sladek,Insty Prints, 120 E Park, Butte MT 5970I
Larry & Janet Slocum, 530 Black Bear Lane, Anaconda MT 59711
William Slosson, 22045 Se 40th Cour! Issaquah Wa 98029
Walter Smith, 600 W Park, Anaconda MT 597II
Robert & Sharon SmittL 4106 Trenton, Butte MT 59701
Richard SmrttU 212 Ramsey St, Anaconda MT 597il
Bonnie Smith, 600 W Park, Anaconda MT 597IL
Ed Smith, 1010 N Cable Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Van & Mary Smith, I2Il E 4th St, Anaconda MT 59711
Ed Spiegle, 1016 W 3rd,Anaconda MT 59711
Don Stouker, Po Box l293,Anaconda MT 59711
James Strong, 2205 Upper Geo.Town Lk Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Ed Sullivan, 5ll W 3rd, Anaconda MT 5g7ll
Karen Sullivan, St James Healthcare, Po Box 3300,Butte MT 59701
Kathleen Sweet, Po Box 33l,Philipsburg MT 59858
Verma Taylor, 910 E Park, Anaconda MT 59711
Toyret Thayer, 610 E Front, Anaconda MT 59711
Robert Thomas, 411 Locust St, Anaconda MT 59711
Gene Thomas, 415 Spruce, Anaconda MT 59711



Jared Thomas, 1503 Hwy I W, Anaconda MT 59711
William Thomas, 806 W Third St, Anaconda MT 59711
Tony Thompson" 109 Black Bear Lane, Anaconda MT 5971I
Crystal Thompson, 1007 E 4th St, Anaconda MT 59711
Maureen & John Tomich, 29 Queens Court, Butte MT 59701
Trainor, 400 Cedar St, Anaconda MT 59711
Robert & Brenda Tribelhorn, 1935 Appaloosa Rd, Moscow Id 83843
Jason Tucker,9l9 E 4ttt, Anaconda MT 59711
Robert Ungaretti, 2010 Washoe St, Anaconda MT 597II
Mary Ruth Unger, 16 I 00 W MT Hwyl, Anaconda MT 597 I I
Rocky Vail, 610 E 6th, Anaconda MT 59711
Duane & Francis Vandekop,4018 Lost Creek Rd, Anaconda MT 59711
Richard & Min Verstraete, 680 Wildlife Lane, Anaconda MT 59711
Dan Villa, 1619 W Parlg Anaconda MT 59711
Rose Violette, 1801 Ogderq Anaconda MT 59711
Nici Wallis, 506 Cedar, Anaconda MT 59711
Tedrowe Watkins, Po Box 1830,Bigfork MT 5991I
Steve Wicliffe, Old Works Golf Course, Anaconda MT 59711
Richard & A Elizabeth Willett, 96 Kokopelli Lane, Philipsburg MT 59858
Joyce Williamson,322l Phillips St, Butte MT 59701
SandyWilson, Po Box 103,Warm Springs MT 59756
Joseph Wolpert, 2001 Haggin St, Anaconda MT 59711
Sharon Yates, I102 E Commercial, Anaconda MT 5971I
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Site Protection lm provements
Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site

Georgetown Lake, Montana

Draft Environmental Assessment
MEPA, NEPA, MCA 23.1-110 CHECKLIST

*Flffiiffi:irif#iii##ii.ffi i i#rs;rni e.xa*ifffii$

PART I. PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

1. Type of proposed state action: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) proposes to
widen (to about 22') and gravel about one mile of existing roads; convert about one-
third mile of existing road to walking trail; improve gravel boat launch and designate
parking at north end of site; improve gravel carry-in launch site and parking for day-use
along southeastern edge of site; accommodate existing camping use by designating
camp site spurs along main road with level, gravel parking pads, numbered posts,
picnic tables, and fire rings; level and gravel one designated host pad (no utilities);
install sealed vault latrines to accommodate use; erect signs and an entrance gate to
help manage the site; reclaim remaining roads on site.

2. Agency authority for the proposed action: The 1977 Montana Legislature enacted
statute 87-1€05 MCA, which directs Fish, Wildlife & Parks to acquire, develop and
operate a system of fishing accesses. The legislature established an earmarked
funding account to ensure that this function would be accomplished. Sections 12-B-
213, 23-1-105, 23-1-106, 1 5-1 -122,61 -3-321 , and 87-1-303, McA, authorize the
collection of fees and charges for the use of state park system units and fishing access
sites, and contain rule-making authority for their use, occupancy and protection. The
opportunity for public involvement regarding the proposed park project is provided
under MCA 23-1-110.

3. Name of projecfi Site Protection lmprovement - Stuart Mitl Bay Fishing Access Site

Name, address and phone number of project sponsor (if other than the agency):
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks is the project sponsor.

lf applicable:
Estimated Construction/Commencement Date: August 2004
Estimated Completion Date: Spring 2005
Current Status of Project Design (% complete): 50%



6. Location affected by proposed action (county, range and township): The Fishing
Access Site (FAS) can be reached by traveling about 13 miles west of Anaconda on
State Highway 1; travel about 1.4 miles southwest on Denton's Point County Road to
the signed FAS. The FAS is approximately 60-acres, a peninsula at the south end of
Georgetown Lake and north of the county road; elevation 6378-6400 feet above sea
level. The site is in Deer Lodge County, Montana; Township 5 North, Range 13 West,
Section 19 Ny2.

Please refer to Appendix A-Stuart Mill Bay Location Map and Appendix B-Site Plan.

Project size -- estimate the number of acres that would be directly affected that
are currently:

Acres Acres

0(a) Developed:
Residential
lndustrial

(b) Open SpaceM/oodlands/Recreation

(c) Wetlands/Riparian Areas

7.

0

58

2

(d) Floodplain

(e) Productive:
lrrigated cropland
Dry cropland
Forestry
Rangeland
Other

0
0
0
0
0

Listing of any other Local, State or Federal agency that has overlapping or
additional jurisdiction.

(a) Permits: permits would be filed at least 2 weeks prior to project start.

Aqencv Name Permit
Deer Lodge County Sanitarian
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Department of Environmental Quality

Sealed Vault Latrine Permit
444 Fil Permit in Waters of the U.S.
318 Short-Term Water Quality Turbidity

Related to Construction
Deer Lodge County Floodplain Coordinator Zone D: not a designated floodplain

no permit needed

(b) Funding:

Aoencv Name Fundino Amount
MFWP Fishing Access Site Protection Account $10,000
MFWP Boat-in-Lieu of Tax Account Funds $30.000

Total $40,000
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(c) OtherOverlapping orAdditional Jurisdictional Responsibilities:

Aoencv Name Tvpe of Resoonsibilitv
State Historic Preservation Office
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service -

Anaconda Job Corps
Montana Department of Transportation
Deer Lodge County

cultural site protection
funding approval

project feasibility & work completion
highway sign approval
county road sign approval

9. Narrative summary of the proposed action or project including the benefits and
purpose of the proposed action:

The proposed action would allow continued day use and camping at the Stuart Mill Bay
Fishing Access, but "harden" the site in an effort to limit off-road travel and further resource
damage resulting from recurring, unrestricted use. The components proposed below would
continue to allow a more primitive recreational experience than that offered at several other
public sites around Georgetown Lake.

Land around Georgetown is quickly being developed; thus, public access is diminishing. In
1999, a local citizens group was formed to look at ways to protect the last undeveloped area
of the lake. The Conservation Fund and this citizens group negotiated the purchase of 328
acres, known as Stuart Mill Bay from Denny Washington. The land was purchased through a
grant from the Natural Resource Damage Program, then transferred to MFWP in 2003 foithe
purpose of protecting the tract fro fish and wildlife habitat, scenic views, public recreation and
public access.

The proposed level of development would be consistent with the intentions of The
Conservation Fund and the desires of the public as conveyed to MFWP during a public
meeting held at the site in October 2003, and in Anaconda on April 21,2004. Site
improvements as proposed would be completed by the Anaconda Job Corps managed by the
Forest Service.

According to records kept by the Anaconda Search and Rescue group who has managed the
site for many years, about 90 percent of the campers at Stuart Mill Bay are from Montina; S0
percent of the total campers are from the Butte or Anaconda area.

Georgetown Lake is highly popular in the state and region for anglers. MFWp Statewide
Angler Pressure Estimates for 2OO1 indicate that 51,440 anglers use the lake annually, the
third highest fished lake in Region 2 and ninth in the state. Anglers use non-motorized or
motorized craft to access the lake, or fish from shore.



Roads and Parkinq and Trails
It is proposed to use existing two-track pioneered roads as the base for improving roads within
the site. Roads would be widened to about 22' lo allow two-way-traffic. All surfaces would be
graveled. Road edges would be ditched or similarly designed to limit off road use and provide
drainage. These roads would be located outside of wetlands and major riparian areas. Two-
track roads not improved would be blocked and reclaimed. A gate would be installed near the
entrance to appropriately manage the site as needed, such as extreme wet periods when
roads and resources could be more easily damaged .

The road would be widened near the County Road to allow for plowing and parking of a few
vehicles during winter months. A gravel road and cul-de-sac with parking for about a dozen
vehicles, some with trailers, would be provided about 450' from the entrance to allow for day-
use. The road system would include a loop at the north half of the site and a road ending with
a cul-de-sac along the southwest shore. A cul-de-sac and parking for about 10 vehicles with
trailers would be provided at the northern point for boating access.

An existing two-track road that parallels the county road on the south end of the peninsula
would be barricaded to allow foot traffic only between the south western cul-de-sac and the
day use area (see Concept Site Plan)

Boat Access
The area currently used to launch small motor boats is proposed for improvements at the
north end of the peninsula. Fabric barrier and gravel would be laid to provide a single-width
boat ramp for small motor boats. Due to the topography and shallow water depths of this site,
large boats would have to use other access sites around the lake to launch. Signs would be
posted to notify the public of these conditions at the FAS entrance and at the boat ramp.
Gravel is considered the most appropriate surface material due to the ice action on this end of
the lake. A carry-in lake access would continue to
be used along the south east side of the peninsula.
An existing track about 12'wide to the lake shore
would be covered with fabric barrier and gravel to
provide an even surface for carrying float tubes,
kayaks, canoes or similar vessels to the water.
Barriers along the cul-de-sac parking area and
about 100 feet from the water's edge would block
vehicles from accessing the water.

Above: Boat ramp area at north end of point
proposed for use by small motor boats. Photo
by Terry Campbell May 2004.

Left: Carry-in lake access currently used and
proposed for improvement on south east side
of peninsula. Photo by Sue Datbey, Aprit2004.



Gampinq Facilities
Camping unit capacity within the FAS is proposed to be similar to traditional use based on
resource evidence (campfire rings and vegetation degradation) and local anecdotal
knowledge of the site. Camp spurs (see drawing next page) would be located along the
lake-side of the roads, but outside of the riparian zone to provide a buffer zone along the lake
shore. Some traditional camp sites close to the lakeshore may be eliminated due to this
intended buffer zone, which would allow continuous lakeshore access for anglers and
pedestrians, and protect the fragile shoreline from vehicle effects. One or two small group
use areas are proposed on the northeast side of the peninsula.

Sites would be leveled and graveled to accommodate vehicles with tent units or those towing
trailers. Numbered posts, picnic tables and metalfire rings would designate sites. Rock or other
barriers would not be installed unless vehicles persist in traveling off established roads.

A camp host site would be designated in the FAS. At this time, no utilities would be provided.
This site would be occupied by the Anaconda Search and Rescue designee(s) or other host
assigned by MFWP who would help manage the site, maintain facilities and collect camping fees.

Three or four concrete, sealed vault latrines
with aggregate exterior surface (standard
MFWP FAS latrine) would be installed in
the FAS according to anticipated visitor
densities.

TYPICALCAFIEI.D

-

MFWP drawing.

Site Manaqement lssues
The site would have a "pack-in/pack-out" garbage policy consistent with other FASs across
the state. This would also limit the potential for bear-human interactions at the site.

Winter use and parking needs would be observed in upcoming years. Plowing is not typically
conducted on MFWP sites due to expense and low winter visitation. Roads near the site
entrance, however, were designed to allow for possible winter access.

Signs would be posted along Highway 1 and along Denton's Point county road to direct
visitors to the site. Signs within the site would identify day use areas, group use camping
areas, fee collection regulations, trail access and boating access.



1. Description and analysis of reasonable alternatives (including the no action
alternative) to the proposed action whenever alternatives are reasonably
available and prudent to consider and a discussion of how the alternatives would
be implemented:

Under each category below, Alternative A describes the positive or negative impacts if no
action occurs at the Stuart Mill Bay FAS. Preferred Alternative B under each category
describes the impacts of the proposed action described in more detail above. Other
alternatives and their associated impacts listed under each category are a result of designs or
actions raised by the public and considered during the planning process.

A more detailed evaluation of impacts from the Proposed Action is included in Part tV.
Environmental Review Checklisf beginning on page 14.

Roads and Parkinq and Trails

Alternative A: No Action
lf no action is taken, the vehicles could travel anywhere within Stuart Mill Bay FAS with no
restrictions. The site is covered with many two-track roads around the perimeter of the
peninsula, at the water's edge, within the riparian zone, through wetlands and across upper
grasslands. Anecdotal sources indicate that OHVs use the site i.n conjunction with camping
activities. Use is expected to increase slightly due to the signing of the site and recognition as
a public site. With no restrictions on vehicle travel, existing roads would become wider,
trenches deeper, and more tracks rnade across the site.

According to a local United States Forest Service (USFS) vegetation surveyor, it is highly
likely that certain plant species considered sensitive under the USFS designation exist in a
nearly native state within the FAS. Continued or increased off-road traffic in the area would
negatively impact riparian, wetlands and upper grasslands species.

Preferred Altemative B: Proposed Action - small loop at north end of peninsula
with spur to south to access western shore campsites.
The proposed action would limit vehicles to designated and improved roads. Widening the
existing roads and providing adequate parking areas as designed would eliminate vegetative
species in these immediate areas. However, the remaining two-track roads that will not be
utilized for construction, will be reclaimed. By eliminating these twotrack roads and
prohibiting vehicles in these sensitive areas, native grasslands, wetland and riparian species
can flourish. Parking would be more efficient with directed travel and areas designed for
vehicles with and without trailers. Trails are often sought by campers and would help diversify
use at the FAS; use of existing two{rack roads will limit resource impacts.

The proposed road design would help separate day-use and related traffic from many
camping units. This design also makes use of the currently most heavily used roads within
the FAS, allowing the roads receiving less traffic to be reclaimed or be used as trails.



Note: a more detailed evaluation of the Proposed Action is included in Part lV.
Environmental Review Checklist beginning on page 14.

Altemative C: One large loop road around the perimeter of the FAS.
This alternative was originally considered for the site, but after public discussion in Anaconda,
was modified to the preferred alternative. Total road distance would be similar to the
proposed road routes. This could be one-way or two-way traffic. The heavily used road
across the center of the site would be reclaimed under Alternative C.

lmpacts to vegetation would be very similar to the preferred alternative since roads already
exist in areas proposed for improved roads.

The south side of the loop, parallel to the county road currently gets little traffic according to
local sources familiar with the site, and therefore presumed not to be critical for most users to
access the site. Much of the traffic would pass camper units causing dust and noise. lf the
road was only about 16'wide to provide for one-way traffic only, traffic would likely travel at
lower speeds, which would reduce speed and dust. Long pull-outs would be necessary
periodically to allow for passing of vehicles which travel the wrong way.

Altemative D: One main access road through center of FAS ending in a "T" at the
west shore to access the north and south ends.
This alternative would slightly reduce road construction costs due to the slightly shorter road
length. Existing roads would be used to complete this alternative, but this alternative would
also slightly reduce impacts to the vegetation. Traffic would be greater on the main road than
if a loop system is provided. A looping road is more convenient for vehicles hauling long
recreational trailers.

Altemative E: Pave roads, parking areas and campsites.
This alternative was not considered in detail for several reasons. This alternative was not
publicly supported. Fishing Access Sites across the state are not typically paved. This
alternative would be too expensive to be considered at this time.

Boat Access

Alternative A: No Action
lf no action is taken, small boats could continue to launch and access the lake in many places,
disturbing the riparian and wetland vegetation along much of the shoreline.

Preferred Altemative B: Proposed Action - Gravel north boat ramp and carry-in
lake access in day-use area.
The proposed action would improve the north motorboat launching area with construction
fabric and gravel to create a solid base from which to operate a vehicle. The proximity of the
north ramp to Stuart Mill Bay and the fisheries nearby make this an ideal location and is
currently a highly used site for launching small motorized boats. Large boats would not be
able to launch from this site due to the shallow water. Several other public ramps are
available on Georgetown Lake to provide launching facilities needed for larger boats.
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The proposed carry-in ramp is currently used in this way because of its location within Stuart
Mill Bay. lt is close to shallow wetland sanctuaries and fishing opportunities ideal for non-
motorized boating. Float tubes are often used to access the bay from this site. Blocking this
ramp from vehicles would prevent further resource damage adjacent to the lake and would be
in keeping with Best Management Practices to reduce sediment delivery to the lake. Graveled
parking areas would limit resource damage to the designated area.

Gravel is the preferred material for both ramps due to its low maintenance costs and ability to
roll with winter ice action. Concrete logs and cable mat materials were also considered, but
these would be expected to roll up and/or crack under the ice pressures. Since the existing
topography and water depths will only allow small boats to launch, a stout concrete ramp is
not necessary to handle weights associated with larger boats. MFWP Design and
Construction Engineers consider the existing base solid enough to support a gravel ramp.

Alternative C: Pour concrete on north boat ramp; gravel carry-in lake access.
This alternative would provide a concrete north boat ramp on the northern end of the point
and a gravel carry-in lake access in the day-use area. Concrete is more expensive to install
and repair than the proposed gravel ramp. lt is also believed that a concrete ramp would not
withstand the ice action.

Alternative D: lmprove only one gravel ramp.
Under Alternative D, only one boat ramp would be improved. Currently, the northern point is
most heavily used by small motorboat users and the south eastern ramp used primarily by
people launching non-motorized craft, such as: float tubes, canoes, kayaks, row boats, and
drift boats. The water far into Stuart Mill Bay is shallow and filled with vegetation not
conducive to motorized boats. Topography and water depths are not as conducive for
launching as the northern point currently most heavily used by motorboaters. The south
eastern location is protected from prevailing winds, thus it is attractive for using small human-
powered crafts. lf motorized craft users wish, it is not far around the point to access the bay.

Sharing one ramp for both motorized and non-motorized boating could create user conflicts.
In addition, if motorized craft use the south eastern ramp, there is more likelihood of disturbing
wildlife, such as: moose, various small mammals, a large variety of waterfowl and songbirds.

Campinq Facilities

Alternative A: No Action - random camping continues.
lf no action is taken, the existing campsites would remain and more would be created over
time. With added recognition of this site as a public land, more visitors would camp here each
year. When existing popular sites are full, people would travel off roads to find their own
camp site. The shore line riparian and wetland vegetations would be negatively impacted by
expanding use close to shore.



Preferred Altemative B: Proposed Action - designate gravel camp pads with
number posts, picnic tables, and fire rings.
The proposed action would designate camp sites adjacent to the main road and 100' or more
from the shoreline. Sites would be located in traditionally used areas based on evidence of
past use. Most campers would use facilities if provided, thus limiting travel and impacts on
area vegetation. Installing number posts, tables, and fire rings helps to identify sites and
provides amenities that many campers want and would make an effort to camp near.

Use would be concentrated in these "hardened" areas to allow reclamation of other areas.
Gravel pads allow for a more primitive recreational experience than offered at several of the
USFS paved campgrounds around Georgetown Lake. Also, in an effort to provide a more
primitive or rural experience, the FAS would have a capacity similar to the number of sites
currently used. Road barriers and camp site barriers would not be used unless off road traffic
prevails.

One or two group use areas would be designated along the eastern side of the peninsula to
allow continued traditional group use, but still provide a topographic and vegetative buffer
from single sites on the western side.

Altemative C: Less developed camp sites - no level gravel camp pad; install
numbered site posts, picnic tables and fire rings to identify sites.
This alternative would be less restrictive to campers allowing parking anywhere within the
vicinity of the numbered post, picnic table and fire rings. Often these areas are not level,
causing holes to be dug to level recreational vehicles. Vehicle travel is less confined, thus a
larger volume of vegetation is compacted or disturbed. Use would likely continue near the
water, continuing impacts to the riparian and wetland vegetation.

This would allow continuation of primitive recreation more similar to traditional use on the
peninsula.

Site Manaqement lssues

Altemative A: No Action - Winter use not allowed
lf no action is taken, winter use would not be allowed. The roads would not be designed or
constructed to provide off road parking for winter recreational use.

Preferred Altemative B: Proposed Action
The proposed action would design roads near the county road to allow for plowing and ofi
road parking if needed and affordable in the future. Due to the current cost of plowing and
overall state practice to not plow FASs, providing winter access is not a priority of this project.
The project design would allow for increased winter opportunities in the future if needed and if
operational funds were available.

Alternative C: Provide and actively manage the site for winter activities.
This alternative would design the entire day use area to accommodate large volumes of
plowed snow and vehicle with trailer parking. Winter anglers could access the lake at the
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carry-in lake access and recreationists could access the 60 acres on the peninsula or the
larger lake area.

This alternative was not the preferred alternative because the expense of regular plowing is
not provided in the FAS budgets.

2. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other controt measures
enforceable by the agency or another government agency.

The site improvements are designed following MFWP Best Management Practices developed
to control drainage, traffic patterns and protect resources. MFWP engineering staff would
oversee the completion of the project to ensure construction meets state specifications, such
as limiting soil and vegetation disturbance to the immediate project area, and seeding
disturbed areas to aid in reclamation. MFWP designed the project to maintain vegetation for
riparian wildlife habitat and yet provide a stable ramp and efficient use. Existing roads and
areas disturbed by construction would be reclaimed.

The Deer Lodge County Sanitarian must approve installation of the sealed vault latrines.

The project would be monitored by MFWP Design and Construction engineers.

Noxious weeds would be monitored by MFWP after completion and controlled in accordancewith
methods outlined in the Region 2 Weed Management Plan and the Deer Lodge County Weed
Board.

PART III. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Describe the level of public involvement for this project if any, and, given the
complexity and the seriousness of the environmental issues associated with the
proposed action, is the level of public involvement appropriate under the
circumstances?

Many community partners met on the site in October 2003 to review the site features and
discuss issues. A preliminary site plan was drawn-up based on these conversations and
presented the next spring in Anaconda.

About 27 peopleattended a public meeting in Anaconda on April21,2OO4,to discuss the
proposed development and various options. The public was notified of this meeting
through publication in the Anaconda Leader, 250 direct postcard mailings generated bythe
Natural Resource Damage Program and the standard Region 2 MFWP list of interested
individuals.
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2.

The public will be notified in the following ways to comment on the EA.
. Two fegal notices in each of these papers: Anaconda Leader, Montana Standard

(Butte), Phillipsburg Mail, Missoulian, and the Helena lndependent Record;
. One statewide press release;
o Public notice on the Fish, Wildlife & Parks web page:

hft p :/rftr,t p. state. mt. u s/p u b lic notices/defa u lt. a s px
o direct mailing to interested parties involved in past meetings or who wish to be

notified of MFWP projects.

This level of public notice and participation is appropriate for a project of this scope,
which is based on a high level of public input and has few minor impacts, many of
which can be mitigated.

Duration of comment period, if any.

The public comment period will extend for thirty (30) days following the publication of the
second legal notice in area newspapers. Written comments will be accepted until
5:00 p.m., Julv 20. 2004. and can be mailed to the address below:

Stuart Mill Bay Draft EA
3201 Spurgin Road
Missoula, MT 59804

Or e-mailed to: /basfra n@state.mt.us



PART IV. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CHECKLIST
Evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed Action including secondary and cumulative
impacts on the Physical and Human Environment.

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. LAND RESOURGES

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT *

Can
lmpact Be
Mitigated*

Comment
IndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Significant

a. **Soil instability or changes in geologic substructure? X 1a.

b. Disruption, displacement, erosion, compaction,
moisfure loss, or over-covering of soil, which would
reduce productivitv or fertilitv?

X yes 1b.

c. **Destruction, covering or modification of any uniqu€
geologic or physical features? X 1c.

d. Changes in siltation, deposition or erosion pattems
that may modlfy the channel of a river or stream or the
bed or shore of a lake?

X 1d.

e. Exposure of people or property to earthquakes,
landslides, ground failure, or other natural hazard?

X

f. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (attach additional pages of narrative lf
needed):

1a. The proposed new gravel road, parking area and boat ramp would not cause additional soil instability.
These actions would be surface alterations, and would not alter the geologic substructure. The proposed boat
ramp site has been heavily used in the past and is of a solid gravelly composition that upholds heavy traffic.
The design of the gravel boat ramp would be consistent with ihe existing shoreline so-as not to cause shoreline
erosion.

1b. This site has traditionally been used for dispersed recreation, before MFWP acquired the site in 2003. The
improvements of two{rack roads, camping spurs and parking areas would result in disruption, compaction and
gravel covering about 3-5 acres of existing roads, adjacent grasslands and riparian areas. Construction
equipment and ground disturbance would be limited to the immediate area as per standard MFWP contract
agreements; all disturbed areas adjacent to the facilities would be seeded with a local grass mix. The impacts
to soil productivity and fertility would be mitigated by the intentional use of existing road: and previously
disturbed areas, which are not highly productive, now.

1c. Unique geologic or physical features are not present within the construction area.

1d. Adding construction fabric and gravelto the existing north boat ramp area and south east carry-in lake
access would be the only shoreline modifications in this project. About six inches of the lakebed and approach
soils would be removed and replaced with fabric and a course crushed rock material to stabilize the ramp areas.
The new ramp will be set at the same grade as the existing lake bottom. The ramp sites were chosen and the
proposed action designed by the MFWP Design and Construction Engineering stafi and reviewed by the local
Fisheries Biologist, and are not expected to significantly modify the lake shore or create additional erosion or
t lnclude a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not

or cannot be evaluated

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.9.604-1a (ARM).*** Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
**** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.



deposition. These sites have been historically used by small motor boaters and small craft users. Shoreline
erosion should slightly decrease by eliminating dispersed or unrestricted lake access by boaters, blocking
vehicles at the carry-in lake access, and moving camp sites away from the lake shore.

2. AIR

tfl|ill the proposed action result in:

IMPACT *
Can lmpact

Be
Mitigated *

Comment
lndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Significant

a. **Emission of air pollutants or deterioration of
ambient air quality? (Also see 13 (c).)

X yes 2a.

b. Creation of obiectionable odors? X

c. Alteration of air movement, moisture, or temperafure
pattems or any change in climate, either locally or
reoionallv?

X

d. Adverse effects on vegetation, including crops, due to
increased emissions of pollutants?

X

e. ***For P-R/D-J proiecG, will tte project result in any
discharge, wtrich will conflict with federal or shte air
quality reqs? (Also see 2a.)

X

f. Other: X

Narrative Descrip6on and Evaluation of the Cumulatve and Secondary Effects on Air Resources (attach additional pages of narrative if
needed):

2a. Minor and temporary amounts of dust are anticipated due to construction of roads and parking areas.
Gravel roads may produce more dust near camp sites. Removal of vegetation surrounding the project would be
minimized to limit dust. Areas around the new facilities that are disturbed by construction would be seeded after
project completion to reduce future dusl. Reclamation of the many roads across the site would decrease dust
from cunent conditions.

' Include a narrative exPlanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknorn impact has nol
or cannot be eyaluated.

't Include a nanative decription addressing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).
i't Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
*'** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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3. WATER

Will the proposed action result inl

IMPACT *
Can lmpact

Be
Mitigated*

Comment
IndexJnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Significant

a. *Discharge into suface water or any alteration of
surface water quality including but not limited to
temperature, dissolved oxvqen or turbiditv?

X ygs 3a.

b. Changes in drainage patterns orthe rate and amount
of surface runoff?

X yes 3b.

c. Alteration of the course or magnitude of floodwater or
other flows?

X 3c.

d. Changes in the amount of sudace water in any water
body or creation of a new water bodv?

X

e. Exposure of people or properg to water related
hazards such as floodino?

X ye€ 3e.

f. Chanqes in the qualitv of oroundwater? X

g. Changes in the quantity of qroundwater? X

h. Increase in risk of contamination of surface or
groundwater?

X
positive 3h.

i. Efiects on any eisting water riqht or reservation? X

j. Effects on other water users as a result of any
alteration in surface or groundwater qualitv?

X

k. Effects on other users as a result of any alteration in
surface or qroundwater ouantitv?

X

l. ****For P-R/D-J, will the project affect a designated
floodplain? (Also see 3c.) X

Please
refer to

comment
3c.

6. ***For P-R/D-J, will the project result in any
discharge that will affect federal or state water quality
regulations? (Also see 3a.)

X

n. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Water Resources (attach additional pages of narrative
if needed):

3a. The alteration of the lake shore to improve two boat ramps would cause minor and temporary increases to
turbidity levels. Equipment would not enter the water. Best Management Practices used during ionstruction
would limit other impacts to surface water quality. Seeding and revegetation of disturbed areas after
construction would limit future turbidity caused by erosion. Dissolved oxygen and temperature levels are not
expected to be notably impacted.

3b. Drainage volumes and rate would slightly increase from removing vegetation to construct roads and parking
3reas and covering these areas with gravel. These impacts would be limited by the use of Best Management
Practices (BMPs), for which MFWP is a lead agency in developing and implementing. The use of gravel

* Include a narrative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a nanative description addressing the items identified in 12.g.604-1a (ARM).
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.

**** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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surfaces and BMP grading would preclude large amounts of runoff. Surrounding vegetation and thick riparian
vegetation along the shoreline would help disperse runoff prior to reaching Georgetown Lake.

3c. Mike Kahoe, Deer Lodge County Floodplain Administrative Assistant, confirmed to Sue Dalbey (April29,
2OO4) that the Stuart Mill Bay FAS is in a Zone D, or an undetermined/unmapped area; therefore flooding
hazards have not been determined. This is an undesignated floodplain. The proposed project has an overall
low profile, which is unlikely to alter floodwaters, though unlikely to occur on a controlled reservoir such as
Georgetown Lake. Deer Lodge County owns the dam and regulates Georgetown Lake water levels based on
available water inflows and downstream irrigation and homeowner demands.

3e. Large boats that displace a lot of water cannot cunently launch at the site due to shallow water depths, nor
would these conditions change with installation of a gravel ramp. The FAS entrance and boat ramp area would
be signed to alert boaters to this condition.

3h. Moving camp sites away from the lake.shore and limiting the number of launching sites would decrease the
risks of contaminating lake water with petroleum substances.

Include a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknoum, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a nanative description addressing the items identified in '12.8.6041a (ARM).

Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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4. VEGETATION

Will the proposed action result in?

IMPACT *

Can
lmpact Be
Mitiqated*

Comment
lndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Signlficant

a. Changes in the diversity, productivity or abundance of
plant species (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, and
aquatic plants)?

X yes 4a.

b. Alteration of a plant communitv? X

c. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or
endangered species?

X yes &.

d. Reduction in acreage or productivity of any agricultural
land?

X

e. Etablishment or spread of noxious weeds? X yes 4.

t *For P-@J., will the project affect weflands, or
prime and unique farmland?

X
positive 4f.

g. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Vegetation (attach addlfional pages of narrative if
needed):

4a' The FAS consists largely of open upper grassland and cinquefoil with thick riparian habitat dominated by
willows along the perimeter of the peninsula. Lodgepole pines are scattered at the southern end of the prop-erty
along the Gounty road where elevation begins to rise. Approximately 3-5 acres of land would be altered to
complete the proposgd project. The approximately 1 mile of roads would follow existing routes established by
public use. The existing roads would be doubled in width to allow safe two-way passage by vehicles with
trailers and recreational vehicles; therefore, some upper grasslands would be ionverted into gravet road, as well
as parking areas. Camping sites would be moved farther from the lake shore to protect ripariin vegetation, but
would alter upper grassland vegetation. The gravel camp pads would be placed in areas which havL received
concentrated use in the past and where vegetation is no longer pristine.

Much of this land proposed for construction has already been highly altered by past vehicle use and
concentrated camping or boat launching use. The project location and road routes were selected in an effort to
retain larger vegetation and limit impacts where possible. MFWP contracts require construction to be contained
to the immediate area, thus limiting the impacts on surrounding vegetation. By designating specific routes, the
remaining pioneered roads criss-crossing the site through wetlandJ, riparian ahO upper grissianOs would be
reclaimed and vegetation would not be disturbed by off-road traffic.

4b- Eliminating access to pioneered roads throughout the site and seeding these areas, would allow portions of
wetland, riparian and upper grassland communities to revegetate. The improved roads, boat ramps, parking
areas and camping sites would be located in areas already impacted by past use.

4c. The Montana Natural Heritage Program searched their database for plant species of special concern and
indicates no known occurrences of federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed thieatened or
endangered plant species in the Stuart Mill Bay area.

Their search did identiff one species in the proximity of the FAS, the straightbeak buttercup (Ranunculus
orthorhynchus), which is considered a sensitive species by the USFS (written communication April20, 2OOg).

" Include a narrative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.604-1a (ARM).
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.*"'* Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.



Forest Service sensitive species are species for which the Regional Forester has determined there is a concern
for population viability range-wide or in the region. This buttercup was recorded near here in1966. This species
inhabits moist meadows in the montane zone ranging in elevation from 3,543 to 8,464 feet above sea level.

Sue Dalbey discussed the project with Kathy Sweet, Sensitive Plant Coordinator for the Pintlar Ranger District
within the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest (personal communication April 26,2004). Ms. Sweet is
somewhat familiar with the FAS from personal use of the site and indicated that it offers an excellent piece of
native grasslands areas including rough fescue and cinquefoil species in the upper areas which are less
disturbed. The more highly visited areas of the FAS around the perimeter camping sites and boat launching
areas include more introduced species such as blue grass; the native species are not as prevalent.

Ms. Sweet indicated that there is high likelihood that the peculiar moonwort (Botrychium pandoxum) and other
moonwort species would occur on the Stuart Mill Bay FAS. These, too, are considered sensitive species by the
USFS and have been found at other locations around Georgetown Lake with similar habitat. She supplied a list
of additional USFS sensitive species that are known to inhabit the Georgetown Lake area or could potentially
inhabit the Stuart Mill Bay FAS. Please see Appendix D to reference these species.

A formal plant survey has not been conducled on the site. MFWP has purposefully designed the proposed road
system, camp spurs, parking areas, and boat ramps in areas cunently experiencing high visitation and resource
degradation. Though construction of wider roads and overcovering with gravel would eliminate vegetation
adjacent to existing roads, the project would also reclaim the remaining multitude of two-track roads across the
upper grasslands, riparian zones and wetland areas. Site regulations would prohibit traffic in all areas other
than the newly designated gravel routes. This would be strongly enforced. lmpacts to vegetation over the long
term are expected to be equal to existing use impacts or slightly positive.

4e. Ms. Sweet noted that Canada thistle, spotted knapweed, and orange hawkweed occur on the site. Areas
disturbed by construction would be prone to the establishment of noxious weeds. All disturbed areas would be
seeded with a local grass mix immediately after construction to reduce the possibility of weeds becoming
established. MFWP would monitor disturbed areas until adequate ground cover has retumed and regularly
thereafter. Weeds would be removed in accordance with the revised Region 2 Weed Management Plan and
Deer Lodge County Weed Board, using mechanical, chemical or biological methods.

4f. Wetlands occur around the perimeter of the peninsula. These areas have been impacted by past
unrestricted use and would be reclaimed by the proposed project. New roads, parking areas and camp sites
would avoid these areas.

A review of the soil maps for the peninsula revealed five soil types: Tibson gravelly loam with 2-4 percent
slopes, Tibson gravelly loam with 8-15 percent slopes, Finn loam with O-4 percent slopes, Rumsey gravelly ashy
silt loam with 8-15 percent slopes, and gravel pits. Sue Dalbey consulted with Neal Svendsen, Soil Scientist
with USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service in Missoula (electronic communication, April28, 2004) who
stated that these soil map units "are all in a "cryic" (cold) soiltemperature regime and would not be prime or
unique." None of the listed map units are on the MT Prime and lmportant Farmlands database.

Include a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not

or cannot be enluated.

Include a nanative description addressing the items identified in '12.8.604-1a (ARM).

Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it wilt be useful.
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** 5. E!SH/W!EI!EE

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT *
Can lmpact

Be
Mitiqated *

Comment
lndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Slgnmcant

a. Deterioration of critical fish or wildlife habitat? X

b. Changes in the dMersity or abundance of game
animals or bird species?

X

c. Changes in the diversity or abundance of nongame
species?

X
positive 5c.

d. Introduction of new species into an area? X

e. Creation of a barrier to the migration or movement of
animals?

X

f. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or
endanqered species?

X 5f.

g. Increase in conditions that sfess wildlife populations or
limit abundance (including harassment, legal or illegal
harvest or other human activitv)?

X yes 59.

6. ****For P-R/D-J, will the project be performed in any
area in which T&E species are present, and will the
project affect any T&E species or their habitat? (Also see
5f.)

X

Please
refer to

comment
5f.

i. ***For P-R/D-J, will the project introduce or export any
species not presendy or historically occuring in the
receivinq location? (Also see 5d.)

X

i. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Fish and Wldlife (attach additional pages of narrative if
needed):

MFWP Fisheries Biologist Wayne Hadley discussed the proposed project with Sue Dalbey on April 23,2004.
Georgetown Lake provides habitat for kokanee salmon, rainbow trout, brook trout, longnose suckers and
redside shiners. The proposed project would not have a significant impact on the fisheries, though due to the
nearly eutrophic (deoxygenated) condition of Georgetown Lake, new nutrients are not desired in the lake. For
this reason, it is important that roads and campsites are located about 100'from the shoreline and construction
activities are monitored to limit sedimentation and erosion.

According to Mr. Hadley, the project would have implications to angler access. As the site becomes more
popular and well known as a public site, bank and boat angler use would be expected to increase. In addition,
many properties around the lake traditionally used for public access are being sold; thus, the demand for public
shoreline access is expected to greatly increase.

The buffer zone between campers and the shoreline mentioned above would improve angle/s ability to shore
fish without intruding on other recreationists. Boat angling would likely increase with the improvements made to
boat ramps and provision of stable parking areas. lt would be important that boaters are made aware of the
shallow water conditions at the northern boat ramp to reduce the risk of damaging a large boat. Mr. Hadley
suggests posting signs at both the FAS entrance and at the boat ramp that the ramp is suitable for small, light
craft only, and that other ramps are available on the lake for larger boat launching.
* lnclude a narrative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not

or cannot be evaluated.
** Include a narrative description addressing ihe items identified in 12.8.604-1a (ARM).

Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
**'* Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.



Stuart Mill Bay on Georgetown Lake is important for anglers using float tubes, canoes, kayaks, rowboats. This
area is sheltered from the prevailing southwest winds and easier to fish. There are good numbers of fish in the
bay and good insect populations. lt is used by many fly-fishing anglers.

lce fishing is popular on Georgetown Lake, also. Stuart Mitl Bay is difficult to reach for ice fishing except by
snowmobile due to the distance fiom cunent access points. Anglers would likely favor winter access at the
Stuart Mill Bay FAS. However, due to budgeting constraints, winter access would remain as it has in the past.

MFWP Wildlife Biologist Ray Vinkey discussed the proposed project with Sue Dalbey on May 12,2004. The site
does provide good winter range for a variety of animals, which can be conserved with active weed
management, minimizing human use and keeping vehicle speeds low. Pathways from campsites to the lake
shore may increase, and therefore affect habitat in those areas.

The Stuart Mill Bay FAS and sunounding area provides habitat for white-tailed deer, mule deer, moose, black
bear, songbirds, muskrat, reptiles and amphibians, many species of waterfowl and a variety of small mammals.
Mink, skunks and raccoons likely inhabit the area and could be disturbed by visitor activity.

Willow and riparian habitat for songbirds, neotropical birds, reptiles and amphibians, and small mammals would
be improved by moving campsites and roads farther from the shoreline.

5c. Some small nongame species would be displaced by construction of the new roads and camping pads. The
creation of a buffer zone between the lakeshore and campsites, reclamation of old roads, and elimination of off
road travelwould improve upper grassland habitat, riparian zone and wetland habitats and reduce disturbance
to related small species.

5f. A search of the Natural Heritage Program database revealed the lynx as the only federally threatened or
endangered species in the Stuart Mill Bay vicinity. Due to the existing traffic in the site and on nearby county
roads, current human use of the site and activity from nearby residences, it is unlikely that lynx use the FAS.
The FAS area does not provide prime lynx habitat, according to Mr. Vinkey. Lynx tend to avoid open areas, of
which the FAS is primarily open grass habitat with few lodge pole pines along the southem and eastem
boundaries.

59. Use of the site is expected to increase as public awareness increases regarding its availability for public
access to the lake and recreational opportunities. The increased visitation, associated activity and noise would
slightly increase the stress on wildlife populations. Use can be managed to a small degree Uy tne lim1ed
number of camp sites and parking spaces provided and subsequently enforcing regulations that prohibit off road
traffic/parking.

* Include a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

rt Include a nanative description addressing the items identified in i2.8.604ia (ARM).
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.

"" Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentiation if it will be useful.
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B. HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

6. NOISE'ELECTRICAL EFFEGTS

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT *

Can
lmpact Be
Mitlqated *

Comment
lndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Signillcant

a. Increases in existing noise levels? X 6a.

b. Exposure of people to severe or nuisance noise
levels?

X

c. Creation of electrostatic or electromagnetic effects
that could be detrimental to human health or property?

X

d. lnterference with radio or television reception and
operation?

X

e. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Noise/Electrical Efiects (attach additional pages of
narrative if needed):
6a. Noise levels would increase for about two months while equipment is used to complete the proposed
construction of roads, camp pads, parking areas and install tatrines. Overall noise levels of vehicles using the
ro?q.s would slightly increase due to the slight increase in visitation as people become aware the site is open to
public access.

* Include a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially signilicant impacts.

**** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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7. LANDUSE

Wll the proposed acton result in:

IMPAGT +

Can lmpact
Be

Mltgated r
Comment

lndexUnknown * None Mlnor *
Potentially
Significant

a. Albration of or interference with the productivity or
profitabiliU of the existinq land use of an area?

X
positive 7a.

b. Conflicted with a designated nafural area or area of
unusual scientific or educational importance?

X 7b.

c. Conflict with any efsting land use whose presence
would constrain or potentially prohibit the proposed
action?

X

.Please
refer to

comment
7b.

d. Adverse effests on or relocation of residences? X

e. Otrer X

Narrative D,escripdon and Evaluation of the Cumulatve and Secondary Eftects on Land Use (attach additional pages of narrative if
needed):

7a. ln general, the site would continue to provide the same recreational opportunities that have traditionally
been available. The Anaconda Search and Rescue could continue through an agreement with MFWP to
conduct some management activities including camp hosting and collecting camping fees.

7b. The Stuart Mill Bay FAS is part of a 368-acre acquisition from The Conservation Fund in 2003 in an effort to
protect the resources, provide wildlife habitat and public recreational access. lt was clear in the grass roots level
of the conveyance process that there was no intention to provide a high level of development at this site due to
the availability of that level of recreational opportunities at other locations around the lake. The proposed project
complies with the objectives of that acquisition and intended management of the resources, while providing
managed public access. Though this area is not designated an area of unusual scientific or educational
importance, educational opportunities do exist through the interpretation of native plant species and the area
ecology.

Include a nanative o<planation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknorm, o<plain wtry the unknown impact has not
or cannot be eyaluated.

Include a narrative description addresing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).

Determine whether the described impact may r6ult and respond on the checklisl. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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8. RISK/HEALTH HAZARDS

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT *
Can lmpact

Be
Mitigated *

Comment
lndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Significant

a. Risk of an explosion or release of hazardous
substances (including, but not limited to oil, pesticides,
chemicals, or radiation) in the event of an accident or
other forms of disruption?

X yes 8a.

b. Affect an existing emergency response or emergency
evacuation plan, or create a need for a new plan?

X

c. Creation of any human health hazard or potential
hazard?

X

d. ***For P-R/D-J, will any chemical toxicants be used?
(Also see 8a) X

P|SASE
refer to

comment
8a.

e. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on RisuHealth Hazards (attach additonal pages of
narrative if needed):

8a. The MFWP Region 2 Weed Management Plan catls for an integrated approach to managing weeds,
including the use of herbicides. The use of weed controlling chemiCals woula be in complianle with application
guidelines and conducted by certified applicators to limit the possibility of a spill. Weeds would also be
controlled using mechanical or biological means in certain areas to reduce tfre risk of chemical spills or water
contamination.

Include a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacis.
Include a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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9. COMMUNITY IMPACT

vlnll the proposed action result In:

IMPACT *
Gan lmpact

Be
Mitigated *

Comment
lndexUnknown * None Minor *

Potentally
Significant

a. Alteration of the location, distibution, density, or
gronft rate of the human population of anarea?

X yes 9a.

b. Atteration of the social sfuuctrre of a communitv? X

c. Alteration of the level or distibution of employment or
communitv or personal income?

X
positive 9c.

d. Changes in indusffial or commercial activitv? X

e. Increased traffic hazards or effects on existing
tansporbtion facilities or pattems of movement of
DeoDle and ooods?

x
pcitive 9e.

f. Other: X

Narratve Descrlption and Evalua0on of tte Cumula0ve and Secondary Effects on Communlgl lmpact (attach addltlonal pages of narrative
if needed):

9b. Total seasonal visitation is expected to slightly increase with the signage recently installed, proposed
improved access, smooth roads, level camp pads, designated parking areas, latrines, and graveled boat launch
areas. The number of camp sites and parking places proposed with this project are based on curent use
during busy weekends. lt is anticipated that with the improved access and facilities, all sites would be used
more often during the summer season. The season of use may also extend to earlier in the spring and later in
the fall because of better road drainage and solid access. Visitation would be somewhat controlled due to the
limited number of camping and parking slots.

9c. The Anaconda Search and Rescue has traditionally managed the site and collected camping fees. This
arangement would continue

9c. Traffic pattems would be safer if the roads are graveled and widened to allow two-way traffic. Delineated
camp sites, parking areas and boat ramps would improve traffic flows. Vehicle hazards would be reduced with
the construction of level, gravel camp pads for recreational vehicles to park and cul-de-sacs to allow easy
turning around of vehicles with long trailers.

. Include a nanative explanation under Paft lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.60+1a (ARM).
*ii Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.

"*' Include a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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10. PUBLIC SERVICES/TAXES'UTILITIES IMPAGT *

Can lmpact
Be

Mitiqated *
Comment

lndex
Wll the proposed action result in:

Unknown * None Minor *
Potentially
Significant

a. Will the proposed action have an effect upon or resuh
in a need for new or altered governmenbl services in any
of the following areas: fire or police protection, schools,
parks/recreational fucilities, roads or other public
maintenance, water supply, sewer or septic systems,
solid waste disposal, health, or other governmental
services? lf any, specify:

X yes 1Oa.

b. Will the proposed action have an effect upon the local
or state tax base and revenues?

X

c. Will the proposed action result in a need for new
facilities or substantial alterations of any of the following
utilities: electric power, natural gas, other fuel supply or
distribution systems, or communications?

X

d. Will the proposed action result in increased use of
any energy source?

X

e. **Define projected revenue sources 10e.

f. **Define projected maintenance costs. 10f.

g. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Gumulative and Secondary Efrects on Public Services/Taxes/Utilites (attach additional pages
of narrative if needed):
10a. lmproving the site with formal gravel roads, latrines and boat ramps would increase the state govemment
services needed to maintain the site and facilities. Roads would require grading nearly every year. the northem
boat ramp may need new gravel or regarding of existing gravel each spring Oue to ice action. Latrines would
need annual pumping and regular cleaning and paper filling. Fire grates would need cleaning. Tables and signs
would need repairing from vandalism. These are all typicai activities at a FAS and some of these duties would
be assigned to an MFWP caretaker or maintenance crews. MFWP-provided services would be slighly reduced
by the cooperation of the Anaconda Search and Rescue who would hetp manage and collect fees at the site as
a camp host.

10e. In the past, the Anaconda Search and Rescue collected $4 per camping unit at the site during the summer
season. In accordance with the Biennial Fee Rule, MFWP would charge camping fees after the proposed
project is complete. Statewide fees are typically $7 per camping unit pLr nigni if an occupant holds a Montana
fishing license or $12 if an occupant does not have a fishing license. Non-residents who purchase a two-day,
1O-day, or full-season fishing license at any time within the current license year shall be considered license
holders for the entire year for the purposes of this Rule. The Anaconda Search and Rescue would continue to
collect camping fees at Stuart Mill Bay FAS operating under an agreement with MFWp.

10f' The Conservation Fund has committed to providing $2,500 annually towards maintenance for the first two
years of operation. After that, FWP would use Region 2 Fishing Access Site Maintenance Fund to cover costs
annually for: boat ramp maintenance, road grading, latrine supplies and pumping, litter removal, caretaker travel
and activities, miscellaneous vandalism repair, and weed control.

. lnclude a narrative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain wlry the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.g.6041a (ARM).
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.*'** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA narrative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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**11.@

Wll the proposed action result in:

IMPACT *
Can lmpact

B€
Mitgated *

Comment
lndexUnknown r None Minor *

Potentially
Significant

a. Afteration of any scenic vista or creation of an
aesthetically offensive site or effect that is open to public
vieW?

X yes 11a.

b. Alteration of the aes0ptic character of a community
or neiqhborhmd?

X

c. **Alteration of the quality or quantity of
recreationalftourism opportunities and settings?
(Tourism Report included in Appendlx E.)

X
positive 1 1c.

d. ***@|flE{ will any designated or proposed wild
or scenic rivers. tails or wildemess areas be imoacted?

X

e. Other: X

Narrative Descripton and Evaluation of the Cumulatve and Secondary Elfects on Aesthetics/Recreation (attach additional pages of
narrative lf needed):
This site, though under private ownership until recent years, has traditionally been open for public recreation.
Primitive camp sites are obvious along the entire lake shore as evidenced by rock fire circles and trampled
vegetation from repeated use. Periodic breaks in the shoreline willows mark locations where people have
repeatedly launched their small boats to fish or quietly paddle past wildlife common to the bay area. The FAS
has open grass/brush vistas in the center with sparse lodge pole on the south end. The subtle elevation change
nicely blocks activities of boat launching areas and vehicles entering the site from campers. Two main areas
could be conducive to group use areas on the northeastem side of the peninsula.

11a. The area aesthetics viewed from within the site would change from a primitive atmosphere to a more rural
feelwith the construction of improved gravel roads and formal campsite designations. Road baniers are
purposely being left out of the proposed project to mitigate the aesthetic changes. The typical FAS latrines have
an aggregate surface to blend in with the natural surroundings. In addition, latrines would be deliberately placed
among existing vegetation or available topography where a concrete latrine would more aesthetically
acceptable. The site topography and vegetation aids in shielding the proposed improvements from people
passing along the county road and neighbors.

11c. The proposed project would fill a more rural niche in the recreational spectrum of opportunities in the
Georgetown Lake area. The FS operates several public camp grounds and boat ramps that are paved and
provide a higher or more urban level of recreational experience. The demand for public access in this area
precludes the ability to offer a more primitive recreational experience without jeopardizing the natural resources
or providing a less than the traditional number of recreational opportunities (road access to far reaches of the
site, fewer camping spaces and/or reduced boat launching areas). The quality and seasonal duration of access
to this site would be improved by widening, grading and graveling the roads. Visitors with alt sizes of
recreational vehicles, including large motor homes or vehicles towing long trailers, would be able to easily
access the campground, park, tum around and exit. The natural setting would be relatively retained by limiting
the number of roads in the FAS and reclaiming the many pioneered two-track roads across the site.

' lnclude a nanative explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain wtly the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

*t Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).

Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checldist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.*** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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12. CULTURAUHISTORICAL RESOURCES IMPACT *
Can lmpact

Be
Mitigated *

Gomment
lndex

Will the proposed action result in:
Unknown * None Minor *

Potentially
Slgnificant

a. *xDestruction or alteration of any site, structure or
object of prehistoric historic, or paleontological
importance?

X 12a.

b. Physical change that would affect unique cultural
values?

X

c. Effects on existing religious or sacred uses of a site
or area?

X

d. x***For P-R/D-J, will the project affect historic or
cuftural resources? Please refer to SHPO letter of
clearance in Appendix F. (Also see comment 12a.)

X

e. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Cultural/Historical Resources (attach additional pages
of narrative if needed):
12a. A cultural resource specialist surveyed the site in May 2004 and found no cultural resources. MFWp
submitted that report for State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) consultation. Both agencies detennined that
there is a low likelihood of impact to cultural resources as a result of the proposed project.

* Include a narntive explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).t*t Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.**** Include a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.
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SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

13. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

Wll the proposed action, considered as a whole:

IMPACT *

Can lmpact
Be

Mitigated *
Comment

lndexUnknown * None Minor r
Potentially
Significant

a. Have impacb that are indMdually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (A project or program may
result in impacts on two or more separate resources that
create a signifcant effect when considered togetrer or in
total.)

X yes 13a.

b. lnvolve potential risks or adverse efiects, wtrich are
uncertain but extremely hazardous if they were to occur?

X

c. Potentially conflict with the substantive requirements
of any local, state, or federal law, regulation, standard or
formal olan?

X

d. Establish a precedent or likelihood that future actions
with significant environmental impacG will be proposed?

X

e. Generate suMntial debate or contoversy
aboutthe nafure of the imoac6 that would be created?

X

f. ***@}!l}!, is the project epected to have
organized opposition or generete subsfiantial public
contoversv? (Also see 13e.)

X 13f.

g. ****For P-R/D-J, list any federal or statb p€rmits
required.

Ftease
refer to
8(a) on
page 4.

Narratve Desoription and Evaluadon of the Cumulatve and Secondary Etlects on Signlficance Criterla (attach additional pages of
narrative if needed):
13a. Local campers and day use visitors to this site are accustomed to a primitive site with low numbers of
visitors other than during popular weekend use and paying a nominal fee for ovemight use. The improved
roads, boat access, signs and camping facilities are expected to increase visitation on a more consistent level.
In addition, the fee would rise from the traditional $4 to a minimum of $7 for ovemight use. These combined
changes in aesthetics and fees could cause a certain number of traditional visitors to no longer use this site.
The impact of these actions may have been mitigated through involving the local public in deciding how the site
should be improved to protect resources and notifoing them at the public meeting of the increased fees.

13f. The proposed plan and altematives were thoroughly discussed at a public meeting in Anaconda, April21,
2004, when 27 members of the public attended representing a wide variety of interest groups, including local
residents, The Conservation Fund, Georgetown Homeowners Association, Anaconda Search and Rescue, Butte
Skyline Sportsmen, Anaconda Sportsmen, Trout Unlimited, and the Montana Natural Resource Damage
Program. Many attendees expressed their concems and preferences to specific development features. Most
attendees agreed upon the goals of the project and no organized opposition or substantial public controversy is
anticipated.

lnclude a nanawe explanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknonn, explain wtry the unknown impact has not
or cannot be evaluated.

Include a narrative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.6041a (ARM).

Determine whether the described impact may r6ult and respond on the checldisl. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
lnclude a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documenhtion if it will be useful.
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PART V. NARRATIVE EVALUATION AND COMMENT
This analysis did not reveal any significant impacts to the human or physical
environment.

The project has been designed to limit development, but provide the recreational
opportunities desired by the public and protect the resources from further
degradation. The recreational opportunities of small craft boating, camping, hiking,
bird watching, and angling traditionally enjoyed by the public would continue, but
natural resources would be less impacted by unrestricted vehicle travel. The
proposed project focuses on improving access in areas having been impacted by
previous repeated use. The goal is to limit the recreational activities to the most
popular areas and allow the remainder of the site to support wildlife and native plant
growth, control erosion, and provide natural aesthetics.

Traffic flows would be safer, more efficient and less damaging to equipment if roads
are wider, graded and graveled. Old roads would be blocked and reclaimed to
allow regrowth.

The proposed project would alter the aesthetics of the site and create a more rural
feel to the area, rather than a primitive, undeveloped atmosphere. The site would
likely receive higher visitation due to the demand for public lake access and as the
site becomes well-known for that access. lf no action is taken to manage use, more
pioneered roads would be created, more vegetation would be destroyed, and the
area would become an overused. weed infested site.

Because of the reclamation proposed to the many existing routes across the site,
the proposed road widening, parking areas and camp spur improvements are not
considered a significant impact to the aesthetics of the site or.the neighborhood.

PART VI. EA PREPARATION

1. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA, is an EIS required?
(YES/NO)?
lf an EIS is not required, explain why the EA is the appropriate level of
analysis for this proposed action.

Based on an evaluation of impacts to the physical and human environment
under MEPA, this environmental review revealed no significant negative
impacts from the proposed action;. therefore, an EIS is not necessary and an
environmental assessment is the appropriate level of analysis.
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2. Name, title, address and phone number of the person(s) responsible for
preparing the EA:

Sue Dalbey Lee Bastian Allan Kuser
Independent Contractor Region 2 State Parks Manager FishingAccess Site Coordinator
Dalbey Resources MFWP MFWP
926 N. Lamborn St. 3201 Spurgin Road PO Box 200701
Helena, MT 59601 Missoula, MT 59804 Helena, MT 59620-0701
406443-8058 406-542-5500 406444-7885

3. List of agencies consulted during preparation of the EA:

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Parks Division
Wildlife Division
Fisheries Division
Design & Construction Bureau

Montana Natural Heritage Program
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (floodplains)
Deer Lodge County Floodplain Administrator
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (soils)
USDA Forest Service (vegetation)

APPENDIGES (separate file if viewing this document electronically)
A. Stuart Mill Bay Location Map
B. Site Plan
C. MCA 23-1-110 Project Qualification Checklist
D. Sensitive Vegetation in the Georgetown Lake Area
E. Tourism Report - Montana Department of Commerce
F. Clearance Letter - State Historic Preservation Office

fife: SMB Draft EA - sed 5/'l 1/04: 6l14lV
form modification sed 04/(X
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APPENDIX A
Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site Draft EA

Location Map

The Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site (FAS) can be reached by traveling about 13
miles west of Anaconda on State Highway 1; travel about 1.4 miles southwest on
Denton's Point County Road to the signed FAS. The FAS is approximately 60-
acres, a peninsula at the south end of Georgetown Lake and north of the county
road; elevation 6378-6400 feet above sea level. The site is in Deer Lodge County,
Montana; Township 5 North, Range 13 West, Section 19 N%.

Map of Georgetown Lake area showing location of Stuart Mill FAS (circled).
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APPENDIX C
Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site Draft EA

23-1-110 MCA
PROJECT QUALI FICATION CHECKLIST

Date: May 1 1,2004 Person Reviewing: Sue Dalbey, consultant
Dalbey Resources

Project Location: Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site (FAS) can be reached by traveling about
13 miles west of Anaconda on State Highway 1; travel about 1.4 miles southwest on Denton's Point
County Road to the signed FAS. The FAS is approximately 60-acres, a peninsula at the south end
of Georgetown Lake and north of the county road; elevation 6378-6400 feet above sea level. The
site is in Deer Lodge County, Montana; Township 5 North, Range 13 West, Section 19 N%,

Description of Proposed Work: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) proposes to widen
(about 22') and gravel about one mile of existing roads; convert about onethird mile of existing road
to walking trail; improve gravel boat launch and designate parking at north end of site; improve
gravel carry-in launch site and parking for day-use along southeastern edge of site; accommodate
existing camping use by designating camp site spurs along main road with level, gravel parking
pads, numbered posts, picnic tables, and fire rings; level and gravel one designated host pad (no
utilities); install sealed vault latrines to accommodate use; erect signs and an entrance gate to help
manage the site; reclaim remaining roads on site.

The following checklist is intended to be a guide for determining whether a proposed development
or improvement is of enough significance to fall under 23-1-110 rules. (Please check / allthat
apply and comment as necessary.)

Vl A. New roadway or trail built over undisturbed land?
Comments: About one mile of road would be constructed over existing two-track
roads and adjacent open grassland and edges of riparian land.

t I B. New building construction (buildings <100 sf and vault latrines exempt)?
Comments; No - three to four vault latrines.

f,ll C. Any excavation of 20 c.y. or greater?
Comments: Grading of roads, parking, and camp pads, would require cut and
fill of more than 20 c.y.

| {l D. New parking lots built over undisturbed land or expansion of existing lot that
increases parking capacity by 25% or more?
Comments.' New parking for 10-20 vehicles with trailers would be constructed
near designated boat ramps.

t {l E. Any new shoreline alteration that exceeds a double wide boat ramp or
handicapped fishing station?
Comments; Two existing single-width boat ramps along the shore of
Georgetown Lake would be graveled.
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tlG.

t1H.

I I t.

Any new construction into lakes, reservoirs, or streams?
Comments; Excavation and fill of gravel to prepare gravel surface for two
single-width boat ramps af areas historically used by boaters.

Any new construction in an area with National Registry quality cultural artifacts
(as determined by State Historical Preservation Office)?
Comments; None

Any new above ground utility lines?
Comments: None

Any increase or decrease in campsites of 25o/o or more of an existing nurnber of
campsites?
Comments; No - this site would have camping sifes cons istent with historical
use.

Proposed project significantly changes the existing features or use pattern;
including effects of a series of individual projects?
Comments; Existing use allows unrestricted dr'spersed recreation. The
proposed project would restrict vehicle traffic, camping and boat access fo
designated routes.

l{l J.

lf any of the above are checked, 23-1-110 MCA rules apply to this proposed work and should be documented on the MEPtuHB495
CHECKLIST. Refer to MEPA/H8495 Cross Reference Summary for further assistance.
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APPENDIX D
Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site Draft EA

SENSITIVE PLANTS IN THE GEORGETOWN LAKE AREA
Threatened, Endangered, Proposed Threatened or Endangered,

and Forest Service Sensitive Plant Species

It is Forest Service policy to protect the habitat of federally listed threatened, endangered, and proposed
threatened species and to avoid or minimize impacts to species designated by the Forest SeMce as sensitive.
All Forest Service projects, programs, and activities are to be reviewed for possible effects on threatened,
endangered, proposed threatened or endangered, and sensitive species.

This report focuses on threatened, endangered, proposed threatened or endangered, and sensitive plant
species near Georgetown Lake, Montana.

Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Threatened Species

A search of the Montana Natural Heritage Program (MNHP) elemenl occurrence database
(nhp.nris.state.mt.us/eoportaD indicates no known occurrences of federally listed threatened, endangered, or
proposed threatened or endangered plant species in the Georgetown Lake area or on the entire Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest.

Forest Service Sensitive Species

Forest Service sensitive species are species for which the Regional Forester has determined there is a concern
for population viability range-wide or in the region. The following Forest Service Region 1 sensitive plant species
are known to occur in the Georgetown Lake area (MNHP and Pintler Ranger District records):

Botrychium crenulatum (Wavy moonwort) occurs in moist meadows near Georgetown Lake. This species.
prefers stream bottoms, around seeps, on edges of marshes, and in wet roadside swales, often on soils
influenced by reprecipitated calcium. Vegetation dominated by spruce, alders, and dogwood, with high
cover and diversity of forbs and graminoids. Expected elevation range is 2,440-7,680 teet.

Botrychium hesperium (Western moonwort) occurs on an old roadbed (closed and revegetating) in a
grassland at Georgetown Lake. Western moonwort prefers dry to moist, often gravelly and lightly disturbed
soil of grasslands, meadows, and mid-succession gravel bars in the valley and montane zones (3,200-
8,200 feet).

Botrychium paradoxum (peculiar moonwort) occurs in Fesfuia scabrella/Festuca ldahoensis (rough
fescue/ldaho fescue) grasslands and in moist meadows near Georgetown Lake. This species prefers a
habitat of moist grassy meadows in upper montane and subalpine zones (3,550-8,480 feet).
Phlox kelseyivar. missou/ensis (Missoula phlox) occurs on ridgelines in the Georgetown Lake area.
Missoula phlox grows on dry, rocky, exposed slopes and foothills at elevations of 3,600-8,100 feet.

Allotropa virgata (candystick) in lodgepole forest northeast of Georgetown Lake. Candystick is a forest
species preferring southeast to east aspects on gentle slopes and ridges in mature lodgepole pine forests.
On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, candystick has been found mostly in forests with
Xerophyllum fenax (beargrass) and Vaccinium scoparium (grouse whortleberry) and ofien on nearly bare
soils.

Thalictrum alpinum (alpine meadowrue) occurs in moist meadows near Georgetown Lake. Alpine
meadowrue's preferred habitat is on hummocks in moist alkatine meadows at elevations of 4,855-8,280
feet.
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Potential Sensitive Plant Habitat

The Region 1 sensitive species list dated 1999 was reviewed to determine which Forest Service sensitive
species might have occupied habitat in the wet meadows and grasslands near Georgetown Lake. Results are
listed in the tables below.

Wet Meadows and Streambanks
Species/

Global Ranking/
State Ranking/

Maturity Timeframe
Elevation Habitat Notes

Botrychium crenulatum
(Wavy moonwort)
G3/S2
Mature Fronds Jun-Jul

2440-7680 feet Stream bottoms, around seeps, on edges of
marshes, in wet roadside swales. Vegetation
dominated by spruce, alders, and dogwood, with
high cover and diversity of forbs and graminoids.
Known to occur on Pintler Ranger District in
Granite County, and also in Flathead, Lake,
Lincoln, Missoula, and Sanders Counties.

Carex ldahoa
(ldaho sedge)
G2QiS2
Fruit Jul-Aug

4500-8420 feet Wet meadows around seeps, ponds,
or streams, usually associated with calcareous
parent materials in the foothills to montane zones.
Known to occur on Butte, Dillon, Jefferson, and

Wisdom Ranger Dishicts and in Beaverhead,
Gallatin, Madison, Powell, and Silver Bow
Counties.

Castilleja gracillima
(Slender lndian
paintbrush)
G3c40/S2
Flower Jun-Aug

5160-7000 feet Wet meadows and streambanks. Known to occur
in Gallatin, Madison, and Park Counties.

Gentianopsis simplex
(Hiker's gentian)
G4/S1
Flower Jun-Aug

4460-8400 feet Fens, meadows, and seeps, usually in areas of
crystalline parent material, in the montane and
subalpine zones. Known to occur on Wisdom
Ranger District and in Beaverhead, Carbon, and
Missoula Counties.

Juncus hallii
(Hall's rush)
G4G5/S2
Flower Jul-Aug

4000-8860 feet Moist to dry meadows and slopes, from valley to
montane zones. Known to occur on Butte,
Madison, and Wisdom Ranger Districts and in
Beaverhead, Broadwater, Gallatin, Madison,
Meagher, Powell, and Silver Bow Counties.

Mimulus primuloides
(Primrose monkeyfl ower)
G4lS2
Flower Jul-Sep

6750-8440 feet Fens, sphagnum bogs, and wet meadows in *re
montane and subalpine zones. Known to occur
on Dillon, Wisdom, and Wise River Ranger
Districts and in Beaverhead and RavalliCounties.

Sclirpus cespifosus
ffufted club-rush)
G5/S2
Fruit Jul-Aug

3200-9200 feet Wet meadows and sphagnum nog- in the
montane to alpine zones. Known to occur on
Wise River Ranger District and in Beaverhead,
Flathead, Lewis & Clark, Lincoln, powell, and
Teton Counties.

Thalictrum alpine
(Alpine meadowrue)
G5/S2
Flower May-Jun

4855-8280 feet Moist, alkaline rneadows in the vaileyto montane
zones. Known to occur on Dillon, Madison, and
Pintler Ranger Districts and in Beaverhead, Deer
Lodge, and Granite Counties.

Veratrum californicum
(California false-hellebore)
G5/S1
Flower Jul-Aus

6160-7360 feet Wet meadows and streambanks in the montane
and subalpine zones. Known to occur on pinfler
Ranger District and in Gallatin, Granite, Ravalli,
and Lewis & Clark Counties.
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Grasslands and brush
Species/

GlobalRanking/
State Ranking/

Maturity Timeframe
Elevation Habitat Notes

Allium acuminatum
(Iapertip onion)
Gs/S1
Flower May-Jun

2600-8000 feet Dry open forests and grasslands. Known to occur
in Anaconda Pintler Wilderness and in Madison.
Ravalli, and Sanders Counties.

Arabis fecunda
(Sapphire rockcress)
G2tS2
Flower Apr-Jun

4200-7960 feet Open, rocky, often eroding slopes developed fom
calcareous plant material in foothills and montane
zones. Known to occur on Butte, Jefferson, and
Wise River Ranger Districts; in Butte and Dillon
Field Offices; at Humbug Spires; in Beaverhead,
Ravalli, and Silver Bow Counties.

Astragalus scaphoides
(Bitterroot milkvetch)
G3/S2
Flower May-Jun

5300-7160 feet Silty, often stony soil in sagebrush grassland.
Known to occur on Dillon Field Office and Dillon
Ranger District in Beaverhead County.

Botrychium hesperium
(Western moonwort)
G3/S2
Mature fronds Jun-Jul

3200-8200 feet Dry to moist, often gravelly, lightly disturbeO soil ot
grasslands, meadows, gravel bars. Known to
occur in Anaconda Range on Pinfler Ranger
District and also in Flathead, Glacier, and Lincoln
Counties.

Botrychium paradoxum
(Peculiar moonwort)
cas2
Mature fronds Jun-Jul

3550-8480 feet Mesic meadows associated with spruce and
lodgepole pine forests in montane and subalpine
zones. Known to occur on Pinfler and Jefferson
Ranger Districts; in Deer Lodge, Flathead, Glacier,
Granite, Jefferson, Lincofn, and Teton Counties.

Juncus hallii
(Hall's rush)
G4c5/S2
Flower Jul-Aug

4000-8860 feet Moist to dry meadows and slopes trom valtey to
montane zones. Known to occur on Butte,
Madison, & Wisdom Ranger Districts; in
Beaverhead, Madison, Meagher, powell, Silver
Bow Counties.

Penstemon lemhienis
(Lemhi beardtongue)
G3/S2
Flower Jun-Jul

4150-8200 feet Open sagebrush and woodland slopes. Known to
occur on Butte, Dillon, Jefferson, Wisdom. and
Wise River Ranger Districts in Beaverhead, Deer
Lodge, Silver Bow Counties; also in RavalliCoung.

Ranunculus jovis
(Jove's buttercup)
G4lS2
Flower Apr-Jun

6700-9500 feet Sagebrush grasslands to open forest slopes.
K4own to occur on Madison Ranger District; in
Beaverhead, Madison, Gallatin Counties.

Trifolium gymnocarpum
(Hollyleaf clover)
G4/S2
Flower May-Jul

4800-6300 feet Open woods and slopes, usually in Ory soit of
sagebrush steppe to ponderosa pine forest-found
in western Granite County and in Ravalli Coung.
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Heritage Program Ranks (from MNHp plant species of concern, Apfl 2003)

The international network of Natural Heritage Programs employs a standardized ranking system to denote
gtgUal(range-wide) and state status (NatureServe 2OO2). Species are assigned numeric ranks ranging from 1
(high risk) to 5 (demonstrably secure), reflecting the relative degree of risk, blsed upon available information.

A number of factors are considered in assigning ranks--the number, size and distribution of known occurrences
or populations, trends (if known), habitat sensitivity, and definable threats. Factors in a species' life history that
make it especially vulnerable are also considered (e.g., dependence on a specific pollinator).

Montana Plant Species of Concern are those with a state ranking of Sl through 52 (including S2S3) or SH
(known only from historical records). Species ranked 53 (including S3S4, SU-, SR or other special iank
designations are treated as Species of Potential Concern. Rank definitions are given below and reflect some
updates in terminology in an attempt to avoid terms like "imperiled" that may be perceived as implying
"endangered'or'threatened". The meaning and criteria for ranks remain unchanged, to maintainco-nsistency
with international standards.

Rank Definition
G1 S1 At high risk because of extremely limited and potentiaily decliningpopulation

numbers and/or habitat, making it highly vulnerable to global extinction or
extirpation in the state.

G2 S2 Atriskbecauseofvery|imitedandpotentiatlvoeciini@
and/or habitat, making it vulnerable to global extinction or extirpation in the
state.

G3 53 Potentiallyatriskbecauseof|imitedrange,popu@
though it may be abundant in some areas.

G4 S4 Apparentlysecure, though it may be quite rare@
suspected to be declining.

G5 55 Demonstrably secqre, though it may be quite rare in parts of its ranqe.
GU SU Possibly at risk, but status uncertain; more information needed.
GH SH Historical, known only from recqrds over SO iemGX SX Believed to be extinct globally or extirpated in tne state; Nstoricat recoros

only.
SR Reported within the state but the documentation nas not ne

confirmed/verified.
SA Native in nearby states, but in Montana believed to be accidentally

introduced, deliberatelv olanted. or escaoed from olantinos
HYB Recurrent hybrids.

Combination Ranks
G#c# or S#S#

Indicates a range of uncertainty about the status of the species.

Sub-rank
T# Rank of a subspecies or varie$; appended to the global rank of the full species, e.g. G4T3.

Qualifiers
O Distinctiveness of the taxon is questionable; appended to the global rank, e.g. G3e.

? Denotes uncertainty;inexactness.

Prepared on 4129fi4 by:
Kathleen A. Sweet
Sensitive Plant Coordinator
Pintler Ranger District
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest
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APPENDIX E
Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site Draft EA

TOURISM REPORT. MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The fiilontana- oepartment of Fish, wildlife and Parks has initiated the review process asmandated by 2&1-110 MCA and the Montana Environmentat policy nct in its consideration of theproject described bclow. As part of the review process, input and-comments are being soliciteJ.Please complete the projed *arne and project dbscription portioniano submit lhis form to:

Vicior Bjornberg, Tourism Oevelopmenl Coordinator
Travel Montana-Department of Comrnerce
PO Box 200533
301 South Park
Helena, MT 59620-0533

Project Name: $ite Protection and lmprov*ments at stuart Mil aay Fishing Access site

P.roject Description: widen (about22) and gravel aboul one mile of existing roads; convert
about one-third mile of existing road to wafking lrail; improve gr"vJl noat launch and designateparking at north end of. site; improve gravel carry{n launch siL and pa*ing for cay-use iiongsoulheastem edge of site; accornmodate existing camping use Uy Oeiigr,aring c"m;, slt" iprrsalong main road with level, gravel,Erking paos, numtb& po$d, pi"ni" taol"r, and fire rings;level and gravel one designated host pad (no utitities)l insiail seateo vault latrines roaccommodate use; erect signs and an entrance gate to help-manage lhe site; reclaim r"*ainlng
roads on site.

1. Would this site development project have an impact on the tourism economy?

(circle one) NO

ik rlr:ce$,, ! ! | n^-. l^
t"i!e rri C\ Vi 0 u ttLL tYl {ti.{- L"e{r{24fr

lf YES, briefly describe:

Ser?t"'f Lfs +f\."\ *1.{ rcrsrfu* #
4\41 []crr.l* f r,) iC\ f rt t {:{tZ:'*ir,t1 Fir, S, \,lii € a(€3 Ld6;:.r t

2. Does this impending irnprovernent alter the quality or quantity of
recreation/tourism opportunities and settings?

(circre one) No '.G) lf YES, briefly describe:

l+i,i t ;L€.(lzt
1i 1

Jilr'u'ri5 r'r'
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APPENDIX F
Stuart Mill Bay Fishing Access Site Draft EA

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE CONCURRENCE

\ e*r@ffit$srcfu,
.;.wrfrdtrilb@,frcrfrS

il/rutttrna 6tnte liistoriq lrawrr.",{hon Olti{x.{:
M<xtara $tarc l.Iis;toric prcsorva{itn Ol}cc
I.41t1 8th ,{rerr$e
H*kn a, lt{ontuns 5 t63t}. I ?.(t ;l

f,)va;.*;.. Banndcr:

, i: l..t-j fr- fl'*-'l-

"' .?t.,'gir't- t"'i'iii i?:,"1
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'l'he )vic'tta*a 'oryartmvrrt ol'Fi<rh. lviklliJb and Farl* is llrcrpositgimp(orv6la,rts hr t1o $tu*rt Mil} ltryi'ishi*g Acrxss siee ntGcorgv{onx l.akp in tfu L"fg ti;-n iii;;;pwty is }Kirtsd ar *ppronxatel_uTiN' I{13}v -\l 9' ?lra rtp."i'it*i*t* oo upi**ot 
"oito*l 

res<ur*<s nntl, r}rerofbr.e. rso fr:e! that 11h*.re is s J*,r'lii;ciilrocd ,tf irirFuc{: t.., u:xltural rqc$'.ri(op. " ' -- rqt srw c;t'r'i'v-' }ve- 'rt:(::r {n;
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ltlsese r<;*-ier. ancr pro'ide *$y c*rlrrlrents $r co,,ce,rrls rcgirxring trro prejec.t.

$irrcerely,

rliLrri'l1&**-
ilardel i ftlan*<r,u m, RiL rl
-r.d$is{afti Cultuta! Rescurr:e Coordinatel
I).:*i;trrr nnd. Cansrucd*n'Fur r.lru
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