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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION
Montana Fish, wildlife and parls (MF\ilpil-por.r to purchase a 40 acrc parcel of grazing agricultural and

forest lands in the Big snowy Mountains, approximately 20 miles south of Lewistown" MT ftom the Rocky

Mountain Elk Foundation (RMEF). This parcel borders mainly private land, but contains a -30 foot corner

overlap (hereafter, public access poinq of United States Forest Service (USFS; kwis and ClarkNational

Forest, Judith Ranger Disrict) land. This purchase would increase public acccss in the Big Snowy Mountains,

Fergus County, MT. Funding will be provided by MFWP's Access Public lands (APL) program. If the

property is acquired, a parking area, non-motorized fail and signage will be established that leads to this public

u""o, point onto USFS property, thereby minimizing private land trespass issues in the area. A

wildlife-fiiendly bo&t fence wilt also be constructed to mark the properly boundaries and limit trespass by

livestock.

MONTANA ENTVIROI{MENTAL POLICY ACT PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENT

FWp is required by the Monana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) to assess potential impacts of its proposed

actions to the human La pfwri".l environments, evaluate those impacts through an interdisciplinary approach

including public inpot, una make a decision basd on this information. FWP released a draft environmental

assessment (EA) forpublic review of this proposal (Rd Hllt \oaa Access) on September 13, 2013 and

acceptedpubtic commentuntil 5:00 P. M. on October 13, 2013.

Notice of the proposal and availability of the Draft EA was published tnthe Lewistown News Argus, Great

Fails Tribune and the gi llings Gazetie. Copies of the environmental assessment were distributed to

neighboring landowners aniinterestd individuals, groups, and agencies !o ensure their knowledge of the

p*i"rra p"*.;""t. The EA was available for public tryr* on-FWP's web site (http//fwp-mt gov/, *Recent

publicNoticed, and..Submit public Comments ) fromseptember 13,2013 throughoctober l3,2013.AnFwP

statewide news release was issued Se,ptember tj, zOtl and posted on FWP's website (http://fwp.mt.gov/'

't{ews Releases") the same daY.

A public informational meeting was held in l-ewistown, MT on September 26. Approximately 44 members of

trr" puuri" attended *a *ro sibsequently asked to render their opinion on the Proposal through established

lines of comment. Those 
"oEr*enG 

are further considsred below. ,''



SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT

FWp received 5l total comments (42 online. 5 during the publichearinB, and + v! qrlt)' of the 5l total

comments, 49 were in support of the propos;I, 2 did iot speciS (individuals simply left a suggestive comment

or a question), and 0 oPPosed it.

RESPONSE TO PI.IBLIC COMMENT

Below are FWP nesponses to summarized comments addressing iszues of munral concem and interest' For ease

orr"rpo*", similarcomm*tr * grouped togettEr if they eryress a similar view'

Comment With changes in land ovvnership in the area, and a notable lack of access in the snowies' this proiect

,will provide access to public lands.for both iinAng and also, non-funtingTweation' These are the kind of

piritnu"t FWP should be lookingfor. Please.find nrcre oppottunities like this'

FWp Response.. FWp is committed to finding and working on more a@ess oppornrnities' whether via access

programs to private tana* o, 
"*ess 

to publicjands. Rcceis benefits not odyhuntittg aod helps FWP meet its

'*ri"e",o.nt-goats for ;ildlife, but atsb benefits the non-hunting recreating public'

Commenf I normally don't believe in government land purchasas using tax'payers' dollars' bat u long as

FW has the resources to maintain the property I am in support of thN 
"cves" 

opportunity- Fl{P needs to do

]hei, home*ork and nnke snfe the aeess point is actually there.

FWP Rcponse: Funding for this acquisition comes from FWP',s "Access Rrblic Lands" prcgarn' frmded

entirely by sportsmen (through the "Hometo Hunt- license sales) and not throrle[I1e or fbderal ta)(es' The

property, including the.lublic access poini;nur i""" omcially surveyed and thl Z9-Z7-footoverlap providing

;;;i; L.ewis uoa cU*National Forest hasbeenconfirmed'

Comment please mape swe the property is well-signed to pt4vent inadvertent trespassingon neighborhg

private lands.

FWp Response: The public access point rnd boundary of the property have been prcperly signed to Prevent

trespassing onto neighboring private tanos. 
-ttre 

trail liading up to tne puutic accesi point has becn bladed and

signed and is easilY discernible.

Comment This new "non-motorized path" on state land will fu dpsigrred to accommodate administmfive AW

ttse. There maywell be good reasonswhyAws areneededforaaanktrativeuse, but itwasn'trylahredinthe

EA. More important, ,f" nq doesn't exptin ioi ,ureottinal ATI. users will be preventedfrom tre-spassing

onto the non-motorized trail, or how the iiort rrrtri"tron wilt be enforced. There.are-plenty of examples on

nationalforest lands where traft restAcii ha,e been or ure beingignred-bl ATY rcers' Is some tyry of

rastrictive barrier being considered to preient or at least make mire dfiianlt' AW access onto the

non-motorized areas??

FWp Response: Administative ATV use will cover activities such as fence constnrction of the boundary fence

(e.g., usrng 
" 

post-pornJeO, fence-maintenarpe, weed-spraying and other needs' The property will be signed

for..non-motorized use,,' and via game warden and Forist Se*ic" ranger parolling' and public reporting, we

anticipate most violations to u" orfrrt d r"fdJ. A resuictive barri; at the parking arca to pnev€xrt vehicular

use is being considered.



Comment In the draft EA, the National Forest (NF) tands are inaccaratety descvibed as inaccessihle- True, the

NF tands adjacent ti the proposed acquisition cnrrently have dffiarlt access because of distance' terrairy 
.

vegetation, Ztc. Howeven thisefeatuis that nake access dffianlt are highly valued by sonre members of the,

pibtrc.yor ttte opportufityfo, ,iin du, It should be aclmowledged in the EA that the proposed acquisition would
'decreise 

the tevh op{fiailty in accessing the NF lands. Therefore, the tevel af public ase of those lands would

likely increas". foi thi recr|ationisr thi enjoy maseimam opportanityfor solinde, those opportunities would

likely decrease.

FWp Response The draft environmental ass€ssment will be amended to illustrate that ac,cess is "improved" to

Lewis u"A CU* National Forest with this acquisition. While it is expected that during the relative novelty-of

this prcperty it will receive a fair amount ofuse, the extent ofthe area this acquisition provides access to will

,,iff '"ff"* pri*"y for those who seek solitude. Increased acccss to National Forest lands via this parcel may

also better disperse recreationists and hunters using other areas of the forest, reducing crowding in other areas.

Comment: Increased pablic use of this area wauld incraase the rate ofwhat.few elk therc are moving to

higherguality adiaeent private land.

FWp Responsq Elk on and around this pmperty ane common but not present in high densities. Also. given

that this property improves access to ncarly'18,000 acres of public lan4 it provides a relatively large amount of

room for hrmters to disperse. Neighboring private lands are currently outfitted and see hunting prqssurBr which

should also balance out the hunting activity provided by this access point.

Comment In regard to inpact, the inchrsion of "East Fork Access" to the title of the EA nrght be problematic.

There are no aslabtished )ack rails teading into the East Fork drainagefrom the proposed access site. I am

conrerned ahout membeis of the public who may be misled, and either end try lost and hurt. or sutse resot/,,'ae

dannge by blazing t 
"n. 

Wirib ifavor FW's acquisition of this parceL I sfiongJy urge FWP to caution the

pubtii on'the lim{ntions involved in this partianliraccesr, as to educate the public in regard to the rules,
'regulations 

and respect to the land r,se srdfils of the Forest Service.

FWp Response: Ultimately it is the responsibility of the public 
10 

be prepared while recreating in the outdoors.

The Forest Service may work with prinute groups or other organizations to constnrct a tail leading into the East

Fork in the futtrre; hoiever plans are not in place at ttris time. FWP has sigxed the property with'lrimitive

"*ping 
**" signs and a tisting of WMA nrles, and the public land beyond will be subject to the same

Natibnal Forest rules as other public agcess areas in the Snowies.

Comment I hope pl.ans include a nice trail connecting the old East Fork of Big Spring Creek trail- After this

trail is restoretl it-will be an amazing addition to Cenftal Montana recreation. It would be great to havefitture

pto^ of o new trail system in this aria, Dry Canyon etc. and connect all these tails so great lwps 
-can 

be made
'iintitng notf moon, the Uhlhom trail all the way to Crystal l-ake as well as Cottonwood Creek trail.

FWp Response: Lewis and Clark National Forest may work with private 9ltizels and organizations to t$to
develop a trait system in the future as time and funding allows. Such consideration is beyond the scope ofthis

Assessment.

Comment I an a land wwer on Red Hill Rd, and I have cancerns pertaining to high-powered rtfles, opentires,

and people parking in my driveway. I would like a safety zone placed along Red Hill Rd, andfire restrictions,

and-I di not want ta see people pa*ing or trespassing on my driveway.

FWp Response: The Red Hill Access Area will be subject to Witdtife Management Area (WMA) rules, which



cover issues such as caurping, target shooting, and fire restictions. Visitors aniving to use the Red Hill

Access Area arc directed byiign, to park within the property or along the west side of the road. Any land

owner concerned about the poiiUitity of u gate being bl;cked or a driveway accessed can sign theirlro-pertl

and notify law enforcement if these postings are violited. A parking area has-been constnrcted on the interior

of the property with enough room to p"r-it multiple vehicles, including vehicles with horse trailers' An area

along the properry periphery and Red Hill Road has been sufficiently widened-to allow for parking snfe dwing

periods of snow accu;ulation. It is likely that winter activity will be timited to intermittent snow-shoeing

and/or cross-country rf.ii"g, therefore * ub*dun"e of vehicles will not be likely when the area is snowed in

and parking is limited.

Commenf One potential issue not addressedin the EA is hovt the new acces-s point might a.ffect elk security

oru, ihu long nin and what actiot s would fu taken if nonagement obiectives are not being met?

FWp Response: part of this arpa is characterized by rough tongennhV and there are no roads in this immediate

area ofNational Forest. Therefore elk security iooo rior"d by increasea public access will be minimal' Elk

in the Snowy Management Unit are currently abo.'e obje"lye and will remain so until firther access

opportunities (partiJularly on lower-elevation private lands) are realized'

Comment: I would lilce to see nofuhing in the East Fork bowl - those nativefnh have sumived because access

is so limited.

FWp Reryonse: FWp does not foresee any negative impagts logative lish populations with this access area'

However, if issues and concems arise relativeio ttt" East Fork fishery. they wilt be addressed by Fisheries

Management staff.

Commenu WiU F?fpbe monitoring the anotmt ofvehiclas in the parking area? I don't want the land to be

over-hunted. Consider a checl<-in box perhaps? And please, no outhutse!

FWp Response: While activity at the opening of this access area may be relatively busy, the area will likely

receive use similar to other areas of accor itito the Big Snowy Mountains (e.g, lnst Peak Trail, Uhlhorn

Trail/Halfmoon pass, etc.). The Forest service does iot currently monitor vehicle rymbers 
or rccreational use

in these areas. Plans for an outhouse are not currently considered or addressed in the EA'

Comment: Constntcting a campgto,tndwould be nice, as well as a trailheadwith roomto turn around horse

tmilers.

FWp Response: plans for a campground are not currcrrtly in the wor*s, but primitive camping using a lack It

ln-pack It out approach is allowed on the property and ad&essed in WMA rules, which will also govern the use

of this acc€ss ar66. n prti"g area has ulerriaentined and signed that provides sullicient area for several

vehicles, campers, and/or horse trailers.

DECISION NOTICE

Utilizing the draft EA and public comment, a decision must be rendered by FWP which addresses any

additional concen6 and issues identified for ttris proposed action. FWP's analpis supports ryeulr.rn8 
the.

40-""r" parcel from the RMEF to deliver additional access to public land in the Big Snowy Mountains and the

hwis and Clark National Forest as proposed.



I find there to be no significant impacts on the human and physical environtnents associated with this project.

Therefore, I conclude ihat the Environmental Assessment is the appropriate level of anallnis, and that an

Environmental tmpact Statement is not required.

After review of this pnoposal, it is my decision to accopt the draft EA as supplemrcnted/modified by this

Decision Notice and the response toiublic comment contained herein. In combination" these documents

constitute the Final EA. I rLommena acquisition ofthe parcel as a point ofpublic access to public land known

as the Red HiU Road Access.

This Decision Notice may be viewed on FWP's Internet website: lrttp://www.tvp.mt.gov or be obtained upon

request from Montana rist Wnatfe and Parks. Region 4 Headquarters, 4600 Giant Springs Road, Great Falls,

MT 59405 at (406) 454-5840.

October 28, 2013
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Gary Bertellotti
R4 Regional Supervisor
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PART I: PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

Type of Proposed Action
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) proposes to purchase a40 acre parcel of
grazing, agricultural and forest lands in the Big Snowy Mountains, approximately 20
miles south of Lewistown, MT from the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation (RMEF). This
parcel borders mainly private land, but contains a -30 foot corner overlap (hereafter,
public access point) of United States Forest Service (USFS; Lewis and Clark National
Forest, Judith Ranger District) land. This purchase would increase public access in the
Big Snowy Mountains, Fergus County, MT. Funding will be provided by MFWP's
Access Public Lands (APL) program. If the property is acquired, a parking area, non-
motorized trail and signage will be established that leads to this public access point onto
USFS property, thereby minimizing private land trespass issues in the area. A wildlife-
friendly border fence will also be constructed to mark the property boundaries and limit
trespass by livestock.

Agency authority for the proposed action
MCA statute (87-l-265) authorizes MFWP to establish programs that encourage public
access to private and public lands for the purpose of hunting. Acquisition or lease of
lands or rights of way, or other arrangement for public access across private property
must be negotiated on a cooperative basis and may only be initiated with the voluntary
participation of private landowners. The Fish and Wildlife Commission and State Land
Board (depending upon size and"/or value of project) must approve acquisitions of land
and easements proposed by the agency. This environmental assessment (EA) is part of
this decision-making process.

Name of Project
Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Acquisition

Name, Address and Phone Number of Project Sponsor

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Acquisition EA
PO Box 938
Lewistown,MT 59457

(406) 538-4658 ext.228

5. If Applicable:
Estimated Construction/Commencement Date:
Estimated Completion Date :

Fall2013
Fall 2013/Sping20l4

2.

3.

4.



6. Location Affected by Proposed Action (county, range and township)
The Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Acquisition is located in Township l3 North,
Range 19 East, and Section 35 (SE/4SW14) in Fergus County, MT. The proposed

acquisition is 40 acres. The parcel is located along Red Hill Road in the northeastern Big
Snowy Mountains, Lewis and Clark National Forest (Judith Ranger District),
approximately 20 miles south of Lewistown, MT (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Location of Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Acquisition (Red section) in the
of Lewistown, MT.Big Sno Mountains, -20 miles south

7. Project Size: Estimate the number of acres that would be directly affected that are
currently (40 total acres)

(a) Developed
Residential.............. 0 acres

Industrial. ...... 0 acres

(b) Open Space/Woodlands/
Recreation . .. ... 0 acres

(c) Wetlands/Riparian
Areas. ...0 acres

(d) Floodplain .......0 acres

(e) Productive
Irrigated cropland...... 0 acres

Dry cropland...... ..... 0 acres
Forestry. ....26.2 aqes
Rangeland ....13.8 acres

Other. .....0 acres



8. Listing of any other Local, State or Federal agency that has overlapping or
additional jurisdiction
(a) Permits: None Required

Agency Name Permit Date Filed
NA

Funding: $50,000
Asencv Name

NA NA

Fundins Amount
(b)

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks APL (acquisition)
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (improvements)

$50,000

-$6,000

9.

(c) Other Overlapping or Additional Jurisdictional Responsibilities
Agency Name Type of Responsibilitv
NA NA

Narrative summary of the proposed action or project including the benefits and
purpose ofthe proposed action
The Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Acquisition is a proposal to purchase a40 acre
parcel to improve access to Lewis and Clark National Forest lands in the Big Snowy
Mountains, Fergus County, MT (Judith Ranger District; Figure 1). The property is
primarily range and woodland and contains an ephemeral stream. Adjacent private land
north, west and south east is primarily the Lewis Ranch) and public land is USFS to the
southwest of this parcel. This and surrounding areas receive high use by elk, mule deer,
black bear, mountain grouse and turkey, and provide hunting opportunities for each
species. Elk are currently >400oA above objective in the Snowy Elk Management Unit,
mainly due to lack of hunting access. Private lands surrounding this parcel are currently
outfitted or provide no public access to this area of Lewis and Clark National Forest.
This property includes a29.27-foot overlapping corner (public access point; Figure 2)
that provides legal access to thousands of acres of currently inaccessible USFS lands.
Currently, public access to USFS is limited to access via a few portions of Bureau of
Land Management lands along Red Hill Road further south. These access points do not
provide adequate public access to the East Fork drainage, due to steep topography and
cliffs south of this property. Due to land ownership and topography, this property would
provide the only practical public hunting access into the East Fork of Big Spring Creek
drainage, approximately 18,000 acres of USFS lands.

There are no buildings of significance, water developments or other improvements on the
property. There are also no water rights associated with this property per a search of the
Montana Department of Natural Resources Water Rights database. The property has

been appropriately surveyed relative to the public access point. MFWP pays taxes "in a

sum equal to the amount of taxes which would be payable on county assessment were it
taxable to a private citizen" (MCA 87-1-603). Property taxes on the parcel in20l2
totaled $20.80.

If the property is acquired, several improvements to facilitate public access will be made:
(l) An existing gate adjacent to the county road will be widened into a 20-ft wire gate



with mechanical closure and moved down the perimeter fence. At the gate opening,
minor bank sloping will be done to remove a steep bank, and small (< 8-ft) trees will be

removed to allow vehicular access to an old section of county road within the property
boundary. This old road section will be used as a driveway onto a flat location -100
yards down, allowing for vehicles (including horsetrailers) to have adequate space for
parking and turning around. (2) Beginning at the parking area, a defined access trail will
be developed. Minimal work other than brush clearing needs to be done prior to a steep

hill section because a clearly-defined cattle trail provides a natural path through part of
the property. MFWP will hire a contractor with appropriate equipment to blade/excavate
atrall route -1126-ft across the hillside to the top of the hill, and then scrape/define atrall
to the public access point. This will provide a clearly-delineated non-motorized path for
public use and an ATV-accessible trail for administrative use. Deadfall and several live
trees may need to be removed to facilitate this path. (3) Signage will be placed at the
USFS access point, around the perimeter, and signage with maps will be placed at the
parking area showing the layout for proper access. (4) the existing perimeter fence will
need reconstruction with wildlife-friendly fencing to limit trespass by livestock and
public trespass on neighboring private land (Figure 3). The property would be subject to
Wildlife Management Area (WMA) rules with regards to camping, target shooting, etc.

Figure 2. Red Hill Road Acquisition Access map showing public access point between
USFS and private parcel (Tl3N, Rl9E, SESW Section 35).
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Figure 3. Red Hill Road Acquisition Access aerial photograph showing proposed
management actions: parking lot improvement, trail marking, public access point
markin

PART II: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

1. Description and analysis of reasonable alternatives:

Alternative A: No Action
If the No Action alternative were adopted, MFWP would not purchase the property from
RMEF and public access to USFS lands in this area of the Big Snowy Mountains would
continue to be limited, thus negatively impacting hunting opportunities in the area.

RMEF would pursue a purchase agreement with another entity.

Alternative B: Purchase the Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Prorrerfv
The prefened alternative is to purchase the 40 acre Red Hill Road property, providing
public access to -18,000 acres of USFS lands and improved public hunting opportunity.
This altemative would satisfy MFWP's objectives in providing public access and
recreational opportunities to the public as well as better managing an over-objective elk
population. Following the acquisition MFWP would improve a parking area, creale a
non-motorizedtrail and establish signage that leads to the public access point and helps

minimize private land trespass issues. A wildlife-friendly border fence will also be



constructed to mark the property boundaries and limit trespass by livestock. The property
is in a good location and laid out topographically to provide easy and safe access to these
public lands. The area is expected to receive use due to its close proximity to Lewistown,
MT and the elk hunting opportunity it will provide.

2. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other control measures
enforceable by the agency or another government agency
Not applicable

PART III: NARRATIVE EVALUATION AND COMMENT

The proposed project consists of transfer of ownership from the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
to MFWP and improvement of a parkingarca and non-motorized trail, new fencing and
placement of signs to mark the perimeter and access point to Lewis and Clark National Forest.
No additional construction, improvements or land management activities are included in this
proposal. The property would be managed as under MFWP WMA rules. This analysis did not
reveal any significant impacts to the human or physical environment.

PART IV: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

1. Public Involvement:

At present, there has been little public involvement other than a record of and
endorsement by the Montana Fish and Wildlife Commission to pursue acquisition of the
property in partnership with RMEF. Once the RMEF completes the purchase of this
property from the landowner, the public will be notified in the following ways to
comment on MFWP's acquisition of the property and this environmental assessment
(EA):
1. Notices will be published in the Lewistown News-Argus, Great Falls Tribune, and

the Billings Gazette.
2. Notice and this draft EA will be posted on the MFWP website

(http :i/fwp.mt. gov/home/publ icComments. html#).
3. Draft EAs will be available at the MFWP Region 4 headquarters in Great Falls,

the Lewistown Area Resource Office in Lewistown, and the MFWP State
headquarters in Helena.

4. A news release will be prepared and distributed to a standard list of media outlets
interested in FWP Region 4 issues.

5. A public meeting will be held in Lewistown, MT where the public can comment
on the acquisition and management of the property.

This level of public involvement is appropriate for a project of this scale and scope.

2. Duration of comment period:



1.

The public comment period will be 30 days spanning from September 13, 2013 to
October 13,2013. Comments may be e-mailed to sonjasmith@mt.gov, or wdtten
comments may be sent to the following address:

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
ATTN: Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Acquisition EA
PO Box 938
Lewistown,MT 59457

PART V: EA PREPERATION

Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA, is an EIS required?
No, an EIS is not required.

If 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 stemming

from the acquisition of this Red Hill Road property from the RMEF, this assessment

revealed no significant negative impacts from the proposed action: therefore, an EIS is
not necessary and an EA is the appropriate level of analysis.

Person responsible for preparing the EA
Sonja Smith
Area Wildlife Biologist
PO Box 938
Lewistown,MT 59457
(406) 538-4658 ext. 228

List of agencies consulted during the preparation of the EA
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Wildlife Division
Lands Section

United States Forest Service
Montana Natural Heritage Program - Natural Resources Information System (NzuS)

3.

4.



PART VI: MEPA CHECKLIST

Evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed Action including secondary and cumulative
impacts on the Physical and Human Environment

la. The proposed action involves a transfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,

construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions

for the new property would be evaluated in separate analyses. Trail improvement will consist of excavation and

blading work on approximately 200 yards of trail leading up to the public access point. The trail will be a non-
motorized trail but will be wide enough for ATV access for administrative purposes only.

lb. Excavation and blading of the trail leading up to USFS access will result in minor changes in soil structure

which will disrupt and displace some soil and may result in minor erosion at the site of the trail only. Due to non-
motorized and occasional ATV ffaffrc over the trail, compaction may also result. However, the environmental
effects from trail construction and use would not override the benefits created by limiting traffic to aparticular area

- reducing trampling, compaction, and weed spread over the rest of the property. There may also be some minor
leveling ofthe parking area which exists as an old section ofthe county road, using existing gravel on site.

I. LAND RESOURCES

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Soil instability or changes in geologic substructure?

b. Disruption, displacement, erosion, compaction, moisture loss, or
over-covering ofsoil which would reduce productivity or fertility?

c. Destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features?

d. Changes in sillation, deposition or etosion pattems that may
modifr the channel of a river or stream or the bed or shore of a lake?

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



2. AIR

Will the proposed action result in:
IMPACT

Can Impact
be

Mitigated
Comment

IndexUnknown None Minor Potentially
Sisnificant

a. Emission or air pollutants or deterioration of ambient air quality?
(see also l3(c)) X 2a

b. Creation of objectionable odors? x

c. Alteration of air movement, moisfure, or temperature pattems or
any change in climate, either locally or regionally? x

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

e. For P-R./D-J projects, will the project result in any discharge
which will conflict with federal or state air quality regs? (see also
2a\

NA

f. Other X

2a. The proposed action involves a fansfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,
construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions
for the new property would be evaluated in separate analyses. Heavy construction equipment will likely be required
for the establishment of the parking lot and installation of the perimeter fencing. Emissions from the equipment will
be temporary and will not alter the overall ambient air quality at the properly.

10



ONMENT
3. WATER

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Discharge into surface water or any alteration ofsurface water
quality including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or

b. Changes in drainage pattems or the rate and amount of surface

runoff?

c. Alteration of the course or masnitude of flood water or other
flows?

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

e. Exposure ofpeople or property to water-related hazards such as

flooding?

f. Changes in the quality of groundwater?

g. Changes in the quantity of groundwater?

h. Increase in riskofcontamination ofsurface or groundwater?

i. Effects on any existing water right or reservation?

j. Effects on other water users as a result of any alteration in surface

or groundwater quality?

k. Eflects on other water users as a result ofany alteration in surface
or groundwater quantity?

l. For P-R/D-J, will the project affect a designated floodplain? (see

also 3c)

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

3a. The proposed action involves a transfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,

construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions

for the new property would be evaluated in separate analyses.

LL



PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
4. VEGETATION

Will the proposed action result in:
IMPACT

Can Impact
be

Mitigated
Comment

lndexUnknown None Minor Potentially
Sisnificanl

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

X 4a

b. Alteration of a plant community? X

c. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or
endangered species? X 4c

d. Reduction in acreage or productivity ofany agricultural
land? X

e. Establishment or spread ofnoxious weeds? X Yes 4e

f. For P-R/D-J, will the project affect wetlands, or prime and
unique farmland? NA

g. Other X

4a. The proposed action involves a transfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,
construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions
for the new property would be evaluated in separate analyses. Removal of deadfall and some live trees may be
necessary during trail construction.

4c. Upon searching the Montana Natural Heritage Program's species of concern database, one plant species of
concern (Long-styled Thistle, Cirsium longistylum) was found with overlapping potential distribution within the
property boundaries. However, no observations of this plant species have been made within the property boundaries
(August 23,2013).

4e. Ifacquired, the spread ofnoxious weeds via vehicular use around the parking area and public use is
possible. MFWP would work with the Fergus Counfy Weed District to complete a weed inspection of the properfy
and address any noxious weeds found within the property boundary through an approved weed management plan.
MFWP would also work to implement a control program for noxious weeds, similar to the system completed on
MFWP WMAs. This system uses a combination of biological, mechanical, and herbicidal treatments to control
noxious weeds; the use of herbicides would be in compliance with application guidelines and applied by people
trained in handlins techniques.
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PHYSICAL ENV
5. FIS}VWILDLIFE

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Deterioration of critical fish or wildlife habitat?

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

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

d. Introduction ofnew species into an area?

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

f. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or endangered

species?

g. Increase in conditions that stress wildlife populations or limit
abundance (including harassment, legal or illegal harvest or other

h. 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 5

i. For P-R/D-J, will the project introduce or export any species not
presently or historically occuning in the receiving location? (also see

5a. The proposed action involves a transfer of ownership of propefty, improvement of a parking area,

constmction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions
would be evaluated in separate analyses.

5b and 59. If the property is acquired, public access will be ganted on and through the property and onto
neighboring National Forest land. It is estimated that this will be a relatively high use area for elk, deer, turkey and
upland game bird hunters, and ensuing increased harvest is possible. The acquisition of this property will not
negatively impact species populations in the general area; rather it will better improve MFWP's objectives of
managing game species through public hunting. As in other areas (public and private), illegal activities (i.e.,
poaching) are a possibility. Area game wardens will patrol the area in conjunction with other enforcement activities
to enforce game laws and minimize illegal activity on the parcel and neighboring USFS.

5f. Upon searching the Montana Natural Heritage Program's species of concern database, 2 species of concern
(Hoary Bat, Lasiurus cinereus and Westslope Cutthroat Trout, Oncorhynchus clarkia lewisi) were found with
overlapping potential distribution within the property boundaries. However, no observations of these species have
been made within the property boundaries, not will management and recreational activities on the property effect
either of these species (August 23,2013).



6. NOISE/ELECTRICAL EFFECTS

Will the proposed action r€sult in:

a. Increases in existing noise levels?

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

c. Creation of electrostatic or electromagnetic effects that could be

dehimental to human health or property?

d. Interference with radio or television reception and operation?

6a. The proposed action involves a tansfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,

construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the properly and access point. Future management actions
would be evaluated in separate analyses. Construction equipment during the development of a parking area could
cause a temporary, minor increase in noise levels at the project site. Any such increase in noise levels would be

short term and minor. Visitor use could also cause a minor increase in noise levels.
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7. LAND USE

Will the proposed action result in:
IMPACT

Can Impact
be

Mitigated
Comment

IndexUnknown None Minor Potentially
Significant

a. Alteration of or interference with the productivity or
profitability ofthe existing land use ofan area? X 7a

b. Conflicted with a designated natural area or area ofunusual
scientifi c or educalional importance? X

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

d. Adverse effects on or relocation ofresidences? x

e. Other X

7a. The proposed action involves a transfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,

construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions
would be evaluated in separate analyses.
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ENVIRONMENT
8. RISK/HEALTH HAZARDS

Will the proposed action result in:
IMPACT

Can
lmpact be
Mitigated

Comment
IndexUnknown None Minor Potentially

Sienificant
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 disruotion?

X 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 8c

d. ForP-R/D-J, will any chemical toxicants be used (see also 8a)? NA

e. Other X

8a and 8c. The proposed action involves a transfer of ownership of property, improvement of a parking area,

construction of a trail and perimeter fence, and signing the property and access point. Future management actions
would be evaluated in separate analyses. If the property were acquired by MFWP, the department would manage
weeds in accordance with the Statewide Integrated Noxious Weed Management Plan, which would include using
biological, mechanical and herbicidal treatments to control noxious weeds; the use of herbicides would be in
compliance with application guidelines and applied by people trained in safe handling techniques.
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ENVIRO

9f. The proposed action is expected to have a positive impact to the Lewistown community and central
Montana residents by acquiring a public recreation site and improving public access to public land.

9. COMMLTNITY IMPACT

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Alteration of the location, distribution, density or growth of the
human population ofan area?

b. Alteration of the social structure of a community?

c. Alteration ofthe level or distribution of employment or
community or personal income?

d. Changes in industrial or commercial activity?

e. Increase traJfic hazards or effects on existing transportation
facilities or pattems of movement of people and goods?



ENVIRONMENT
I O. PUBLIC SERVICES/TAXESruTILITIES

Will the proposed action result in:

a. An effect upon or result in a need for new or altered govemment
services in any ofthe following areas: fire or police protection, schools,
parks/recreational facilities, roads or other public maintenance, water
supply, sewer or septic systems, solid waste disposal, health, or other

b. An effect upon the local or state tax base and revenues?

c. A need for new facilities or substantial alteration of any of the
following utilities: electric power, natural gas, other fuel supply or
distribution svstems. or communications?

d. Increased use ofany energy source?

e. Define projected revenue sources?

f. Define projected maintenance costs

l0b. Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks pays taxes "in a sum equal to the amount of taxes which would be

payable on county assessment were it taxable to a private citizen." (MCA 87-l-603). Therefore, there will be no

negative impact of this action on the local tax base. Property taxes for 2012totaled $20.80.

l0f. Maintenance costs are expected to be limited to weed control on the property after initial construction
(parking arealsignage) are completed. MFWP would expect other maintenance costs to be limited to signing,
fencins and minor user trail maintenance.
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I I. AESTHETICS/RECREATION

Will the proposed action result in:

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

b. Alteration of the aesthetic character of a community or
neiehborhood?

c. Alteration of the quality of quantity of recreational/tourism
opportunities and settings?

d. For P-R/D-J, will nay designated or proposed wild or scenic
rivers, trails or wildemess areas be impacted? (also see I la, I 1c)

1 la. The elements of the proposed project will require the construction of a parking area, trail, and perimeter
fence, all of which will require the removal or disturbance of a limited amount of ground vegetation. The disturbed
areas would be visible to the public but the improvement would not diminish the aesthetic values of the overall
property and viewscape.

I lc. The proposed acquisition would increase the quantity and quality of access to recreation in the Big Snowy
Mountains/Lewis and Clark National Forest. Given there are other access points to the south, MFWP does not
anticipate a significant increase in public use to central Montana at the level that would require a tourism report to
quanti|/.
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HUMAN EI\TVIRONMENT
I 2. CULTURAI-/HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Will the proposed action result in:
IMPACT

Can Irnpact
be

Mitigated
Commenl

IndexUnknown None Minor Potentially
Sienificant

a. Destruction or alteration ofany site, structure or object of
prehistoric, historic, or paleontological importance? X l2a

b. Physical change that would affect unique cultural values? X

c. Effects on existing religious or sacred used ofa site or area? x

d. For P-R/D-J, will the project affect historic or cultural resources?
Attach SHPO letterofclearance. (see also l2a) NA t2d

e. Other X

l2d. There are no culturaUhistoric resources of significance that would be impacted by this acquisition and
ensuing management.



13. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposed action result in:
IMPACT

Can
Impact be
Mitigated

Comment
IndexUnknown None Minor Potentially

Sienificant
a. Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project or program may result in impacts on two or
more separate resources which create a significant effect when
considered toeether or in total)

X l3a

b. Involve potential risks or adverse effects which are uncertain but
extremelv hazardous ifthev were to occur? X

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

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

e. Generate substantial debate or controversy about the nature of the
impacts that would be created? X

f. For P-R/D-J, is the project expected to have organized opposition or
generate substantial public controversy? (see also 13e) NA

g. For P-R/D-J, list any federal or state permits required. NA

h. Other X

l3a. There were no impacts identified in this analysis that would be individually or cumulatively significant.
The acquisition of the Red Hill Road - East Fork Access Properly by MFWP would not have a significant impact on
the social, economic, environmental, cultural, or community resowces in the Lewistown area.
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