Environmental Assessment – Chapter IV

Proposed Brackett Creek Land Exchange, Donation and Road Relocation


Chapter IV.

Environmental Consequences vers. 5.20.04

Introduction

Chapter IV forms the scientific and analytic basis for comparing the alternatives.  The potential effects, or impacts on the physical and cultural environment from implementing the proposed action or its alternative are described.  Chapter IV focuses on the most significant effects, and describes other effects briefly.  Based on the reasonably foreseeable future land uses, cumulative, or combined effects of the alternatives, along with past actions and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are described.  

Chapter IV is organized similar to Chapter III, discussing each element of the affected environment.  Table IV-1 provides a summary comparison of the effects of the alternatives relative to the issues identified in scoping.

The analysis of each alternative considers the environmental consequences on the federal (NFS) lands identified for exchange, the non-federal (SMR) lands identified for exchange and donation, and the NFS lands affected by the proposed road relocations.  

The analysis of alternatives also considers the environmental consequences on the affected adjacent lands that are not directly part of the proposed action.  The analysis considers the direct, indirect and cumulative effects where known and quantifiable.

Terminology  

Alternative 1 is also referred to as the “No Action alternative” or “No Action”.   

Alternative 2 is also referred to as the “Proposed Action”.  

SMR Lands:  The lands offered to the U.S. by Sacagawae Meadows Ranch, L.C. (SMR) by exchange and donation are referred to as the non-federal lands or the “SMR lands”.   (See Map B).

The other SMR lands in the analysis area, not proposed for exchange or donation, but possibly affected by the Proposed Action or No Action alternative, are referred to as “Existing SMR lands”.  (See Map B). 

NFS Lands:  The two parcels of land on the Gallatin National Forest considered for exchange to SMR are referred to as the “NFS lands” or the “federal lands.  (See Map B).  

Other NFS lands in the analysis area, not proposed for exchange, but possibly affected by the Proposed Action, are referred to as “Existing NFS lands”.  (See Map B).

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Land Uses

The public and the Forest Service expressed concerns about future management of the existing SMR lands and also the NFS lands considered for exchange to SMR.

Foreseeable Future Use of SMR Lands:  

In response to questions and concerns, John Neerhout, President of SMR, has described his vision and future plans for the SMR property in a December 20, 2000 letter to the Forest Service.  (See Appendix C).  

Based on Mr. Neerhout’s letter, following is a summary of SMR’s future plans:

· SMR’s overall goal is to have a family retreat for recreational purposes, surrounded by natural habitat.  This plan is apparently similar to the current management of Mr. Neerhout’s northern California ranch (caretakers house, main house, guest house, barn and corrals; grazing primarily for fuels reduction; no hunting; property mainly kept in natural habitat while surrounding properties have been turned into vineyards or housing).

· SMR would construct up to six houses, a barn, and horse corrals in the next 20 years, in reasonably close proximity to each other, most likely within the north half of Section 6 (south-facing slopes).

· Following an exchange, SMR may sell the former NFS land in Section 20.  The land in Section 20 would likely continue to be used for livestock grazing and possible timber harvesting. Considering current access limitations, other land uses may be less likely. 

In a second letter (January 29, 2002, see Appendix C), Nick Chickering, a broker associated with SMR, discussed his experience with the Neerhout family. Mr. Chickering sold the ranch in California (1,600 acres) to the Neerhout family some 20 years ago. The broker stated the family was one of only a few landowners whose goal is to keep the landscape in an oak woodlands habitat free of vineyards and development.  He also stated the Neerhout’s property was one of the few large ranches left intact in the county.

On April 23, 2004, Mr. Neerhout verbally stated to the Forest Service that if the proposed action did not occur, that in addition to developing a family retreat, SMR would likely seek to recover its initial investment by developing more residences along the access roads that cross the existing SMR lands.

In Alternative 2, it is reasonable to anticipate that after an exchange, SMR would manage its consolidated lands primarily as a family retreat for recreational purposes.  It is also anticipated that SMR would eventually sell the current NFS land in Section 20.  A moderate level of timber management and livestock grazing would also likely continue on these lands.

In Alternative 1, it is anticipated that SMR would manage at least part of its existing lands primarily as a family retreat for recreational purposes.  Mr. Neerhout recently stated that in “No Action”, SMR would also consider further development to recoup investment costs.  He stated that, in addition to a family retreat, SMR would likely develop residences along access roads crossing existing SMR land.  Also, SMR would likely take steps to clearly delineate its property boundaries, including signing, fencing and security patrols.   Chapter II, page 5 further addresses this matter.

SMR’s developments would obviously be confined to its existing private lands. This is considered the most likely scenario, and is the presumed course of action, if the proposed action does not occur.

It is also distinctly possible that SMR may elect to sell its private lands, or some portion of its lands. In considering SMR’s goals, the current intermingled ownership pattern and Forest Service road access situation makes SMR’s management of the private lands relatively difficult and costly.  Chapter II, page 5 further addresses this matter.

Mr. Chickering indicated that SMR could sell its holdings if the access issues were not resolved and the exchange did not occur.  He added that a future owner could decide to more intensely develop the land, including subdivision and a golf course.  Ongoing sales and development of former ranches in Gallatin County show this is very possible.  On the other hand, a potential future owner may decide on limited development, similar to what SMR envisions. 

Foreseeable Future Use of NFS Lands:  

If the proposed action is completed, the identified SMR lands in Sections 31, 7 and 5 (713.6 acres) would be added to the Gallatin National Forest, and the identified NFS lands in Sections 6 and 20 would be exchanged to SMR.  (See Maps B and C).

In Alternative 2, the Forest Service would manage the acquired lands consistent with current Forest Plan goals and direction, until the Forest Plan is revised.   In the interim, lands added to the National Forest would be managed similar to existing NFS lands, which are located in Management Areas (MA) 8 and 12.  (See Map D).  Lands added to MA 8 would be managed primarily for sustained timber production.  Lands added to MA 12 would be managed primarily for wildlife and dispersed recreation.  

In Alternative 1, the existing intermingled NFS lands would continue to be managed under the Forest Plan, until Forest Plan revision is completed.  (See Map D).

Management Effectiveness of NFS Lands in the Brackett Creek Area
This is Issue #1 - the first issue identified as being significant to the decision for this project.  Refer to Chapter II, page 2.  

Issue #1 – The proposal could affect long-term management effectiveness of NFS lands in this area.

Measures: 

· Change in acres of NFS lands that have reasonable, uncontested public and administrative access available.

· Change in miles of NFS and private property boundary (an indicator for consolidating NFS land into a more manageable configuration). 

Current landownership in the analysis area (Brackett Creek and Cache Creek drainages) consists of intermingled NFS and private lands.  (See Map A).  This land pattern was created through grants of alternating (checkerboard) sections of federal land to the railroads in the 1800’s and early 1900’s.   

The intermingled public and private lands in the analysis area are relatively difficult to manage effectively, both for the Forest Service and for the private landowners.    

The Forest Service manages the NFS lands in the Brackett area for multiple purposes under the Forest Plan.  Plan goals and objectives include providing for healthy forests, wildlife and fish habitat, dispersed recreation, quality water, livestock grazing and timber production on NFS lands.   Fire protection and management of the road and trail system in the area are also important considerations.   

From experience, the Forest Service realizes that these program goals are generally more achievable, and management is more effective, when NFS lands are consolidated, and not intermixed with private lands.   That is particularly true when the adjoining private lands (in this case the SMR lands) transition from traditional ranching or timber uses, to private recreational and residential uses.  

Those intermingled private lands (in this case SMR lands) typically will transition from being open to public use (or public use is tolerated) to being closed to public use.  

The prior section of Chapter IV describes the “Foreseeable Future Use of SMR Lands”.    Briefly, SMR’s goal is to develop a family retreat for recreational purposes, surrounded by natural habitat.   SMR would construct up to six houses, a barn, and horse corrals in the next 20 years.  All or a portion of the SMR lands would very likely be closed to public use. 

If the proposed action did not occur, SMR would likely develop additional residences along existing access roads.  SMR would also likely take steps to clearly delineate its private property boundaries by signing, fencing and security patrols. 

Fortunately in this situation, the U.S. holds easements for the four primary roads that provide access across intermingled SMR lands – South Fork and Middle Fork Brackett Roads, Central Camp Road, and Battle Ridge Station Road.  (See Map A).    

SMR could not close or restrict public and agency access on these road easements. People often travel off the roadways, onto SMR lands, causing recreational trespass and other conflicts on the private lands.
In the No Action Alternative, the current intermingled NFS/SMR landownership configuration and Forest Service road access facilities would remain in place in the future.  

In the present ownership pattern, future management of the intermingled NFS lands would likely become increasingly complex socially and economically.  

Two primary “indicators” of long-term management effectiveness were considered in the analysis of the No Action Alternative vs. the Proposed Action Alternative.  

Acres of NFS lands with reasonable public and administrative access:  

In Alternative 1, the NFS lands in section 6 and Section 20 would remain part of the Gallatin National Forest.  (See Map A).

Section 6 has reasonable access via the Central Camp Road.  However, Section 6 is surrounded by SMR lands on all four sides, and it can be difficult for users to determine whether they are on public or private lands.  

Section 20 has quite difficult access.  Private lands surround the NFS parcel in Section 20.  It can be difficult for users to determine whether they are on public or private land.  Also, the only legal road or trail access is from Highway 86.   The highway right-of-way crosses the southeast corner of Section 20.   But in that location, parking is very limited and users must climb down a steep bank and cross the Cache Creek riparian bottom to reach the remainder of Section 20.   So actual public use is relatively low.  

The proposed exchange and donation, Alternative 2, would result in a net gain of 110.7 acres added to the National Forest.  All SMR lands to be acquired (in sections 5, 7, and 31) would have reasonable public access.  And the NFS land in Section 20 (282.92 acres) does not have reasonable access.   Overall, Alternative 2 would result in a net gain of 393.62 acres of consolidated NFS lands that have reasonable access.

Miles of NFS and private boundary: 

In comparison to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 – the proposed land exchange and donation- would result in a net reduction of approximately 6.45 miles of common property line between NFS lands and SMR lands.  (See Maps A, B and C).  This is considered to be a very good indicator of long-term management effectiveness and reduction of costs.  

To implement the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would incur costs of surveying, marking and posting the new National Forest boundaries.  Estimated total survey costs are $30,750.  The Forest Service and SMR would share these costs.  SMR has completed the required survey of lands in Section 5 by contract (Dave Albert).  Other survey work remains to be done.  (See Appendices A and B).

In Alternative 1, there would be short-term administrative cost savings because no new land boundaries would need to be surveyed, marked and posted by the agency.

Other management considerations:
Recreation and Law Enforcement

In comparison to No Action, it is anticipated that the proposed land consolidation and road relocation would, over time, substantially improve management effectiveness and reduce agency costs associated with managing recreation uses, and attempting to minimize “recreational trespass” on SMR lands.   Similarly, SMR and local (county) law enforcement costs would likely be reduced in Alternative 2.

Land Management Activities

The Proposed Action would create a consolidated land ownership configuration that tends to improve long-term management effectiveness in most program areas, including fire protection, timber management, livestock grazing, and management of fish and wildlife habitat. 

That is particularly the case in the Brackett Creek and Cache Creek area, since it is anticipated that the SMR lands will change from traditional ranching and timber uses, to private recreational and residential uses.  

Managing Deed Restrictions 

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would incur long-term costs and responsibilities of monitoring the deed restrictions to protect riparian areas and an archeological site in Section 6.  (See Appendices A and B).  In Alternative 1, those added costs and responsibilities would be avoided.

Livestock Grazing and Noxious Weeds

In the Proposed Action, future Forest Service costs of managing the grazing allotments and noxious weeds would remain similar to the present situation.  Some cost savings would likely result simply from consolidating lands and reducing the miles of Forest Service road across SMR lands.  

As discussed under “Livestock Grazing”, in Alternative 2, drift fencing and a cattle guard may be needed to control cattle movement associated with replacement Road # 6607.  (See Appendix I).  Any such costs would be shared between the permit holder and the Forest Service.

Administering Section 5 Use Restrictions

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would incur added long-term costs of administering the public use restrictions to be placed on SMR lands in Section 5 (Tracts 1, 2 and 3) to be conveyed to the U.S.   (See Appendix A).  Those administrative costs would be avoided in Alternative 1. 

Replacement Road Costs  

Evaluations of road costs, prepared by the Forest Transportation Planner, are in the project file.

· J.Kempff, 5/11/04, Cost estimate for gating and signing, note to file

· J.Kempff, 5/11/04, Cost estimate for preliminary engineering work, note to file

· J.Kempff, 11/20/03, Brackett Road Costs, memo

· J.Kempff, 5/30/03, Brackett LEX S&D Cost Estimate for In-House Work, worksheet

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would not incur the direct costs of road construction or improvement for the two replacement roads.  SMR has agreed to be responsible for, and pay for, all direct costs for building proposed replacement Road # 6607 and trailhead, and replacement Roads #631/631A.  (See Appendices A and B).

The Forest Service has estimated that the total cost to SMR of building the two replacement access roads would be $143,100 to $174,900. SMR has indicated that those cost estimates are reasonable and acceptable to SMR. (See Appendix D).

In developing the Proposed Action, the Forest Service has already incurred the engineering costs associated with planning, completing field locations, developing design standards and cost estimates for building the two replacement roads.   The Forest Service estimates those engineering costs to date to be $4,500. 

In Alternative 2, the Forest Service would also incur costs for gating and signing the two replacement roads.   The Forest Service estimates those costs to be $3,200 for gating and $1,000 for signing the roads. 

Road Management and Maintenance

Evaluations of road management and maintenance miles and road densities, prepared by the Forest Transportation Planner, are in the project file.

· J.Kempff, 3/15/02,Brackett LEX- Open Road Calculations for Compartment 515, memo

The alternatives would affect long-term road management and maintenance costs.   

In Alternative 1, the Forest Service would continue to manage and maintain the four existing NFS access roads in the analysis area (See Map A).  Chapter III, pages 2-5, provides detailed information.  

Vehicle use of these four roads would continue to be opened during summer/fall and restricted during winter/spring to reduce maintenance costs and erosion, and to protect wildlife habitat.  Central Camp Road would continue to have an earthen road closure about 1.3 miles from Highway 86. Beyond that closure, Central Camp Road is maintained and used as a trail (Trail #500).

If Alternative 2 is implemented, the Forest Service would terminate the easements held by the U.S. across intermingled SMR lands for Middle Fork Brackett Road #6948 and Central Camp Road #6607.  The Forest Service would no longer manage or maintain the segments of these roads across consolidated SMR lands. (See Map C). 

However, in either alternative, the agency would continue to manage and maintain South Fork Brackett Road #631 and Battle Ridge Station Road #326.  (See Map C).

Also in Alternative 2, the Forest Service would have management and maintenance responsibilities for replacement Road #6607 and Road #631/631A.  (See Map C).

In the Proposed Action, the amount of Forest Service roads open to passenger vehicles would increase 0.2 miles.  The amount of Forest Service roads open only to trail vehicles and administrative uses would increase 0.6 miles.   The amount of private (SMR) roads kept open to vehicle use is anticipated to decrease by 7.6 miles.

In comparing Alternatives 1 and 2, the overall net change in distance and standard of Forest Service roads in the analysis area, and the resulting costs to the public of managing and maintaining these roads, is considered negligible.  

Road and Trail Access

Providing reasonable long-term public and administrative access to NFS lands, in a manner that reduces conflicts and trespass associated with the current intermingled landownership, are of concern to the Forest Service, SMR and the public users.  

This is Issue #2 – the second issue identified as significant to the decision for the project proposal.  Refer to Chapter II, page 2.  

Issue #2 – The proposal could affect public and administrative access to NFS lands, and it could affect public trespass on SMR land.  

 Measures:

· Change in miles of national forest access routes (system roads and trails) located on NFS lands. 

· Change in miles of national forest access routes crossing private (SMR) lands. (An indicator for the amount of potential trespass/conflict).

In addition, the prior section, “Management Effectiveness of NFS Lands”, describes the change in acres of NFS land in the analysis area that would have reasonable access.

No Forest Service system trails are now located on existing SMR lands, and no trails would be located on SMR lands following an exchange. However, the existing Forest Service roads in the area are often used as trails when vehicle use is restricted. 

Chapter 1 describes the Proposed Action in detail.  Chapter II describes the alternatives.   This section will reference that information.

In either alternative, public vehicle use of State Highway 86 and the Brackett Creek County Road would not be affected in any foreseeable manner.  The right of way for Highway 86 would continue to cross and provide access to the lands considered for exchange in Section 20 and in Section 5.  The county road would continue to cross and provide access to land in Section 5.  

NFS Lands Considered for Exchange:

In Alternative 1, legal public and administrative access would continue to be available to the existing NFS lands in Section 6 and in Section 20.  

Access to Section 6 is gained via Central Camp Road #6607.  Access to Section 20 is gained via the Highway 86 right of way.   However, as noted earlier, parking in that area is very limited and access to NFS land is difficult and not reasonable.  Users need to scale a steep bank and cross the riparian bottom of Cache Creek.  Actual public use of Section 20 is therefore quite low.  

In Alternative 2, the public and the Forest Service would no longer have legal access to and use of the NFS lands in Sections 20 (282.92 acres) and in Section 6 (320 acres).  (See Map B).  SMR would have exclusive access to and use of these lands, except where specific rights are retained by the Forest Service to monitor or analyze under the proposed deed restrictions in Section 6.

SMR Lands Considered for Exchange and Donation:
In Alternative 1, SMR would retain ownership to its lands in Sections 5, 7 and 31, and likely no public use would be available in the future except on the existing Forest Service roads across those lands, and under State stream access provisions. (See Map A).  

Public trespass and other associated problems on the SMR lands would likely continue to occur, and it would probably increase as the population in the Gallatin County area continues to grow.  

In the Proposed Action, the U.S. would acquire, by exchange and by donation, a total of 713.6 acres of SMR land within Sections 31, 7 and 5.  (See Map B).  This represents a net gain of 110.7 acres of NFS land in comparison to Alternative 1.

Legal public and administrative access to the acquired lands would be secured (360 acres in Section 31, 114 acres in Section 5, and 240 acres in Section 7).  

The result of implementing Alternative 2 would be a net increase of 393.62 acres of NFS land that would have reasonable public and administrative access rights.

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would adopt public use restrictions for SMR lands acquired in Section 5.  Restrictions would preclude overnight camping, motorized vehicle travel except on roads, discharging of firearms, and campfires.  (See Appendix A)
Public trespass on the SMR lands conveyed to the U.S. would obviously be eliminated.  

In the Proposed Action, SMR would consolidate its lands, and SMR would have better management control of those lands.

Public trespass on the consolidated SMR lands would likely continue to occur, but the problem may be reduced over time.  

Following an exchange, the Forest Service would post and sign the new NFS/SMR land boundaries in Sections 1, 5, 7 and 31. (See Appendix A and Map C). The Forest Service and SMR owners would also cooperate in efforts to inform public users about the changes in land ownership and NFS access routes.  

Although these efforts are expected to be helpful, it is still anticipated that land ownership boundaries and access routes would be confusing to some public users, and that trespass and related problems would still occur on consolidated SMR lands. 

Existing Forest Service Road Access:

In Alternative 1 – No Action, there would be no change in the current Forest Service road access situation.  (See Map A).  

The existing Forest Service roads that currently provide access to NFS lands - Battle Ridge Station Road #326, South Fork Brackett Road # 631, Middle Fork Brackett Road #6948 and Central Camp Road #6607 would each remain in their current locations across intermingled SMR and NFS lands.  

The Forest Service would retain easements, jurisdiction and public use rights on these roads across SMR lands in Alternative 1.

Following is a discussion regarding the effects of the Proposed Action vs. No Action on each of these four existing access roads.

Battle Ridge Station Road #326

Road #326 currently provides important access to the Battle Ridge Station and Rental Cabin in Section 32.   In Alternative 1, Road # 326 would continue to cross SMR land in Section 5, with the resultant possibility for trespass. (See Map A).  

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would retain all rights and jurisdiction for existing Battle Ridge Station Road #326. (See Appendix A)

In Alternative 2, Road #326 would also provide access to the acquired land in Tract 1 of Section 5.  After an exchange, Road #326 would lie entirely on NFS lands in Sections 5 and 32. Trespass and associated problems caused by current use of Road #326 across former SMR land in Section 5 would be reduced.  (See Maps B and C). 

Existing South Fork Brackett Road # 631

Road #631 currently provides important access to NFS lands in portions of Sections 8 and 18.  In Alternative 1, Road # 631 would continue to cross SMR land in Section 7, with the resultant trespass concerns continuing. (See Map A).  

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would retain all rights and jurisdiction for existing South Fork Brackett Road #631. (See Appendix A)

In Alternative 2, Road #631 would continue to provide access to existing NFS lands, and also provide access to the land in Section 7 acquired by the U.S.  After an exchange, Roads #631/631A would lie entirely on NFS lands in Sections 8, 7, 12 and 18  (See Maps B and C).

Existing Central Camp Road #6607

Road #6607 currently provides access to NFS lands in Section 6 and 36, and NFS lands further west.  In Alternative 1, Road # 6607 would continue to cross SMR land in Sections 5, 6 and 31, with the resultant trespass concerns continuing. (See Map A).   

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would terminate the easement held across SMR lands in Section 6 and Section 31 for Central Camp Road #6607. (See Map B).   

Termination of the easement for portions of Central Camp Road #6607 would be contingent upon SMR fully replacing the access road with an identified replacement road – North Fork Brackett Road #6607.  (See Appendix A, and Map B). 
Easement termination would result in a permanent loss of public and administrative access to lands in the lower portions of the North Fork Brackett Creek, including the NFS land to be exchanged to SMR in Section 6. (See Map C)   
Trespass and other associated problems on SMR land in Sections 6 and 31 caused by the current use of Road #6607 would likely be reduced.  

As discussed in “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Lands Uses”, SMR plans to build several residences and other improvements on its lands.  The actual extent of residential development would vary depending on the selected alternative.  Road access will be needed to those improvements.  In the Proposed Action, SMR would reserve an easement for use of existing Central Camp Road #6607 and existing Central Camp South Spur Road #6607A across land in Tract 2 of Section 5 to be conveyed to the U.S.   Road #6607 is seasonally closed (by locked gate) to vehicle travel.  SMR would continue to have legal access to its lands on Road #6607, even when the gate is locked. (See Appendix A, and Map B). 
Also in Alternative 2, the Forest Service would grant an easement to SMR across NFS land in Section 8 for SMR’s non-exclusive use of Central Camp Road #6607. (See Appendix A)

The effect of these easement reservations and easement grant would be to ensure that continued legal access to consolidated SMR lands exists following an exchange.

Existing Middle Fork Brackett Road #6948
Road #6948 currently provides access to NFS lands in Section 6 and 12, and NFS lands further west.  In Alternative 1, Road # 6948 would continue to cross SMR land in Sections 5 and 6, with the resultant trespass concerns continuing. (See Map A).    

In the Proposed Action, the Forest Service would terminate the road easement held across SMR lands in Section 6 for Middle Fork Brackett Road #6948. (See Appendix A, and Map B). 
Termination of the easement for portions of Middle Fork Road #6948 is contingent upon SMR fully replacing the access road with an identified replacement roads – South Fork Brackett Road #631 and #631A. (See Appendix A, and Map B)
Easement termination would result in a permanent loss of public and administrative access in the lower portions of the Middle Fork Brackett Creek, including the NFS land to be exchanged to SMR in Section 6. (See Map C)    

Public trespass and other associated problems on private land in Sections 6 and 7 caused by current use of Road #6948 would likely be reduced.  

Replacement Forest Service Road Access:

A unique aspect of the Proposed Action is the construction and improvement of the two replacement roads across intermingled NFS and SMR lands.   Following the proposed land exchange, both of the replacement roads would be located entirely on consolidated NFS lands.  Therefore road construction and related activities are analyzed herein as a federal action.

The Forest Service would terminate the easements described above only after SMR fully replaces the two lost access roads by constructing or improving two “replacement roads” as described in Chapter I and summarized below. (See Appendix A and Map B)

Proposed North Fork Brackett Creek Road #6607 and Trailhead  

To replace Central Camp Road #6607 across SMR lands, SMR would build the North Fork Brackett Creek Road #6607 to Forest Service specifications.  Following an exchange, replacement Road #6607 and trailhead would be located entirely on consolidated NFS lands. (See Appendix A, and Maps B and C).

Chapter I, Proposed Action, describes the proposed replacement North Fork Brackett Road #6607 in detail.  
Proposed South Fork Brackett Road #631 and Road #631A  

To replace Middle Fork Brackett Creek Road #6948 across SMR lands, SMR would extend and improve the South Fork Brackett Creek Road #631 and #631A to Forest Service specifications.  Following the exchange, replacement Roads #631/631A would be located entirely on NFS lands. (See Appendix A, and Maps B and C).

Chapter I, Proposed Action, describes the proposed replacement South Fork Brackett Roads #631/631A in detail.  
All replacement roadwork would be done to Forest Service specifications (See Appendix B, ATI Amendment #3).  All work would comply with Forest Service road design specifications and road construction Best Management Practices (BMPs), a Limited Operating Period (LOP) for construction of stream crossings (see “Fisheries and Amphibians”), and utilizing noxious weed BMPs to mitigate the spread of noxious weeds (see “Noxious Weeds”). 

SMR will pay the Forest Service (in a Collection Agreement) to complete the engineering design work and to obtain all necessary local, state or federal permits, including stream crossings. 

The replacement roads would be constructed or improved solely at SMR’s expense. (See Appendix A). The Forest Service estimated total cost for building and improving the replacement roads is approximately $143,100 to 174,900.

SMR recently provided a letter to the Forest Service (See Appendix D) stating that the Forest Service cost estimates and road specifications are reasonable and acceptable, and that SMR intends to build the replacement roads to Forest Service specifications at its own cost. 

Road construction and improvement work would occur prior to closing (exchanging deeds), and only after both SMR and the FS enter into a binding Exchange Agreement. (See Appendix A)  

After the proposed exchange, replacement Road #6607 and Roads # 631/631A would lie entirely on NFS lands.  Use of replacement Road #6607 and #631/631A instead of the existing Road # 6607 and #6948 would reduce trespass on SMR lands. (See Map C)   

The indicator used to estimate the level of future trespass on SMR land is miles of public access roads located on SMR lands vs. on NFS lands.  In comparison to No Action, Alternative 2 would increase the amount of access roads located on consolidated NFS land by an estimated 5.0 miles.  Alternative 2 would reduce the amount of access roads located on consolidated SMR lands by an estimated 7.6 miles (See Maps A and C).
Similar to current management of the existing Central Camp and Middle Fork Brackett Roads, both replacement roads would be seasonally closed to vehicular access to protect wildlife habitat and to protect the road prism and reduce erosion. (See “Wildlife”) 

Snowmobiles would be allowed during the winter season on the replacement North Fork Brackett Road #6607.   Snowmobiles would not be permitted on the replacement South Fork Brackett Roads #631/631A.

Management of vehicle travel on the replacement roads could be revised in the future at Forest Service discretion.

In the Proposed Action, the replacement roads would provide uncontested legal access to SMR lands to be acquired in Section 31 and Section 7. 

In the No Action Alternative, there would be no change from the current road access situation.  No easements would be terminated and no replacement roads would be built.  Access to NFS lands would continue to be provided on existing Central Camp Road # 6607 and Middle Fork Brackett Road # 6948 across intermingled NFS and SMR lands. (See Map A)   

Recreation

Evaluations of recreation resources, prepared by the District Resource Assistant and Forest Hazmat Coordinator, are in the project file.

· N.Halstrom, 3/29/04, Recreation, memo

·  D.White, 7/02, Appendix E. Transaction Process Screening Forms, Brackett Creek LEX (federal Lands).
Recreational use of NFS lands in the Brackett Creek area is a very important public and Forest Service concern. Recreation is closely tied to significant Issue #1 – Management Effectiveness, and to Issue # 2 – Road and Trail Access.  

Issue #1 – The proposal could affect long-term management effectiveness of NFS lands in this area.

Issue #2 – The proposal could affect public and administrative access to NFS lands, and it could affect public trespass on SMR land.  

Potential effects on Recreation are also discussed in the “Management Effectiveness” and the “Road and Trail Access” sections, and in the “Wildlife” and “Fisheries” sections that follow.
Regardless of which alternative is implemented, the demand for dispersed recreation use of NFS lands in the Bridger Mountains is expected to continue to grow as the population in the Gallatin County area continues to grow.

Alternative 1- No Action

In Alternative 1, the types of recreation uses in the Brackett and Cache Creek areas would likely remain about the same in the near future.  The amount of use would continue to grow.  Actual use numbers and growth rates are not known.

In Alternative 1, primary recreational uses on NFS lands would continue to include fishing, hunting, hiking, horse riding, camping, snowmobiling, cross country skiing, recreational shooting, winter family outings, mountain biking and ATV use.

In Alternative 1, recreational trespass onto intermingled SMR lands from Highway 86, the county road and Forest Service roads would likely continue, and probably increase over time.  However, the Forest Service and/or SMR may take steps in the future, such as signing and fencing, to reduce the amount of public trespass on SMR lands. (See Map A)

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

In the Proposed Action, the amount and types of recreational uses in the Brackett Creek and Cache Creek areas are anticipated to remain approximately the same when compared to the No Action Alternative.   

However, it is anticipated recreation use would be shifted onto consolidated NFS lands, and less to intermingled SMR lands. 

Hiking, hunting horse riding, camping, winter sports, mountain biking, ATV use, and recreational shooting would continue.  Some new areas would legally be available on consolidated NFS lands, but some traditional areas (on SMR lands) would likely be closed in the future. (See Map C)

Replacement Roads – Effects on Recreation:

In Alternative 2, public users would need to use the two replacement roads to access recreation areas that traditionally have been accessed via the existing Middle Fork and North Fork Brackett Roads across SMR land.  This would likely be a difficult change for many users.  (See Maps B and C).

The proposed replacement North Fork Brackett Road # 6607 would improve recreational access to consolidated NFS lands in Section 32, north portion of Section 31, Section 36, and lands west of Section 36 in the upper North Fork Brackett – Fairy Lake area.   Following an exchange, this road would be located entirely on consolidated NFS lands. 

Vehicle use of this road would be seasonally restricted beyond a trailhead in Section 32.  Snowmobile use and grooming would be allowed, as it is now on Central Camp Road #6607.  

Snowmobile use and grooming of replacement North Fork Brackett Road # 6607 would also help mitigate a loss of snowmobile access in the Fairy Lake area (outside of the analysis area).

The proposed replacement South Fork Brackett Road # 631/631A would improve recreational access to consolidated NFS lands in Section 8, the southern portion of Section 7, Section 12, and lands west of Section 12 in the upper South Fork Brackett – Ross Peak area.   Following an exchange, this road would be located entirely on consolidated NFS lands.  

Vehicle use of this road would be restricted seasonally beyond a trailhead in Section 7.  Snowmobile use would not be allowed on this southern route.  

Termination of Existing Road Easements – Effects on Recreation: 

In Alternative 2, public users would no longer be able to legally use those segments of existing Middle Fork Brackett Road #6948 and North Fork Brackett Road #6607 across SMR lands for recreation and for access to NFS lands.  Easements held by the U.S. across SMR lands would be terminated.  SMR would likely close these road segments to public use after an exchange.  (See Appendix A, and Maps B and C)
The termination of road easements would also likely reduce the ongoing recreational use (trespass) on SMR lands, particularly in the north half of Section 6 and in Section 31.  

This is considered to be a major change.  It is anticipated that many users would not adjust readily to this change and to the loss of traditional access.  It is also anticipated that some people would not readily adjust to using the two replacement access facilities.  

Section 6: The public would lose recreational access to NFS lands in Section 6.   Section 6 is heavily used for recreation due to ease of access and gentle open terrain.  People would have more difficult access to fishing on the lower reaches of North Fork and Middle Fork Brackett Creek on NFS land in Section 6.  And the undesignated shooting range would be no longer available.   This would also be a difficult change for users.   Some trespass and other related problems are likely to continue in Section 6.
Section 20:  The public would also lose recreational access to NFS lands in Section 20.  Section 20 currently has relatively low public use due to relatively difficult access.  People would have more difficult access to fisheries on Cache Creek in Section 20.
In Alternative 2, people would have better legal access to lands to be acquired in Section 5, west of Highway 86 (Tracts 1 and 2) and south of the county road (Tract 3).  Public parking is available near the Brackett Creek “Y” on NFS land in Section 8.  

Alternative 2 would improve access for fishing the lower North, lower Middle and upper Main Forks of Brackett Creek through acquisition of lands in Section 5.  These streams offer some of the higher value fishing in the analysis area.

However, people would have difficult access to fishing on the North Fork and Middle Forks of Brackett Creek on SMR land in Sections 6 and 31.  These segments of stream are considered to be lower value fisheries than the segments in Section 5.

In Alternative 2, the popular Forest Service access road (Road #326) leading to Battle Ridge Station and the recreation rental cabin would be entirely on NFS lands in Section 5. 

In Alternative 2, the Forest Service would adopt public use restrictions for lands to be acquired in Section 5.  Restrictions would preclude overnight camping, motorized vehicle travel except on designated roads, use of firearms, and campfires.  (See Appendix A).

Some trespass and other associated problems are expected to continue on consolidated SMR lands following an exchange.  Over time, hopefully most public users will become familiar with the new NFS and SMR land boundaries, the access facilities, and travel restrictions. 
Geology and Minerals
A mineral evaluation prepared by the Forest Geologist, is in the project file. 

(P.Stotts, 3/23/03, Forest Service Mineral Report for Federal and Non-Federal Lands in the Brackett Creek Land Exchange)
In Alternative 1, there would be no exchange of mineral estates, and no effect on the management of minerals on existing NFS lands or existing SMR lands.  

The NFS lands in Sections 20 and 6 were reserved from the public domain (“Reserve PD Lands”).  These NFS lands would remain open for exploration and patenting under the U.S. mining laws, as well as “leasable” or “permitable” mineral uses.

In Alternative 2, the two parties would exchange title to all mineral rights together with the identified surface estates.  

The U.S. would convey all mineral rights on the NFS lands identified for exchange to SMR (Sections 20 and 6). The mineral estate would no longer be available under U.S.

The SMR lands (in Sections 31, 5 and 7) would be conveyed to the U.S. in two separate transactions: 602.9 acres would be conveyed by “exchange” and another 110.7 acres by “donation”.  The donated lands are expected to be from Section 5. Chapter I describes the Proposed Action in more detail.

Different laws apply to each transaction with respect to minerals.  The donated SMR lands would have “acquired land” status under the Weeks Law (Act of March 1, 1911). 

The donated lands would not be managed under the U.S. mining laws.  Donated lands would be available for “permittable” or “leasable” minerals at Forest Service discretion.  

The SMR lands to be exchanged to the U.S. would take on the same “Reserved PD” status as the NFS lands identified for exchange to SMR.  Therefore, after an exchange the acquired SMR lands would be managed under the U.S. mining laws, along with “leasable” or “permitable” uses. 

Due to the low hard rock mineral potential of both NFS and SMR lands, no hard rock mineral development or production is foreseen.  Coal deposits are considered uneconomical for development.  No coal development or production is foreseen. 

Hydrocarbon (oil and gas) potential is considered moderate for the area, with all tracts considered equally “prospectively” valuable for oil and gas.  None of the identified SMR or NFS lands has any active oil and gas leases, but there are leases in the general vicinity.  Future leasing activities could occur in this area, especially given the national concerns over energy supplies.

Soils

Evaluations of soils resources prepared by the Forest Soils Scientist and Forest Hydrologist, are in the project file.

* H.Shovic, 11/10/03, Re: Brackett Creek soils, memo

* H.Shovic, 11/7/03, Soil Resources, memo

* M.Story, 10/22/03, Brackett Creek Land Exchange- Roads, letter (also Appendix E)

Chapter III includes a description of the soils in the analysis area.  

The Proposed Action would not materially affect soils or soil productivity in the analysis area. There are no erosion XE "erosion"  or slope stability problems in this area.  Soil productivity would not be altered. 
Proposed changes in land ownership would not influence soils unless a significant change in management occurs.  

Two proposed actions could cause minor impacts to soils in the area: 

(1) SMR’s plans to build residences and other improvements in the area (both in Alternative 1 and Alternative 2), 
(2) In Alternative 2, SMR would build and improve two replacement roads to provide access to consolidated NFS lands following the exchange.
Resource mitigation XE "mitigation"  measures for building the two replacement roads comply with the standards in the Forest Plan XE "Forest Plan" . (See Appendix E).  Effects are discussed under the “Watershed & Water Quality” section later in Chapter 4. 
Wetlands & Floodplains
Wetlands & Floodplains evaluations, prepared by the Forest Hydrologist, are in the project file.

* M.Story, 5/30/2003, Brackett Creek Land Exchange- Watershed and Water Quality Analysis, letter

* M.Story, 11/4/2002, Brackett Creek Land Exchange-Floodplain & Wetland Analysis, letter

* M.Story, 12/12/96, Reply to a reply: Revised ATI Hammersmark, memo 

Impacts of the Proposed Action on wetlands, floodplains and riparian habitat are of concern to the Forest Service, SMR and the public.  This is part of Issue #3 - the third issue identified as significant to the decision. Refer to Chapter II, page 4. 

Issue #3  - The proposal could impact the watershed, including water quality, fisheries and amphibian habitat in this area.

Measures: 

· Change in protected acres of floodplains and wetlands.  

· Change in protected acres of wetlands that provide Yellowstone Cutthroat trout and amphibian habitat.

This issue is addressed below, and also in “Watershed & Water Quality” and “Fisheries & Amphibians” sections.

Through Executive Orders (EO) 11988 (Floodplain Management) and 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), federal agencies must take special care when considering actions, (including acquiring, managing or disposing of federal lands), that may directly or indirectly affect wetlands or floodplains.  Agencies are required to avoid disrupting these areas wherever there is a practicable alternative, and to minimize any environmental harm.

The Forest Service (FSH 5409.13 Chapter 33.42c) considers three options to meet the intent of these EO’s: 

1) Balancing test- if the value of the wetlands or floodplains received have equal or greater value than the wetlands or floodplains conveyed and the land exchange is in the public interest, then the intent is met;

2) If the exchange does not meet the balancing test, then reservations and restrictions must be added to the document of conveyance; or,

3) Removal of property from the proposed transaction if options 1 and 2 are not feasible.

Alternative 1 - No Action

In Alternative 1, ownership of the lands containing wetlands and floodplains in the analysis area would not change.  The U.S. would not increase federal ownership of wetlands and floodplains by 6.6 acres and 2.06 acres respectively.  There would be no deed restriction to protect 20.1 acres of riparian area in Section 6.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Alternative 2 would result in a 2.06-acre net increase in floodplains, and a 6.6-acre net increase in wetlands located on federal lands.  The value of the wetlands and floodplains acquired by the United States would exceed the value of the wetlands and floodplains conveyed to SMR, meeting the intent of the EOs. 

In Alternative 2, about 12.72 acres of wetlands on SMR lands would be conveyed to the U.S.  (Section 31 - 1.43 acres of spring-associated riverine tributary to North Fork Brackett Creek; Section 7 - 1.22 acres of riverine tributary to South Fork Brackett Creek; Section 5 - 10.07 acres of riverine along North and Middle Forks Brackett Creek, and a tributary to Brackett Creek).

In Alternative 2, about 4.37 acres of floodplain on SMR lands would be conveyed to the U.S. (Section 5- along the North and Middle Forks of Brackett Creek) 

In Alternative 2, about 6.12 acres of wetlands on NFS lands would be conveyed to SMR: (Section 20 - 0.62 acres of riverine along Cache Creek, and along a tributary to Cache Creek; Section 6- 4.8 acres of riverine and 0.7 acres of palustrine along North Fork and Middle Fork Brackett Creek.) 

In Alternative 2, about 2.31 acres of floodplain on NFS lands would be conveyed to SMR: (Section 20 - 0.43 acres along Cache Creek; Section 6 - 1.88 acres along North and Middle Fork Brackett Creek).

In addition, the Forest Service would place a deed restriction on the NFS land in Section 6 to protect riparian areas, Yellowstone cutthroat trout and boreal toad habitat. (See Appendix B). This deed restriction would permanently protect 20.1 acres of riparian area.   The protected area would be 100 feet wide on each side of the streams: (Section 6 - 18.7 acres of riparian area along Middle Fork Brackett Creek and 1.4 acres of riparian along North Fork Brackett Creek. 

The Forest Service and authorized representatives would have rights to inspect and monitor the protected area in Section 6. (See Appendix B)

The parcel of NFS land in Section 20 contains about 3.2 acres of riparian area on Cache Creek.  Section 20 would not be protected by deed restriction.   

Water Rights & Claims

A report prepared by the Forest Water Rights Specialist is in the project file.

* C.Taylor, 6/8/00, Water Rights for Brackett Creek LEX, memo

Water rights (claims) in the analysis area are described in Chapter III.   In summary, no known water right claims exist on the SMR lands.  Two known water right claims exist on NFS land.  Both are located on Middle Fork Brackett Creek in Section 6.  Claim #43A –W-060166-0 is for water diversion via bucket for a once proposed campground in Section 6. Claim # 43A-W-0670486-00 is for stock water use.  The Forest Service has no further need for either claim.

In Alternative 1, the two water rights claims would not transfer to SMR.   In Alternative 2, both of the water right claims would transfer to SMR.  SMR would need to apply to the DNRC to change any parameters such as purpose of use, if the water is used for anything other than the claimed use.

Transfer of the first claim would not have an adverse effect on a campground, since no

campground exists.  Transfer of the second claim would not affect current livestock grazing operations in Section 6.  

Watershed & Water Quality

Evaluations of watershed & water quality, prepared by the Forest Soils Scientist and Forest Hydrologist, are in the project file.

* H.Shovic, 11/10/03, Re: Brackett Creek soils, memo

* M.Story, 10/22/03, Brackett Creek Land Exchange- Roads, letter (also Appendix E)

* M.Story, 5/30/2003, Brackett Creek Land Exchange- Watershed and Water Quality Analysis, letter

 *  M.Story, 11/4/2002, Brackett Creek Land Exchange-Floodplain & Wetland Analysis, letter

* M.Story, 12/12/96, Reply to a reply: Revised ATI Hammersmark, memo 

Impacts of the Proposed Action on watershed, water quality and riparian habitat are of concern to the Forest Service, SMR and the public.  This is part of Issue #3 - the third issue identified as significant to the decision. Refer to Chapter II, page 3. 

Issue #3  - The proposal could impact the watershed, including water quality, fisheries and amphibian habitat in this area.

Measures: 

· Change in protected acres of floodplains and wetlands.  

· Change in protected acres of wetlands that provide Yellowstone Cutthroat trout and amphibian habitat.

Two new actions in the analysis area could affect watershed and water quality:  

(1) SMR’s plans to develop residences, other structures and driveways in the area.  This is likely to occur both in Alternative 1 and in Alternative 2.   SMR proposes to construct up to 6 houses, a barn, and horse corrals in the next 20-year period. Construction sites would most likely be in Sections 5 and 6.  (See “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Land Uses” at the beginning of this chapter).

(2) The Proposed Action includes the construction and improvement of replacement Road #6607 and replacement Road # 631/631A. Refer to Chapter 1, Proposed Action.  

The effects on watershed and water quality of other potential actions that could occur, such as timber harvest or livestock grazing, are beyond the scope of this analysis.

All streams in the analysis area are in compliance with Montana water quality standards. None of the streams in the analysis area are 303(d) listed for TMLD development. There are no municipal watersheds in the area, and there would be no effect on any municipal watersheds. 

Alternative 1 – No Action

Replacement Roads:  In Alternative 1, there would be no need to construct or improve two replacement roads to access NFS lands.  The four existing Forest Service roads (See Chapter III) would remain in use.   The anticipated short-term adverse effects on water quality from erosion would not occur. 

The benefits of reducing erosion and sedimentation by improving drainage and resurfacing existing roads would not occur.  

Residential Buildings:  In Alternative 1, SMR would likely proceed with its family development plans on existing SMR lands in Sections 5 and 6.  If SMR also develops additional residences in Alternative 1 to recover costs, that development would have increased impacts to watershed and water quality, as compared to Alternative 2.

Soil erosion potential would be temporarily increased during building construction, and there would be potential for long term erosion increase from roads built to access buildings.

Proposed residential development would pose a slight increase in runoff potential but no increase in flooding.  Soil destabilization or landslide potential would not be changed. 
In Alternative 1, potential adverse impacts to watershed and water quality could occur since more wetland and floodplain acreage would remain in private ownership (in comparison to Alternative 2).  

Also, in Alternative 1, no deed restriction for riparian protection would be placed on lands in Section 6.  

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Replacement Roads:  

SMR would construct and improve replacement North Fork Brackett Road # 6607 in NFS Section 32, SMR Section 31 and NFS Section 36, a total length of 2.7 miles.  SMR would also construct and improve replacement South Fork Brackett Road #631/631A in NFS Section 8, SMR Section 7 and NFS Section 12, a total length of 3.6 miles. (See Map B and Chapter I). 

These road projects would pose potential for increased soil erosion. Net sediment increase is expected to be minimal during actual construction.  The areas of greatest potential sediment impacts would be at creek crossings in Section 36 and Section 7.  Adverse watershed and water quality effects are anticipated to be minimal and well within Montana water quality standards.

The road projects would also reduce existing erosion and sedimentation by obliteration of a few spur segments, improving drainage on all reconstructed segments, and resurfacing some road segments.  

After road construction, a net sediment decrease is expected, due to improved road drainage and re-surfacing.
Erosion and sediment from road construction would be satisfactorily managed.  Gallatin National Forest road design and contract provisions, and State of Montana BMPs concerning drainage, cut and fill slope re-vegetation, and stream crossings would be applied  (See Appendix E).
Mitigation measures would include sufficient culvert size and configuration to allow fish passage, and limited operating periods for construction.  A Forest Service biologist would also survey proposed road routes before construction to ensure amphibian habitat would not be impacted. (See Appendices G and H) (See “Fisheries & Amphibians” Section later in this Chapter for further mitigation discussion).  

In Alternative 2, there would also be a potential benefit to watershed and water quality since Alternative 2 results in a net gain of wetland/floodplain acreage in public ownership (in comparison to Alternative 1).

In Alternative 2, NFS lands in Section 6 conveyed to SMR would be protected by the deed restriction.  The 100’ buffer on each side of affected streams would serve to filter out any potential sediment generated by other activities on SMR lands. (See Appendix B) 

Vegetation and Habitat Types

An analysis of vegetation and habitat types prepared by a contract biologist and approved by the Forest Service is in the project file. (H.Pac, 5/14/03, Biological Evaluation/ Assessment for the Brackett Creek Land Exchange, report)
Chapter III describes the habitat types and vegetation types for federal and non-federal lands considered for exchange and donation.  

If the Proposed Action, is implemented, the overall net change in acreage of vegetation cover types located on NFS lands would be: 

· Non-veg- lose 12 acres

· Grass/forb - lose 32 acres

· Shrug/sage/willow - gain 26 acres

· Douglas-fir - lose 221 acres

· Lodgepole Pine/Douglas-fir - gain 319 acres

·  Subalpine fir - gain 65 acres.

If the Proposed Action, is implemented, the overall net change in acreage of habitat types located on NFS lands would be:

· Limber pine - gain 75 acres

· Douglas-fir - lose 39 acres

· Subalpine fir - gain 98 acres

· Non-forested (grasslands, grass/forbs, brush) - lose 13 acres.

In either alternative, vegetation will naturally change gradually in vigor and species composition over time.  

In either alternative, future management of vegetation on SMR lands and NFS lands, through use of fire, timber harvest and/or livestock grazing, would also affect vegetative composition and structure. 

In Alternative 1, vegetation on the NFS lands could change depending on the occurrence of fire and future Forest Service management activities.  NFS lands would continue to be managed under the current Forest Plan, until plan revision.  Current Forest Plan direction indicates timber harvest could take place on NFS lands.  Specific information is not known at this time and beyond the scope of this document. 

In Alternative 1, vegetation on SMR lands could also change, depending on the occurrence of fire and SMR’s management activities on its existing private lands. 

In Alternative 2, the Forest Service would manage the vegetation on the acquired SMR under the current Forest Plan, until plan revision.  Again, vegetation on the acquired NFS lands could change depending on the occurrence of fire and future Forest Service management activities.  Specific information is not known at this time and beyond the scope of this document

In Alternative 2, it is anticipated that SMR would manage the vegetation on NFS lands conveyed to SMR similar to its existing lands.  Some timber harvest or prescribed fire, to reduce fuels levels or fire risk, or to improve wildlife habitat could occur.  

Timber Resources

Evaluations of timber resources, prepared by the Bozeman District Lead Forestry Technician, are in the project file.

*  Unknown, 7/3/2000, Hammersmark LEX Additional Parcels, memo

*  Unknown 11/30/96 and 4/30/96, Cruise Report, memo

*  T.Orr, 4/22/96, Timber Volume Assessment Propose Hammersmark Land Exchange, letter

Timber resources on the NFS and SMR lands, including timber volumes and site productivity, are described in Chapter III.

Under USDA Department Regulation  (DR) 9500-3, Land Use Policy, the Forest Service is to ensure that its programs, including land exchanges, avoid unwarranted conversion of forestlands from existing uses. 

In the No Action Alternative and also in the Proposed Action, there are no foreseeable adverse impacts on forestlands, and no unwarranted conversions of forestlands from existing uses. 

Timber harvest may occur on the identified lands in the future, but it would most likely be limited in scope.  Thinning, prescribed fire, and other vegetative treatment methods may be used both on the identified lands in the future, in response to concern about risks of fire and insect outbreaks, and in efforts to maintaining healthy forests and wildlife habitat. Analysis of any specific activity is beyond the scope of this document.

In Alternative 2, an estimated 1.114 to 1.364 million board feet (MMBF) of commercial timber volume would transfer to federal ownership through the acquisition of the SMR lands in Sections 31, 5 and 7. 

Under the Forest Plan, timber harvest, prescribed fire, thinning and other management activities may occur on the lands added to the National Forest. 

In Alternative 2, an estimated 3.79 MMBF of commercial timber volume would transfer to SMR ownership through the exchange of NFS lands in Sections 6 and 20.  Timber harvest, prescribed fire, thinning and other management activities may occur on the lands conveyed to SMR. 
The Proposed Action would cause a net decrease of an estimated 2.426 MMBF to 2.676 MMBF of commercial timber volume on NFS lands following an exchange. 
In Alternative 1, the proposed exchange and donation of lands would not occur, and there would be no transfer of commercial timber.  As a result, there would be no net loss of timber volume on NFS lands.

Noxious Weeds

A noxious weed evaluation prepared by the Bozeman District Resource Assistant and Weed Coordinator, is in the project file. 

* J.Councilman, 10/26/03, Brackett Creek Land Exchange Noxious Weeds Evaluation and Risk Assessment, letter

Noxious weeds are of concern to the Forest Service, to landowners and to the public. 

Chapter III describes current Forest Service policies and management plans for noxious weeds.  It also describes the current levels of noxious weed occurrence, species, and treatments on the involved federal and non-federal lands in the analysis area.  

Alternative 1- No Action 

Weeds would continue to be monitored and treated by both the Forest Service and SMR.  

The Forest Service would continue to treat the existing NFS lands under the Bozeman District Weed Management Plan (WMP), including following the best management practices outlined in the “Guide to Noxious Weed Prevention Practices” (GNWPP) (See Appendix F). 

SMR would be required by the Montana Weed Control Act (MWCA) to start or continue treatment of known noxious weed infestations on its lands, and to develop a weed control plan if one does not exist.  

The Forest Service and the grazing permittee would continue to review both the SMR and NFS lands, updating infestation maps. 

If no exchange occurs, it is still anticipated that SMR would construct driveways and buildings on its lands, increasing potential for noxious weeds.  Mitigation would be as described under the MWCA, including development of a weed control plan if one does not exist. (See Appendix F). 

In addition to coordination with SMR and the grazing permittee, the Forest Service would continue to coordinate with the State, Gallatin County, and other interested groups to prevent and suppress noxious weeds. This would include following relevant practices for prevention and mitigation. (See Appendix F).

Alternative 2 –Proposed Action 
SMR Lands:  Chapter III identifies known infestations of noxious weeds on SMR lands to be conveyed to the U.S.  To summarize, infestations of spotted knapweed are found in Section 31; common tansy, hound’s tongue and musk thistle in Section 5; and spotted knap weed and hound’s tongue in Section 7.  Following the exchange, the Forest Service would treat these infestations under its WMP, following the GNWPP.

NFS Lands:  Chapter III identifies known infestations of noxious weeds on NFS lands.  There are no known noxious weeds on NFS lands in Section 20.   There are known infestations of musk thistle and hound’s tongue on NFS lands in Section 6.   

In Alternative 2, SMR would be required by the MWCA to start or continue treatment of known noxious weed infestations on NFS lands conveyed to SMR, and on its other lands, including development of a weed control plan if one does not exist (See Appendix F).   

In Alternative 2, SMR would likely construct driveways and buildings on its lands following an exchange, increasing the opportunity for noxious weed invasion. Mitigation would be required under the MWCA, including development of a weed control plan if one does not exist. (See Appendix F).   

In Alternative 2, potential exists for spread of weeds through the construction and improvement of replacement Roads # 6607 and # 631/631A.   

Road # 6607:  There are known infestations of spotted knapweed on NFS land in Section 36, and known infestations of spotted knapweed, musk thistle and hound’s tongue on NFS land in Section 32.  

Road # 631/631A:  There are known infestations of spotted knapweed, musk thistle, hound’s tongue, common tansy, and mullein on NFS land in Section 8, and known infestations of common tansy on NFS land in Section 12. 

. 

SMR and the Forest Service have agreed that SMR shall adhere to Forest Service specifications for road construction and improvement, on both NFS and SMR lands.  Those specifications include the following weed prevention and control measures of the GNWPP.( See  Appendix F). 

· Minimizing soil disturbance;

· Reestablishing vegetation in a timely manner; using prescribed weed-free grass mixes; 

· Removing all mud, dirt, and plant parts from all equipment before moving into project area;

· Cleaning construction equipment prior to leaving a project site;

·  Minimizing movement of weed infested gravel and fill material;

· Not establishing new gravel and fill sources in areas where noxious weeds are present;

· Inspecting all gravel and borrow sources before use and transport. 

Forest Service Engineering representatives would monitor road construction and road improvement activities, including those related to noxious weeds. 

Even with best management practices and mitigation in place, noxious weeds may spread.  Any expansion of weeds would likely be moderate to low, based on mitigation measures, the existing weed suppression programs, and the limited amount of disturbance associated with roadwork (less than 10 acres) and other activities proposed

If weeds do become established in new areas, they can be contained or controlled under existing programs, as the total area infested would be relatively small. 
Livestock Grazing 

An evaluation of grazing prepared by the Bozeman District Range Specialist, are in the project file.

*  R.Clark, 9/15/03, Brackett Creek Land Exchange Range & Weeds Input, letter

Chapter III describes two active National Forest grazing allotments – Battle Ridge Allotment #604 (term) and Brackett Creek Allotment #610 (temporary) in the analysis area.  Cattle are combined and managed as a single herd in both of these allotments.

In either Alternative 1 or 2, preliminary calculations indicate there would be no change in how cattle numbers are apportioned between NFS and private lands in the allotments.  The Forest Service plans to review both allotments in 2005.  Numbers may be apportioned differently at that time. 

Under USDA Department Regulation (DR) 9500-3, Land Use Policy, the Forest Service must ensure that its programs avoid unwarranted conversion of prime rangelands from existing uses. The Forest Service is also to encourage individual landowners to retain important rangelands.    In either alternative, there are no foreseeable adverse impacts to prime rangelands. 

In either alternative, the current “good” range condition that exists on both allotments would be expected to continue. 

Alternative 1 - No Action
In Alternative 1, no foreseeable change would occur to the current management and grazing use of the two affected allotments in the analysis area – the Brackett Creek and Battle Ridge Allotments. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

In Alternative 2, both allotments would be impacted by an exchange of NFS lands in Section 20 and Section 6 to SMR.  The Section 20 lands are part of the Battle Ridge Allotment #604.  The Section 6 lands are part of the Brackett Creek Allotment #610.
Section 402(g) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (“FLPMA”, Public Law 94-579, 10/21/76) requires reasonable compensation to the permit holder for any authorized permanent improvements on federal land identified for exchange.  There are no permanent improvements on the NFS land identified for exchange.

FLPMA also requires offering the holder of term grazing permits the opportunity to retain grazing rights on affected NFS lands for two years following notification of a potential land exchange.  (That requirement does not apply to temporary permits.)

On October 22, 2002, the permittee for the Battle Ridge Allotment #604 notified the Forest Service that he elected to retain his use of NFS land in Section 20 for two more years.

As stated earlier, following an exchange, SMR may elect to sell the land in Section 20 to the permit holder.

Brackett Creek Allotment #610 is a combination of NFS lands and SMR lands. 

In Alternative 2, the Forest Service would cancel the temporary permit for Section 6 (now issued to H. Allen, Allen Woosley, and Judith Fraser) at the time of exchange. 

Other existing NFS lands within the two allotments would continue to be grazed by the current permittee.

For SMR lands in Allotment #610 not conveyed to the U.S., SMR may elect to continue to lease grazing rights to the current permittee (H. Allen, Allen Woosley, and Judith Fraser).  But that is a decision to be made by SMR outside of this analysis.  

The SMR lands in Sections 31, 5 and 7 to be conveyed to the U.S. in Alternative 2 are also within Allotment #610.  Any future Forest Service decision to authorize grazing on these acquired SMR lands would be made separate from this analysis.

In Alternative 2, one other anticipated impact to livestock grazing involves the construction of replacement Central Camp Road # 6607 in Section 32.  Building that new road could adversely affect stock movement.  If stock movement becomes a problem, the Forest Service and permittee would construct a drift fence and cattle guard to mitigate these concerns. (See  Appendix I).

Wildlife

An analysis of wildlife, prepared by a contract biologist and approved by the Forest Service, is in the project file. (H.Pac, 5/14/03, Biological Evaluation/Assessment for the Brackett Creek Land Exchange, report)
Chapter III describes the wildlife habitat, and potential occurrence of threatened and endangered species habitat and sensitive species habitat in the analysis area.  

Following is a summary of key findings from the BE: 

· Bald eagle, lynx and gray wolf use of the analysis area is not anticipated and would most likely be transient if it occurred.  There are no verified observations of the three species in the project area. 

· The proposal is outside the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone, and within the gray wolf “Yellowstone Nonessential Experimental Population Recovery Area”. The proposal would have “no effect” on the bald eagle, grizzly bear, Canada lynx and gray wolf.

· The proposal would have “no impact” on peregrine falcon, trumpeter swan, harlequin duck, western big-eared bat, or wolverine.

· No impacts are listed for any other MIS (Management Indicator Species) listed in the Forest Plan.

· For northern goshawks, flammulated owls, and black-backed woodpeckers, the proposal “may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause loss of viability to the population or species”.

Since the alternatives would have “no effect” on threatened or endangered species or their habitats, there is no need to formally consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

Comparison of Alternatives  

Effects on wildlife habitat in the analysis area could occur from three actions: (1) land exchange and donation, (2) replacement of two Forest Service roads, and (3) SMR’s plans to develop buildings, driveways and related facilities on its private lands.  

  1.  Land Exchange and Donation

In Alternative 1, the proposed exchange and donation of lands would not occur.  

In Alternative 1, less wetlands and riparian habitat would be protected.  Alternative 2 would create a net increase of 6.12 acres of wetlands located on federal lands. (See previous section “Wetlands and Floodplains”).

Alternative 2 would also protect, by deed restriction, another 21.3 acres of riparian habitat in Section 6. (See Appendix A). Dependent species, such as wolverine, northern goshawks, flammulated owls, moose, and black-backed woodpeckers could all benefit.  

The analysis area is part of a key linkage zone for lynx.   Potential lynx habitat involves subalpine fir, adjacent willow/sage, and moist Douglas-fir habitat types between 6,000 and 8,800 feet.  The exchange and donation would create a net gain of 16 acres of potential lynx habitat located on federal lands. 

Highways and development can impact linkage zones.  In Alternative 2, the U.S. would exchange 282.92 acres of land adjacent to Highway 86 in Section 20.  The U.S. would acquire 114.4 acres of SMR land along Highway 86 in Section 5.  This would result in a net decrease of about 169 acres of federal land adjacent to Highway 86.  If those lands are developed, that could potentially impact lynx movement.  

  2.  Replacement Roads 

In Alternative 2, the two proposed replacement roads (North Fork Brackett Road #6607 and South Fork Brackett #631/631A) would be located across NFS and SMR lands that have previously been harvested, and contain young stands of trees. No old growth timber is involved. (See Maps B and C). (See previous section “Road and Trail Access”).
In Alternative 2, there would be a minor loss of riparian habitat and aspen habitat from road construction and improvement work. 

Construction of Road #6607 could cause a loss of riparian habitat (less than 1 acre). The road would cross North Fork Brackett Creek in Section 36.  This would cause very minor impacts to riparian dependent species. 

Black backed woodpeckers and other species could lose a minor amount of habitat if any aspen trees were removed during road construction or reconstruction. 

Replacement Road #631/631A would tend to improve public access to higher elevation areas, potentially increasing hunter harvest and possibly affecting potential wolverine denning areas.  The road system would be seasonally closed to vehicular access to mitigate wildlife concerns and to protect the road surface. It would not be open to snowmobiles. (See previous section “Road and Trail Access”).

Replacement Road #6607 would also tend to improve public access to higher elevation areas, potentially increasing hunter harvest and possibly affecting potential wolverine denning areas. The road would be seasonally closed to vehicular access to mitigate wildlife concerns and protect the road surface.  It would be open to snowmobiles during winter. (See previous section “Road and Trail Access”).
Open Road Density:  Changes in open road densities as a result of the Proposed Action would have some minor effects on wildlife. 

An analysis of “open roads” shows that following an exchange and building the replacement roads (See previous section “Road and Trail Access”): 

· Open State and county roads would stay the same (4.5 miles).

· Forest Service roads open to public passenger vehicle use would increase by 0.2 miles (7.5 to 7.7 miles).   

· Forest Service roads open only to administrative use or ATV use would increase by 0.6 miles (5.4 to 6.0 miles).

· Private roads open to private uses would gradually decrease by about 7.6 miles (15.1 to 7.5 miles)

Overall, in the Proposed Action, open road density would decrease by 0.41 miles per square mile (1.97 to 1.5 miles/square mile).

3.  SMR Development Plans

Under Alternative 2, the landowner has stated a goal to manage the SMR lands primarily to retain open space and wildlife habitat. It is anticipated that SMR would build its planned developments on existing SMR land in Section 5 and 6. In Alternative 1, additional residential development along roads may occur, beyond what is planned in Alternative 2. (See “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Land Uses”).

These developments could impact wildlife habitat, particularly with additional homes, people, dogs and vehicles.

Fisheries & Amphibians
An analysis of fisheries and amphibians, prepared by a contract biologist and approved by the Forest Service, is in the project file. (H.Pac, 5/14/03, Biological Evaluation/Assessment for the Brackett Creek Land Exchange, report)
Other information evaluating fisheries and amphibians prepared by Forest and Zone Fisheries Biologists is also in the project file.

*  S.Barndt, 5/5/2003, Brackett Creek LEX, letter

*  W.McClure, 9/6/96, Hammersmark Land Exchange, Preliminary Fisheries Evaluation, letter

Fisheries including riparian habitat is a public concern.  This is part of Issue #3 - the third issue identified as significant to the decision. Refer to Chapter II, page 4. 

Issue #3  - The proposal could impact the watershed, including water quality, fisheries and amphibian habitat in this area.

Measures: 

· Change in protected acres of floodplains and wetlands.  

· Change in protected acres of wetlands that provide Yellowstone Cutthroat trout and amphibian habitat.

In addition to the discussion below, see the prior “Floodplains & Wetlands” discussion.

General findings of the BE/BA are summarized below:

· The proposal may impact individual Yellowstone cutthroat trout during road construction activities across streams, but would not impact the populations.

· The proposal may impact individual boreal toads and northern leopard frogs during road construction activities across streams, but will not impact the populations.

· By protecting habitat in Section 6, by acquiring habitat on SMR land, and by ensuring fish and amphibian passage at stream crossings, the result of this proposal would be beneficial to fish, amphibians, and their habitats. 

Alternative 1

In Alternative 1, construction and improvement of two replacement Forest Service access roads would not occur.  Individual Yellowstone cutthroat trout, boreal toads, or northern leopard frogs would not be impacted by road construction.

In Alternative 1, there would no net gain of 6.6 acres of wetlands located on NFS lands.

SMR would not convey 12.72 acres of wetlands associated with North Fork Brackett Creek (Section 31 and 5), South Fork Brackett Creek (Sections 7 and 5), and Middle Fork Brackett Creek (Section 5).

In Alternative 1, the U.S. would not convey 6.1 acres of wetlands associated with Cache Creek (Section 20) and Middle and North Forks Brackett Creek (Section 6) to SMR.  No deed restriction would go into effect for NFS lands in Section 6. 

Alternative 2

In Alternative 2, the U.S. would acquire about 12.72 acres of wetlands in Sections 31, 7, and 5. The most important wetlands are the 10.07 acres in Section 5 associated with North and Middle Fork Brackett Creek. 

NFS lands to be conveyed to SMR in Section 20 would include 0.62 acres of wetlands associated with Cache Creek.  NFS lands to be conveyed to SMR in Section 6 would include 5.5 acres of wetlands 

As discussed earlier in Chapter IV (in “Vegetation and Habitat Types”) Alternative 2 would result in a net increase of 26 acres of shrub/willow class on federal lands. Shrub/willow is a good indicator of riparian habitat. Fish and amphibians would benefit. 

Wetlands on NFS land in Section 6 associated with Middle Fork and North Fork Brackett Creek would be protected by a deed restriction.  Future activities would be restricted within riparian areas along the Middle Fork (4,075’) and North Fork (300’) of Brackett Creek, within a 100’ corridor on each side of the streams.  The total protected area would be 20.1 acres.  Forest Service and cooperating agencies would retain rights to monitor and manage these stream areas.  (See Appendices A and B).

Proposed construction and improvement of the replacement roads could impact fisheries and amphibians.   Replacement Road # 6607 would cross the North Fork Brackett Creek in Section 36, potentially impacting fish and amphibian habitat.  Road #631/631A would not cross any perennial stream. 

Various measures would be employed to mitigate any impacts. 

· Construction of crossings would occur only during September and October. This timing restriction would protect spawning Yellowstone cutthroat trout and their emergent fry, when localized sediment production might impact trout redds. (See Appendix G). 

· A biologist would survey the proposed road locations to ensure that amphibian habitats would not be impacted.  Routes would be adjusted if needed.  (See Appendix H). 

· Stream crossings would be designed as natural stream bottom structures, capable of passing bankfull flows and passing fish and amphibians at all flows. (See Appendix H) 
Cultural Resources
Evaluations of cultural resources, prepared to date by the Forest Archeologist, are in the project file.
*  W.Allen, 3/25/2004, Brackett Creek Roads, memo

*  W.Allen, 3/23/2004, Re: Brackett Creek Roads, memo

*  W.Allen, 7/18/2003, Brackett Creek LEX, memo

*  W.Allen, 2/10/2000 and 2/18/97, Cultural Resource Inventory Reports

The Forest Archaeologist’s examination of the NFS lands is described in Chapter III.  No tribal treaty rights exist in the analysis area.  The examination revealed no new cultural resource sites.  The existence of a previously located cultural site on NFS land was reconfirmed. 

Based on available information, the Archeologist believes no cultural sites exist along proposed replacement Roads # 6607 and #631/631A.  The Archeologist will examine these locations in the 2004 field season to confirm this finding. 

Alternative 1
No cultural resource sites would be affected in the No Action Alternative.  The archeological site on NFS land would not be conveyed to SMR, and would continue to be under Forest Service management and protection.
Alternative 2

No known cultural resource sites would be disturbed by construction activities associated with the replacement roads. 

Archeological site 24GA119 is located on NFS land to be conveyed to SMR.  To protect this site, the Forest Service and SMR have agreed to impose a deed restriction, to prevent any alteration or disturbance of the site without agency permission.  The Forest Service will retain rights to inspect the site and to survey, examine, excavate, remove materials, and rehabilitate the site.  (See Appendix A). 

Under terms of a 1995 programmatic agreement with the Montana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Forest Archaeologist has recommended that the Proposed Action may proceed. 
County Revenues

The potential impact on Gallatin County revenues is of public concern.   In analyzing this concern, the 2003 land values, tax rates and federal Payments in Lieu of Taxes  (PILT) to States and counties were studied (without accounting for likely future adjustments).  The analysis does not study possible future land values and taxes that may result from potential residential or commercial development on the SMR lands. 

In Alternative 1, Gallatin County revenues would not be affected.  County taxes are estimated to average $1.25 per acre per year.  The total annual property tax on the non-federal lands is estimated to be $892. 

In Alternative 1, PILT payments would also not be affected.   In 2003, PILT payments were about $0.175 per acre.  On that basis, the annual PILT payment to the State and county for the federal lands considered for exchange is approximately $106

In Alternative 2, due to the difference in appraised value of the federal and non-federal lands, the proposed action would add a net of 110.7 acres of land to the Gallatin National Forest (by donation), and decrease the acreage of private land by the same.  As a result, in Alternative 2, SMR would pay approximately $136 per year less in taxes to Gallatin County.   And the Forest Service would pay approximately $19 more per year in PILT payments.  

Potential development of SMR lands, whether in Alternative 1 or 2, would likely increase future tax payments to Gallatin County, proportionate to the value of the improvements.  However, there may also be an increase in demand for county services.

Other Economic Concerns
Other public concerns related to economics were also identified in scoping, including land appraisals, potential hazardous material clean-up costs, corporate subsidies as tax breaks, and future damage to lands acquired by corporations. 

Appraisal methods and conclusions are discussed in Chapter III (page 19).

It is expected that the overall value of SMRs holdings would increase substantially under Alternative 2, by consolidation of private lands and elimination of public access roads across those lands.

Chapter III (page 18) also discusses hazardous materials findings.  Since no hazardous materials were found on the federal or non-federal lands, no clean-up costs would be involved. 

Corporate subsidies as tax breaks are beyond the scope of this document.  

Future “damage” to lands acquired by “corporations” is not expected.  (SMR is a limited partnership.)  The concern about future land use of SMR lands is addressed throughout Chapter IV, starting with “Reasonably Foreseeable Future land Uses”.

Environmental Justice
By Executive Order 12898, as amended, agencies of the United States are directed, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, to assure the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, programs, and policies.  No racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from the operation of industrial, municipal, and commercial enterprises, and from the execution of Federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) interprets environmental justice to mean “fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people” in decisions that impact their environment.

The public involvement for this environmental analysis is documented in Chapter II, and in the Project File.  

The negative environmental consequences resulting from the Proposed Action under Alternative 2, and the No Action alternative under Alternative 1, are described above in Chapter IV.  

No racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group would bear a disproportionate share of the negative consequences of the proposed action or the no action alternative.

Table IV-1.  Comparison of the Effects of the Alternatives According to the Issues

	Issue
	Alternative 2 

(Proposed Action)
	Alternative 1

 (No Action)

	Issue #1 – The proposal could affect long-term management effectiveness of NFS lands in this area.

Measures: 

*  Change in acres of NFS lands that have reasonable, uncontested public and administrative access.

*  Change in miles of NFS and private land boundary (Indicator for consolidating NFS land into a more manageable configuration). 
	Alternative 2 would result in a net gain of 393.62 acres of consolidated NFS lands that have reasonable access. /1/

/1/ Alternative 2 would add a net of 110.7 acres to the National Forest.  All acquired lands would have reasonable public access.  The NFS land in Section 20 (282.92 acres) does not have reasonable access.   

Alternative 2 – the proposed land exchange and donation- would result in a net reduction of approximately 6.45 miles of common property line between NFS lands and SMR lands.
	Alternative 1 would have no change in acres having reasonable access. 

Alternative 1 would not change the miles of NFS and private land boundary.

	Issue #2 – The proposal could affect public and administrative access to NFS lands, and could affect public trespass on SMR land.  

Measures:

*  Change in miles of national forest access routes (system roads and trails) located on NFS lands. 

*  Change in miles of national forest access routes crossing private (SMR) lands. (An indicator for the amount of potential trespass/conflict).


	 In comparison to No Action, Alternative 2 would increase the amount of access roads located on consolidated NFS land by an estimated 5.0 miles.

Alternative 2 would reduce the amount of access roads located on consolidated SMR lands by an estimated 7.6 miles,
	Alternative 1 would not change the amount of national forest access routes located on NFS lands.

Alternative 1 would not change the amount of national forest access routes located on SMR lands.

	Issue #3  - The proposal could impact the watershed, including water quality, fisheries and amphibian habitat in this area.
Measures: 

*  Change in protected acres of floodplains and wetlands.  

*  Change in protected acres of wetlands that provide Yellowstone Cutthroat trout and amphibian habitat.


	Alternative 2 would result in a 2.06-acre net increase in floodplains, and a 6.6-acre net increase in wetlands located on federal lands.  The wetlands provide Yellowstone Cutthroat trout and amphibian habitat.

In addition, the Forest Service would place a deed restriction on the NFS land in Section 6 to protect 20.1 acres of riparian areas, Yellowstone cutthroat trout and boreal toad habitat. 


	Alternative 1 would not change the acres of protected floodplains or wetlands.  Alternative 1 would not change the acres of wetlands that provide Yellowstone Cutthroat trout or amphibian habitat.

Also in Alternative 1, no deed restriction would be placed in Section 6.
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