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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Introduction

This Travel Management Plan (TMP) and Environmental Assessment (EA) proposes a plan
(Proposed Action) for designating and managing a travel route network for Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) — administered lands (BLM lands) within the Missouri River Foothills
(MRF) Planning Area (PA). The EA portion of this document discusses the impacts of the

Proposed Action and the impacts of three alternatives to that action on the PA’s natural and
physical environment. Publication of this proposed TMP/EA will be followed by a 30-day

public review period.

This TMP/EA assists the BLM in project planning in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It also helps the BLM make a determination as to whether
any “significant” impacts would result from the actions analyzed in this document. Significance
is defined by NEPA and is found in regulation 40 CFR 1508.27. An EA provides evidence for
determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a “Finding of No
Significant Impact” (FONSI). If the appropriate decision maker determines that this project has
significant impacts following the analysis in this TMP/EA, then an EIS would be prepared for
the project. If not, a Decision Record (DR) may be signed for the EA. This DR would select a
preferred alternative, which could be the Proposed Action or another alternative. The DR and
FONSI would document the reasons why implementation of the selected alternative would not
result in significant environmental impacts beyond those already addressed in the Approved
Record of Decision and Butte Resource Management Plan (2009 Butte RMP) (BLM 2009b).

1.2 Background

This TMP/EA identifies a proposed travel network that consists of roads, primitive roads, and a
trail. It discusses how this route network would be used and maintained over the next 10 years
or more, as well as detailed information about proposed travel management actions that would be
carried out on BLM lands within the Missouri River Foothills Travel Management Area (TMA).
For the purposes of analysis, the TMA consists of BLM- lands within the Missouri River
Foothills PA, although characteristics of other nearby lands are also addressed. BLM lands
within the PA are largely scattered and isolated. The travel management action alternatives
addressed in this TMP/EA are Alternatives B, C, and D. Alternative A is the “No Action”
alternative. Alternative C is the BLM’s Proposed Action.

The Missouri River Foothills PA is located in Broadwater County and Lewis and Clark County
in southwest Montana (Map 1). BLM lands within the PA are primarily positioned at the base of
the Big Belt Mountains and near the Helena National Forest, which is managed by the United
States Forest Service (USFS). The PA is within Townships 7 to 14 North, Ranges 1 to 3 West,
and Ranges 1 to 5 East, Principal Meridian Montana.

The PA contains approximately 434,741 total acres of land with multiple jurisdictions. Table 1
illustrates major landownership within the PA. The BLM’s Butte Field Office manages
approximately 16.32 miles of travel routes within the PA as depicted on Map 1.



Table 1. Missouri River Foothills PA Acreages by Major Landowner Categories

Local

Private

Jurisdiction BLM USFS State Government Lands Total
N“R‘c'::; of 5,468 215,067 15,599 259 158,195 394,588

Figure 1. A primitive road meanders along a hill in the TMA.

Figure 2. A primitive road crosses an isolated 80-acre parcel of BLM
territory near private farmland in the Missouri River Foothills PA.




Map 1. BLM Travel Route Network Overview




1.3  Purpose and Need for Action

1.3.1 Regulation and Policy Adherence

Federal agencies are directed to manage motorized vehicle use on public lands by President
Nixon’s 1972 Executive Order 11644 (see Appendix 3) and President Carter’s 1977 Executive
Order 11989, which were incorporated into the Code of Federal Regulations under 43 CFR
8342.1. They require that BLM-administered lands are designated in land use plans as either
Open, Limited, or Closed to OHV use. The Missouri River Foothills TMA was given a “limited
area” designation in the Record of Decision: Off-Highway Vehicle Environmental Impact
Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota (2003
OHYV EIS for MT, ND, and SD) (BLM 2003) and in the 2009 Butte RMP.

In addition to “Area” designations, each individual travel route must also be designated as
“Open,” “Limited,” “Limited (Administrative or Non-motorized),” or “Closed” to wheeled
motorized travel. Currently, wheeled motorized vehicle travel in the TMA is only allowed on
travel routes that were present when the Record of Decision (ROD) was issued for the 2003 OHV
EIS for MT, ND, and SD. That ROD provides temporary guidance for travel management on
BLM lands until site-specific TMP/EAs can be completed for particular PAs. Once this
TMP/EA is finalized, it will replace the temporary guidance found in the 2003 OHV EIS for MT,
ND, and SD. Over Snow Vehicles (OSV) designations will also be made in this TMP.

1.3.2 Specific Purpose/Need Components
Essentially, the purpose/need for preparing a TMP is to:
e Address the increased use of motorized routes in the TMA and the resulting impacts to
the Area’s natural and cultural resources.
e Identify travel-related management actions to meet or maintain Land Health Standards
(see glossary for definition) in the TMA.
e Provide for clear delineation of (and appropriate use on) designated travel routes through
informational kiosks, maps, signing, and local educational forums.
e Designate travel routes within the TMA by applying current national management
strategies and guidance for OHV use on public lands.
e Follow the 2009 Butte RMP'’s travel management direction:

“The purpose of site-specific travel planning is to develop travel plans that
meet the needs of public and administrative access, are financially
affordable to maintain, and minimize user conflicts and natural resource
impacts associated with roads and trails, as per 43 CFR 8342 (BLM 2009b,
7).

“There is a need to do this because in many portions of the Butte Field
Office, travel planning has not ever been conducted in a manner to establish
a managed transportation network that meets the criteria within these
regulations and fully considers public and administrative needs, user
conflicts, and natural resource impacts” (BLM 2009b, 7).



1.3.3 Goals and Desired Future Conditions

Goals and desired future conditions (DFCs) are broad statements that set far-reaching direction
for management. They can be an important part of the purpose and need for action. Goals for
travel planning and other resources were established in the 2009 Butte RMP and are incorporated
into this TMP/EA by reference. Tables 2 and 3 (below) show the most relevant goals and DFCs
that apply to the TMA. These tables also include a list of Missouri River Foothills travel
management objective numbers that correlate with each DFC for the TMA and with each 2009
Butte RMP goal. These objectives are described following the tables. Below is a list of
meanings for the tables’ abbreviations, which categorize goals and DFCs.

TM = Travel management and access

TF = Transportation and facilities

RM = Recreation management

WF = Wildlife, fish, wildlife habitat, special status and priority plant and animal species
MRF = Missouri River Foothills

Table 2. 2009 Butte RMP Travel Management Goals

Missouri River

Foothills Travel
Goals Relevant Travel Management Goals from the 2009 Butte RMP

Management
Objectives
Provide a balanced approach to travel management that
provides a sustained flow of local economic benefits,
Goal TM1 | minimizes user conflicts, safety concerns, and resource 19

impacts while taking into consideration the unique attributes
and values of the various Travel Planning Areas.

Maintain facilities, roads, and trails to provide for public
Goal TF1 | and/or administrative use and safety while mitigating impacts 2,3
to resources.

Provide a diverse array of recreational opportunities while

| RM1
Goa maintaining healthy public land resources.

1,2

Manage commercial, competitive, or special events with
Goal RM3 | special recreation permits that eliminate or minimize impacts 1,2
on resources and conflicts with other users.

Conserve, enhance, restore, or minimize impacts to areas of
important wildlife habitat such as rare or limited seasonal
Goal WF2 | habitats, corridors, and blocks of intact functional habitat 2,4,5
across the landscape, areas of low road-density, and foraging
areas.




Table 3. Missouri River Foothills Desired Future Conditions for Travel Management

Missouri River
Descriptions of Desired Future Conditions (DFCs) Foothills Travel

Specific to the Missouri River Foothills Planning Area Management

Objectives

DFCs

Develop and maintain a transportation system to protect
recreation and non-recreation access to the public lands
within the planning area. Access will be protected, not
inhibited. The network would provide the foundation for
avoiding unnecessary closures or restrictions stemming from
preventable resource damage/disturbance or user conflicts.

MRF 1 1,2,3,4

Where possible, opportunities would be sought to disperse or
MRF 2 distribute users to help provide a quality recreational 1
experience.

Working with cooperating agencies and willing private land
owners, BLM would seek to create some form of general
access to currently inaccessible public lands within the PA.
Lands without all-encompassing access would be managed as
“Limited to Authorized Users” until general right of entry can
be provided.

MRF 3

Travel management would enhance activities such as hunting,
MRF 4 antler shed hunting, hiking, wildlife watching, and camping— 1,2
while protecting resources.

1.3.4 Management Objectives

Management objectives play a key role in allowing the BLM to fulfill the purpose of its
proposals and meet various needs. Using the goals and DFCs shown in Tables 2 and 3, as time
and resources allow, the BLM proposes the following objectives for managing travel within the
TMA:

Objective 1: After publication of the decision approving this plan, the majority of visitors to
public lands within the TMA would report having a satisfactory experience using the defined
transportation network. This objective would be measured through visitor contacts at recreation
sites (e.g., trailheads and parking areas), through the BLM website, and through local community
information centers (e.g., the Helena or Townsend chambers of commerce or visitor bureaus).

Objective 2: The majority of visitors in the TMA should be able to comply with travel rules once
the BLM has made rule adherence information available online and through maps, signs, and
information kiosks. Rule information would include travel rules for responsible cross-country
over snow vehicle (OSV) use (between December 2 and May 15™). Five years after publication
of maps and online information—and after the successful installation of the majority of travel



route markers, there would be a reduction in the formation of travel routes or a reduction in
evidence of cross-country travel by motorized vehicles. To measure unauthorized use, a
Geographic Information System (GIS) database of newly found travel routes would be
maintained and evaluated for effectiveness in the elimination of new, unauthorized travel routes.

Objective 3: The BLM (in conjunction with local groups, private landowners, community
planners, and other agencies) would develop a prioritized list of locations and methods to be used
to ensure access would remain open to federal lands from state, city, county, and local roads.

The BLM would continue to partner with the Southwest Montana Interagency Access Council
and Travel Management Committees to evaluate issues related to maintaining public land access.

Objective 4: Following the completion of the installation of travel route designation
markers/signs, the majority of the 23 travel routes eliminated through this TMP/EA’s Proposed
Action would not be conspicuous at intersections. Reduction of route visibility would be
accomplished through natural restoration or rehabilitation methods. Photo monitoring would be
used to measure the effectiveness of management actions taken to eliminate travel on closed
routes.

Objective 5: Over the life of this plan, areas characterized as significantly disturbed by human
activity would be reduced in key regions (as identified by BLM) next to travel routes.
Significant human activity disturbance includes any disturbances created by dispersed camping
within 300 feet of authorized travel routes. The intention of this objective is to maintain or
improve land health as indicated by the BLM core indicators of vegetation cover and bare
ground. The BLM’s Land Health Standards and characteristics associated with these standards
are described in the Butte District sections of the Standards for Rangeland Health and
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands Administered by the Bureau of
Land Management for Montana and the Dakotas (BLM 1997). To measure route width
expansion, a GIS database and photographic monitoring would be maintained and evaluated.

1.4  Decisions to be made

Should this TMP/EA result in a FONSI determination, a Decision Record document will be
prepared designating the analyzed routes as “Open,” “Limited,”" “Limited (Administrative or
Non-motorized),” or “Closed.” Routes designated as “Open” could be subject to additional
management measures (i.e. mitigation), if monitoring deems necessary.

1.5 Conformance with 2009 Butte RMP

The 2009 Butte RMP provides overarching guidance for this TMP/EA. The RMP requires that
“future site-specific travel planning” must designate individual roads, primitive roads, and trails
as “Open,” “Limited,” “Limited (Administrative or Non-motorized),” or “Closed.” This
TMP/EA conforms to the 2009 Butte RMP because it provides such designations.

" In the analysis performed for this TMP/EA, the “Limited” category involves various forms of limited designations,
including those based on vehicle type or season. No route received a designation that was merely labeled “Limited.”
Type of limitation was always specified to some extent.



1.6 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, and Other Plans

Statutes, regulations, and policies documented in the 2009 Butte RMP (BLM 2009b, pages 10-
13) apply to this TMP/EA. Additionally, the following regulations, policies, and planning
documents provide specific guidance for the formation of travel management actions. All
documents can be found online and are listed in the works cited/bibliography.

e 43 CFR 8340: Off-Road Vehicles, Subparts 8340-8342.3 (GPO 2014a)

e 43 CFR 9268: Recreation Programs (GPO 2014c)

o Manual 1626: Travel and Transportation (BLM 2011d)

e Handbook H-8342: Travel and Transportation (BLM 2012c)

e Record of Decision: Off-Highway Vehicle Environmental Impact Statement and
Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota (BLM
2003)

e National Mountain Bicycling Strategic Action Plan (BLM 2002)

e National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicle Use on Public
Lands (BLM 2001a)

e Recreation 2000: A Strategic Plan (BLM 1988)

1.7  Issues

1.7.1 Issue Identification Process

Over the past two years, the BLM staff had informal conversations about travel management
with individuals, community groups, neighboring landowners, and federal, state, and local
agencies. These informal discussions contributed to the initial identification of travel
management issues and concerns. Scoping letters were also sent to local tribes, but no responses
were received.

In a letter dated September 24, 2013, the BLM initiated formal external public scoping,
requesting input on the management of various resources in the Missouri River foothills PA.

The notice was sent to local media and the BLM’s mailing list (people and organizations that
have requested BLM notification regarding future projects). It was also posted on the BLM
website at:
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/mt/field_offices/butte/missouri_river_foothills.Par.

72176.File.dat/Missouri%20River%20Foothills%20Scoping%20Letter.pdf.

Formal public scoping meetings were not held. The official comment period closed on
November 12, 2013. During the comment period, the BLM received five written responses.
These comments and the issues identified during scoping are detailed below and have helped
shape the development of the Proposed Action and alternatives to the Proposed Action for this
TMP/EA.


http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/mt/field_offices/butte/missouri_river_foothills.Par.72176.File.dat/Missouri%20River%20Foothills%20Scoping%20Letter.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/mt/field_offices/butte/missouri_river_foothills.Par.72176.File.dat/Missouri%20River%20Foothills%20Scoping%20Letter.pdf

1.7.2

Issues Identified for Analysis

The following is a summary of the comments, issues, and concerns that were gathered through
external and internal scoping and considered in the formation of the Proposed Action and
alternatives to the Proposed Action for this TMP/EA.

External scoping identified the following issues and concerns:

Desire for new routes (mostly trails; both non-motorized and motorized)
Prohibition of ATVs

Noxious weed control

Trail access deficiencies

Impacts of grazing on bicycle use of trails

Off-road ATV travel in wet areas and across old mining dumps

Need for more BLM monitoring of route use

Need for a good turnaround spot up Hellgate where the old mining work is located
Loss of motorized recreation opportunities

Cumulative impacts (social, economic, etc.) of motorized closures
Imbalance between non-motorized and motorized trails

Segregated route use

Internal BLLM scoping identified that travel management decisions could impact:

Recreation

o How would the proposed travel network or its alternatives affect recreation access
to public lands?

o Would routes that were traditionally used for motorized access that are newly
designated as non-motorized under the plan or alternatives affect hunting and
other recreational opportunities?

o How would closing and decommissioning routes under the proposed travel
management action or its alternatives affect non-motorized use on public lands?

o Over Snow Vehicle (OSV) Use

Rangeland management

o How would the proposed action or the alternatives affect required or permitted
access to range improvements?

o Would recreational use on the travel network potentially impact the working
condition of range facilities and/or the health of grazing animals?

Human health and public safety

o Does the selection of a specific travel network decrease or increase the potential
for the public to endanger themselves in areas known to be unsafe, such as
abandoned mine lands or other hazardous areas within the Missouri River
Foothills TMA?

Noxious weeds

o Under each of the alternatives, how might vehicle traffic on open roads and trails
affect the transportation of noxious weeds? Specifically spotted knapweed and
Dalmatian toadflax weeds from BLM lands to and from private lands?

o How might decommissioned routes affect the ability of the BLM to carry out
weed control operations?



e Wildlife (including special status species)
o How might implementation of the proposed travel route network (or its
alternatives) result in landscape fragmentation and habitat loss?
o How would the proposed travel route network (or its alternatives) work toward
meeting RMP direction for reducing road density in big game winter range?
e Minerals materials and mining
o What would be the effect of the proposed action or its alternatives on access to
minerals for exploration, delineation, and development?
o How would repeated access by miners with travel variances on roads limited to
authorized users influence the other visitors?
e Cultural resources
o How would the proposed route network and the alternatives affect the protection
of historic districts, historic sites, and other cultural resources?
e Soil and water quality
o Would the proposed travel network or its alternatives affect riparian areas,
wetlands, or areas having hydric soils?

1.7.3 Issues Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

During scoping for the TMP, one resource management issue considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis was that of tribal interest/Native American traditional cultural practices.
Scoping did not identify tribal interest or Native American issues in the TMA.

Considering the isolated nature of the routes and the overall number of miles considered relative
to those in Montana, albedo (reflection of light off an object) would contribute no discernible
difference to climate change. Also, considering the TMP/EA’s miles and routes in the context of
a relatively small cumulative contribution of greenhouse gases produced in Montana, differences
between alternatives would be negligible. Management actions under the various alternatives
would not result in climate change effects, and thus this issue has been dropped from further
consideration.
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CHAPTER 2: DESCRIPTION OF
ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a range of reasonable alternatives to address the relevant travel planning
issues identified during scoping. It also compares and contrasts these alternatives. Alternatives
mostly differ by how they assign route designations and management actions. Alternatives
include continuation of current management or no action (Alternative A), emphasizing route
closures and natural resource protection (Alternative B), and emphasizing motorized access and
keeping routes open (Alternative D). The BLM’s Proposed Action for travel management in the
TMA is Alternative C, which provides a balanced approach in the middle of the alternative
range. Alternatives were developed with the aid of route inventory and evaluation.

2.2 Development of Alternatives

2.2.1 Goals of Alternatives
Alternatives were formulated as part of the BLM’s efforts to develop, designate, and maintain a
transportation network that addresses the issues identified during scoping in a manner that
protects recreational, commercial, administrative, and jurisdictional access to public lands while
minimizing impacts to:
e Recreation
Travel and transportation access
Rangeland management
Minerals materials and mining
Soil and water
Noxious weeds
Wildlife (including special status species)

In determining travel management actions, the BLM guiding principle of multiple use was taken
into consideration to provide a balanced range of alternatives. The Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) defines “multiple use” to mean:

“. .. management of the public lands and their various resource values so that they are
utilized in the combination that will best meet the present and future needs of the
American people; . . . a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into
account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable
resources, including, but not limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed,
wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical values; and harmonious and
coordinated management of the various resources without permanent impairment of the
productivity of the land and the quality of the environment with consideration being
given to the relative values of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of
uses that will give the greatest economic return or the greatest unit output” (BLM 2001b,
2).
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2.2.2 Travel Route Inventory

Performing an inventory of existing routes in the Missouri River Foothills TMA was an
important early step in the alternative development process. In 2011, the BLM contracted with
Advanced Resource Solutions, Inc. (ARS) to complete a comprehensive travel route inventory.
ARS created maps from existing maps and the most current aerial photography/satellite imagery
to help their field crews conduct the route inventory. They also gathered information on any
additional routes observed in the field that had not been previously identified. The ARS team
tracked their movements using global positioning system (GPS) devices and took photos along
each route. Map 1 provides an overview of the BLM travel route network in the TMA (as
inventoried by ARS).

2.2.3 Travel Route Evaluation Process

After the route inventory was completed, inventory information was evaluated to support more
informed development of travel management alternatives. The BLM contracted with ARS to
develop a systematic, standardized method to collect data and evaluate criteria affecting each
travel route and the resources around them. During this process, an Interdisciplinary (ID) team
of BLM staff specialists and an ARS facilitator carefully and systematically discussed and
examined factors related to both the overall TMA and each individual travel route contained
within it. The evaluation team also considered how travel route designations fit within the entire
travel network managed by the BLM and adjacent or nearby transportation systems (e.g., those
managed by the USFS, State of Montana, Broadwater County, Lewis and Clark County, and
local agencies).

As a result of route evaluation, a database was created that includes statutory-driven criteria and
issues that may affect resources and the use of travel routes within the TMA. The database
incorporates issues discussed in Travel Management Appendix D of the Approved Butte
Resource Management Plan (2009 Butte RMP) (BLM 2009b) as well as public concerns.

Table 4 contains the actual criteria used during the evaluation process. Criteria for the route
evaluation database created for the Missouri River Foothills TMA fall under three general
categories:

e Commercial, administrative, private property, and economic issues (CAPE)
e Public use
e Special resource concerns

Four options (Alternatives A, B, C, and D) for a comprehensive travel route network (that
protects public access and natural resources) were considered and refined through the BLM/ARS
evaluation process. BLM staff reviewed the issues identified during scoping along with the
travel needs for the TMA, which resulted in the development of three action alternatives (B, C,
and D). Alternative A is the “No Action” alternative in which current management would
continue.
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Table 4. Route Evaluation Criteria

CAPE

Jurisdictional Access

BLM adjacent FO, DO, or SO
UFS adjacent Ranger District
County lands or parks

City lands or parks

Private lands

State lands or parks

MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks lands

Agency Facilities
Monitoring sites

Lease Facilities

Communications site

ROW - power line

ROW - gas pipeline

ROW - road

ROW - power

ROW - telephone/communications
Timber/woodland product sales area

Mineral Facilities

Mine active

Mine inactive

Mining claim

Oil/gas lease

AML site - environmental

AML site - physical safety

AML site - reclaimed physical safety
AML site - reclaimed environmental
Locatable - mineral production
Minerals exploration

Mine monitoring well

Adit/mine shaft

Range Facilities
Allotment/pasture fences

Exclosure fence
Pipeline

Developed water

Gate

Cattle guard

Active allotment
Tank/trough
Monitoring study areas
Non-functioning reservoirs
Spring source

Water storage tanks

Recreation Facilities
Campground developed
Parking area undeveloped
Day-use area

Staging area

Trailhead undeveloped
Vista

Recreational Shooting Site
(Undeveloped)

RESOURCES

VRM
Class I
Class 11
Class III
Class IV

Recreational Setting Characteristics

Back Country  (Semi-Primitive
Non-Motorized)

Middle Country (Semi-Primitive Motorized)

Front Country  (Roaded Natural-Appearing)

Roaded-Modified

Cultural

Eligible cultural resource (critical 4, B, or C)
Cultural resource (not eligible)

Historic site

Historic district

Eligible cultural resource (critical D)

No survey

Special Status Animals
Bald eagle

Black-backed woodpecker
Bobolink
Brewer’s sparrow

Resource Issues
Canada lynx P/ o

; Dumping/littering
Ferruginous hawk Route
F le_lmmulated 9W1 proliferation
Fringed myotis Noxious weeds
Golden eagle Mine hazard
Gray wolf Invasive
Great gray owl vegetation
Gr1zz1y.bear Public safety
Long-billed curlew issue
Long-eared myotis
Long-legged myotis
McCown’s longspur Miscellaneous
Milksnake Resources
Mountain plover Erosive soils
Peregrine falcon (moderate
Plains spadefoot toad ial
t potential)

age sparrow Cave
Sage thrasher Hydric
Sprague’s pipit Soil/Wetland

Swainson’s hawk
Three-toed woodpecker
Townsend’s big-eared bat
Western toad

Water Resources
Lake/reservoir
Perennial
Ephemeral
Intermittent
Spring

Well

Riparian

PUBLIC USES

Mode of Transportation
ATV
Motorcycle
Stock 4WD
Modified 4WD
UTvV

Bicycle

Foot

Horse
Snowmobile
2WD

Activities

Hunting

Hiking

Birding
Cultural/historical
exploration
Horseback riding
Fishing
Geocaching
Bicycling

Rock hounding
Sightseeing
Photography
Wildlife watching
Spiritual visitor
Vehicle exploration
Hill climbing
Backpacking
Wood cutting
Antler shed hunting
Dispersed camping

Criterion Acronym
Definitions

AML = abandoned mine land
DO = District Office

FO = Field Office

SO = State Office

ROW = right-of-way

UTV = utility type vehicle
VRM = visual resource mgt.
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2.2.4 Travel Route Terminology

To better understand the alternatives for the TMA and how they were developed, it helps to
understand the route terminology covering both transportation assets and route designations.
The main action in travel planning is to designate a travel route network that meets the purpose,
need, goals, and objectives that were described in Chapter 1. The BLM defines and categorizes
its travel routes into three categories of transportation assets: roads, primitive roads, and trails.
Table 5 provides definitions for these assets along with the travel route quantities and miles that
were inventoried for each category.

Table 5. Transportation Assets (Existing Travel Route Network)

Inventoried Transport Assets within the Planning Area

Asset Definitions Inventoried Routes
A route managed and maintained for regular and 3 Routes
Road continuous use by low clearance vehicles having four or 256 Miles

more wheels.

A route able to be traversed by four-wheel drive or high

Primitive . L 32 Routes
Road clearance vehicles. Primitive roads do not normally meet 13.43  Miles
any BLM road design standards.
A route managed for human-powered, stock, or OHV forms
Trail of transportation or for historical or heritage values. Trails 1 Route
are not generally managed for use by four-wheel drive or 0.33 Miiles
high clearance vehicles.
Totals 36 Routes
16.32 Miles

Each individual travel route would be designated as “Open,” “Limited,” “Limited
(Administrative or Non-Motorized),” or “Closed” to wheeled motorized vehicle travel.” These

designations are based on Code of Federal Regulations 43 CFR 8342.1 definitions and the 2009
Butte RMP.

Table 6 lists the 43 CFR 8342.1 designation terms and what they mean in the 2009 Butte RMP.
Because this TMP/EA is tiered from the 2009 Butte RMP, the RMP designation explanations in
Table 6 also apply to the Missouri River Foothills TMA. All limited and closed routes would
still be open to non-motorized use.

? For analysis purposes, the term “Open” lumps together routes designated as “Open” and those designated as “Open
w/ Management.” Both terms are used in official route report designations. Routes listed in this plan as some form
of “Limited” or “Limited (Administrative or Non-Motorized)” are designated as “Limited w/ Management” in the
Missouri River Foothills route reports. Analysis in this TMP/EA sometimes addresses specific types of limitations.
There are variations of the “Limited” designation. For example, some routes may be limited by season, use type, or
specified users. Routes designated as “Open w/ Management” or “Limited w/ Management” would receive
additional adaptive management, maintenance, mitigation, or monitoring compared to routes that do not have “w/
Management” included in their designation.
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Table 6. Travel Route Designation Terminology

Terms Used in Route Designations

43 CFR 8342.1 Butte RMP Explanation from Butte RMP
Open . . .
Open Open year-round to public and administrative uses.
Yearlong
Limited Open with Open to public and administrative uses with
Restrictions seasonal and/or vehicle type limitations.
Closed to wheeled motorized public access and
subject to administrative or permitted uses based
Limited on case-specific exceptions (such as for mining
.- . claimants with existing claims accessed by existing
(Administrative Closed . o
routes). Routes identified as closed would have a
or Non- Yearlong . .
) route bed left intact in case they are needed for
motorized) . . .
valid existing rights only, or in the extended future
for administrative purposes. Closed routes would
be open to non-motorized use.
A route is closed and reclaimed to eliminate
resource impacts (e.g., to eliminate erosion or to
Closed and .p. (eg . . _
Closed restore a riparian area if route is located within a

Decommissioned

riparian area) and is no longer useable for public or
administrative uses.

23

Proposals Considered During the Planning Process

2.3.1 Trail Development Proposals from the Montana Mountain Bike Alliance

The Montana Mountain Bike Alliance (MMBA) proposed developing new trails in three parts of

the TMA. The MMBA wants a new trailhead and trail (that could be motorized or non-

motorized) in the Little Hellgate area. It would run from Highway 284 to and through Little
Hellgate Canyon up to National Forest lands. This trail would be on State, USFS, and BLM
lands.

Additionally, the MMBA proposed a new lower elevation trailhead and high quality connector
trail in the Confederate Gulch area. This trail would have to be designed to account for
motorized use, and it would provide access to National Forest lands. Furthermore, the MMBA
proposed trail development on the Duck Creek Allotment. According to the MMBA:

e Such trail development could work if short trail easements across private land are
secured. Support of adjacent landowners would be needed.

e The development of a non-motorized trail system would likely be possible in this area.

e Such a system might receive high use because of proximity to Townsend and private

residences.
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However, the MMBA recognizes that land in the area might work better as wildlife habitat than a
trail site. The Alliance also acknowledges that wildlife considerations would be a factor for its
Duck Creek trail proposal.

BLM considered each of the proposals from the MMBA, but determined that they would not be
carried forward in this TMP because:

e A formal proposal depicting exact trail and trailhead locations using GPS coordinates and
GIS information was never received from MMBA.

e The creation of an additional routes that parallel existing routes (MR1004 in the Little
Hellgate area for example), which would remain “Open” to non-motorized uses under
each of the alternatives, would be considered redundant, and one of the primary purposes
of travel planning is to reduce route redundancy.

If a formal proposal from MMBA is received for these items in the future, BLM may analyze
these requests in a site-specific NEPA document, as time and resources allow.

2.3.2 Route Development Proposals from the Capital Trail Vehicle Association

The Capital Trail Vehicle Association (CTVA) proposed a 50/50 sharing idea that would provide
equal opportunity for users of non-motorized and motorized trails. Additionally, the CTVA
proposed creating: new mountain bike and motorcycle trails, ATV trails from roadbeds that are
currently open and closed, and ATV trails that connect with converted roadbeds to create loops.
Moreover, the CTVA proposed the establishment of four-wheel drive challenge routes that could
be made using roadbeds that are both currently open and closed, including historic mining routes.
Beyond stating the desires just listed, the CTVA did not provide specific implementation details
for these proposals. .

The CTVA also proposed a camping area for OHV users that would be located on BLM land
between Magpie Gulch and Hellgate Gulch. The CTV A volunteered to assist the BLM with
“working out access through the state section to the site.” In response to the campground
proposal, the BLM considered the establishment of a primitive campsite along MR1004, which
is in the area the CTVA described and also in the vicinity of proposals put forth by the MMBA.
However, CTVA is still working on the access component of this proposal.

BLM has considered each of the proposals from CTVA, but determined that they would not be
carried forward in this TMP because:
e A formal proposal depicting exact trail and trailhead locations using GPS coordinates and
GIS information was never received from CTVA.

e Access through private property has not been secured by CTVA at this time.
If a formal proposal from CTVA is received for these items in the future, and access issues are

resolved, BLM may analyze these requests it in a site-specific NEPA document, as time and
resources allow.
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2.4  Description of Alternatives

2.4.1 Features Common to All Alternatives (Including the “No Action” Alternative)
Each travel management alternative differs. However, some features are common to all
alternatives. For every alternative, travel management would be conducted in a manner that
would meet or move toward meeting Land Health Standards (defined in the glossary).

For each alternative, in accordance with the Record of Decision: Off-Highway Vehicle
Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana, North Dakota
and South Dakota (2003 OHV EIS for MT, ND, and SD) (BLM 2003), under the “limited area”
designation (which applies to the TMA), all cross-country wheeled motorized vehicle travel
would be prohibited with the following exceptions:
e Any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement vehicle used for emergency
operations
e Official BLM administrative business (prescribed fire, noxious weed control, and range,
recreation, and travel management, etc.)
e Other government agency business (surveying, damage control, etc.)
e Administration of a federal lease or permit (livestock permittees maintaining fences,
delivering salt, etc.)
e Dispersed camping within 300 feet of an open travel route. Site selection must be
completed by non-motorized means, and the site must be accessed by the most direct
route causing the least damage.

In addition to sharing the same prohibitions and exceptions regarding cross-country motorized
travel, all alternatives share other features. For example, for each alternative, opportunities would
be sought to disperse or distribute users to help provide quality recreational experiences. As part
of the use dispersion goal, easement agreements would be pursued as needed to gain agency and
public access to BLM lands. Moreover, the BLM would continue to participate with the
Southwest Montana Interagency Travel Management Committee to maintain map and sign
consistency and seasonal restrictions.

2.4.2 Description of Alternative A (No Action/Continuation of Current Management)
According to 2009 Butte RMP, the Missouri River Foothills PA has a “Limited area”
designation. Under Alternative A, wheeled motorized vehicle travel on routes within the PA
would continue to be managed under the “limited area” designation, which is described in the
2003 OHV EIS for MT, ND, and SD. “Limited area” means “an area restricted at certain times,
in certain areas, and/or to certain vehicular use” (2003, 1). In the case of the Missouri River
Foothills TMA, the “limited area” designation means that motorized travel is restricted to
existing inventoried routes. The “limited area” designation mentioned in the 2009 Butte RMP
and the 2003 OHV EIS for MT, ND, and SD is different from the various “limited” designations
that are assigned to individual routes.

Under Alternative A, all existing travel routes in the TMA would continue to be managed as
“Open Yearlong” to wheeled motorized use. This designation means the routes would be open
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all year to public and administrative motorized uses. Throughout this document, the “Open
Yearlong” designation is often simply referred to as “Open.”

The BLM commissioned a 2012 inventory of routes on BLM land in the TMA. This inventory
resulted in the recognition of 36 travel routes covering approximately 16.32 miles. Under
Alternative A, the BLM would accept this inventory as the existing travel network (Map 2 in
Section 2.7). This catalog of existing routes would allow management to identify both cross-
country use and newly created unauthorized roads and trails. In response, BLM could
close/rehabilitate any new ground disturbances created by users. Law enforcement actions
would also be based on this network.

Over Snow Vehicle Use

The 2003 OHV EIS did not address Over Snow Vehicle (OSV) use. The 2009 Butte RMP ROD
stated that “snowmobile use will be subject to restrictions outlined in specific travel plans.”
Therefore, since there are currently no specific restrictions in effect for OSVs on BLM lands in
the PA, unrestricted cross-country OSV use would remain in effect under Alternative A.

2.4.3 Features Common to Action Alternatives B, C, and D

Although some travel management elements are common to every alternative, there are some
that only apply to the action alternatives: B, C, and D. Below are some features common to
Alternatives B, C, and D.

Route Designations

All motorized travel would be limited to designated roads, primitive roads, and trails. No cross-
country motorized vehicle travel would be allowed, unless otherwise managed (exceptions are
listed in Section 2.4.1).

Administrative Access (Including Travel Variance)

This “Limited (Administrative or Non-motorized)” designation would limit motorized access to
BLM administrative and authorized uses only. BLM employees and authorized users (e.g.,
permittees, contractors, and personnel from other agencies) would be allowed motorized access
for resource management, maintenance, inventory, monitoring, and/or compliance purposes
without the need for a travel variance. Public use on these administrative routes would be
limited to non-motorized access. Administrative access for rights-of-ways or other permit
holders would be limited to authorized or permitted activities only. No motorized recreational
use would be authorized on these routes.

Access to BLM Lands and Routes across Private Property

Where public motorized access is contingent upon the governing consent of adjoining private
landowner(s), the BLM would exercise a reciprocal “All or None” road use policy. This means
that as long as the public is allowed access to these roads, no changes in travel management
would occur. However, should an adjacent landowner refuse public access, the BLM would
reciprocate by closing its travel routes to use by the landowner. This would occur without
amending the TMP/EA.
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Water Developments

No new routes would be authorized as a result of new water developments. If new water
developments and subsequent access routes to access these developments are proposed in the
future, a site-specific analysis would be completed. Existing roads or trails (leading to previously
authorized water developments) may be maintained. Permit/lease holders may be authorized to
travel along pipeline routes to perform maintenance as defined in their term grazing permit/lease.

Over Snow Vehicle Use

In areas where cross-country OSV use is allowed, the BLM recommends that OSV riders drive
on designated travel routes for their own safety and to safeguard resources. It is the rider’s
responsibility to avoid locations where wind or topographic conditions may have reduced snow
depth and created situations where damage to vegetation or soils could occur, or where
vegetation is taller than the protective snow cover. Ecologically sensitive areas could be closed
to snowmobiling if resource damage caused or exacerbated by snowmobile activity is found to
be occurring in these areas.

2.4.4 Description of Alternative B

Alternative B emphasizes higher levels of non-motorized use and a higher degree of resource
protection than Alternatives C or D. See Map 3 for a depiction of the proposed travel network
under Alternative B. Travel routes designated as Decommissioned (closed) * would not be
considered essential for wheeled motorized vehicle travel for agency personnel or the public.
Under Alternative B, there would be three roads designated as “Open” (2.56 miles), eight
primitive roads designated as “Limited (Administrative or Non-motorized)” (1.87 miles), and
two primitive roads (1.47 miles) with seasonal limitations (Closed to Wheeled Motorized Use
December 2 — May 30 each year). Alternative B would decommission 23 travel routes (10.42
miles).

Over Snow Vehicle Use

OSV use would not be allowed anywhere in the TMA, due to the fact that all BLM lands are
located within wildlife winter range and big game security habitat (see map 6). Exceptions to
this designation are listed in Section 2.4.1.

2.4.5 Description of Alternative C

Alternative C is the BLM’s Proposed Action. It emphasizes moderate levels of motorized
access, resource protection, and restoration. See Map 4 in Section 2.7 for a portrayal of the
proposed travel route network under Alternative C. Under Alternative C, there would be a total
of 13 routes (that include only roads and primitive roads; 6.01 miles) designated as “Open.”
Under this alternative, nine routes (4.11 miles) would be designated as “Limited (Administrative
or Non-motorized),” and three routes (3.22 miles) would have seasonal limitations. Alternative
C would decommission 10 routes (2.65 miles).

? In the context of route designation, the terms “closed” and “decommissioned” mean essentially the same thing: A
route is closed and reclaimed to eliminate resource impacts and is no longer useable for public or administrative uses.
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Over Snow Vehicle Use

OSV use would be allowed only on travel routes designated as “Open”, but only during the
period between December 2 and May 30 each year. No cross-country OSV travel would be
allowed. Exceptions to these designations are listed in section 2.4.1.

2.4.6 Description of Alternative D

Alternative D emphasizes access to public land and a full range of recreational opportunities and
experiences (especially for motorized use) while still attempting to reduce travel impacts. Map 5
in Section 2.7 provides an illustration of the proposed travel route network under Alternative D.
All 36 routes (including roads, primitive roads, and one trail; 16.32 miles) would be designated
as “Open.” No routes would be limited or decommissioned.

Over Snow Vehicle Use
Between December 2 and May 15, with adequate snow levels permitting, unrestricted cross-
country OSV travel would be allowed throughout the BLM managed portions of the PA.

2.5 Cumulative Actions for All Alternatives

2.5.1. Introduction

In the context of BLM planning, cumulative effects of travel management would include the
incremental impact of travel management actions when added to the impacts of numerous other
past, present, or foreseeable actions (e.g., vegetation treatments, water projects, timber sales,
nearby residential development, other agency planning projects, etc.). This section discusses
cumulative effects in general. However, it also addresses cumulative effects as they relate to
specific BLM management actions.

2.5.2 Past and Present Management Actions

When considering the overall cumulative effects of travel management alternatives, it can be
helpful to acknowledge past and present management actions (travel-related or otherwise) in the
TMA. The United States Forest Service, Helena National Forest, completed a Travel
Management Plan for the North Big Belts area in 2005. Several travel routes from that TMP
connect with routes on BLM. The cumulative impacts of these routes are addressed in section
3.11. Additional guidance for past and present management actions in the TMA can be found in
the 2009 Butte RMP. Past travel management actions have been minimal. Before 2012, no route
inventory had been completed for the TMA.

2.5.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
No other major projects are planned in the TMA at this time.
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2.6 Preferred Alternative Identification

2.6.1 Overview
Alternative C (Map 4 in Section 2.7) is the BLM’s Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative.
The identification of the Preferred Alternative is not a decision but is intended to inform the
public regarding the alternative that, at this time, the BLM believes best fulfills its statutory

mission. The Preferred Alternative may change in response to public comment, new
information, or based upon revised impact analysis as the environmental review process

continues. Upon completion of environmental analysis, a Preferred Alternative will be selected
in a decision document.

Using the route evaluation process described in Section 2.2.3, the criteria in Table 4, and the
information presented in Tables 3 and 5, the BLM proposes to formally designate its travel
routes as “Open,” “Limited,” “Limited (Administrative or Non-Motorized),” or “Closed.” Table
7 summarizes the BLM’s proposed travel route network by asset type. Table 8 provides statistics
on routes that would be Closed and Decommissioned under the Proposed Action.

Table 7. Proposed Route Designations by Asset (Alternative C)

Proposed Route Designations by Asset (Alternative C)

Limi
I:;I;i:nby Limited administrative
(allows authorized &
(Closed to )
Open to all non-motorized uses); Closed &
Wheeled L Totals
uses . Closed yearlong to all | decommissioned
Motorized
other wheeled
SEGIE motorized vehicles
May 30)
Roads 3 routes 0 routes 0 routes 0 routes 3 routes
2.56 miles 0 miles 0 miles 0 miles 2 56 miles
Primitive 10 routes 3 routes 9 routes 10 routes 32 routes
Roads 3.45 miles 3.22 miles 4.11 miles 2.65 miles 13.43 miles
Trails O routes 0 routes 1 route 0 routes 1 route
0 miles 0 miles 0.33 miles 0 miles 0.33 miles
TOTALS 13 routes 3 routes 10 routes 10 routes 36 routes®
6.01 miles 3.22 miles 4.44 miles 2.65 miles 16.32 miles*

*NOTE: An error was discovered in Table 7 in the Draft version of the TMP. Route # 1013
(1.66 miles) was inadvertently counted twice (including mileage) because it is Limited to
Administrative/ Authorized Uses and by Season. This created a discrepancy in the total number
of routes and miles depicted. This error has now been corrected in Table 7.

21




Table 8. Number of Decommissioned Routes by Asset (Alternative C)

Number of decommissioned routes | Number of decommissioned routes by
by length and percent of total miles | type and percent of total miles of entire
Total number/miles of of entire network network
Plan’s decommissioned Currently
assets . 0.1to0 0.5 0.5to1 reclaiming/ | Redundant
<0.1 mile . . Spurs
mile mile non- routes
existent
Primitive 10 4 4 2 8 5 4
Road 2.65 1.7% 6.6% 8.0% 12% 8% 5.88%

Note: No values are presented for routes designated merely as “Roads” or “Trails” because no routes with such
designations were closed under Alternative C. Moreover, a route can be described in more than one way. For
example, a spur can also be reclaiming. Thus, the percentages for descriptions of route types will not always add
up to 100, and the numbers of routes of different types will not always add up to the total number of routes.

2.6.2 Over Snow Vehicle Use

Under this alternative, OSV use would be allowed only on travel routes designated as “Open”,
but only during the time period between December 2 and May 30 each year. No cross-country
OSV travel would be allowed. Exceptions to these designations are listed in section 2.4.1.

2.6.3 Non-Motorized Use

Travel management is more than management of motorized vehicles. People are allowed to walk
or ride horses anywhere in the TMA, unless an area is closed for safety or specific resource
protection (e.g., sensitive species habitat). Under the Proposed Action, mountain biking would
be limited to all designated routes in the travel network, unless a route is signed to prohibit
bicycling. Mountain biking would not be allowed on routes scheduled to be closed. Cross-
country mountain bike use would not be allowed. Non-motorized users should understand that if
a route 1s designated as “Closed and Decommissioned,” it would not be maintained and could be
reclaimed, which would abolish all physical evidence of the route.

2.7  Summary of Alternatives

Alternatives can be summarized by looking at the types and quantities of designations that apply
to various routes. Figures 5 and 6 (on the next page) and Table 9 display this information. Table
10 shows which routes are closed under the action alternatives (nothing is closed under
Alternative A). Additionally, Maps 2-5 on pages 26-29 also help summarize the alternatives.

The following two figures present the differences between the four alternatives by number of
routes (Figure 5) and number of miles (Figure 6). These figures divide the “Limited”
designation into three categories: routes limited to vehicles that are 50 inches wide or less
(Limited <507), routes limited to administrative or permitted use but open to non-motorized use
(Limited Admin), and routes that are limited by seasonal closures (Limited Season). A few
routes have more than one type of limitation.
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Figure 3. Number of Routes by Alternative and Designation

Figure 4. Miles by Alternative and Designation
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Table 9. Summary and Comparison of Alternatives

Travel Management Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
36 Open 3 Open 13 Open 36 Open
Number of Routes 0 Li'mi.ted Seasqn 2 Li'mi.ted Seasqn 4 L@mi.ted Seasqn 0 L@mi'ted Seasqn
by Alternative 0 L1r'n1t.ed Adm}’ll 8 L1r'n1t.ed Adm}’n 9 Llr'mt.ed Adm’1’n 0 Llr.nlt'ed Adm’l’n
0 Limited <50 0 Limited <50 0 Limited <50 0 Limited <50
0 Closed 23 Closed 10 Closed 0 Closed
16.32 Open 2.56 Open 6.01 Open 16.32 Open
Miles of Routes by 0 Li.mi.ted Seasqn 1.47 Li.mi.ted Seasqn 4.88 Li.m@ted Seasqn 0 L@mi.ted Seasqn
Alternative 0 L1r'n1t.ed Admin | 1.87 L}m}tﬁ:d Admin | 4.11 lelted Admin | 0 Ln.mt'ed Admin
0 Limited <50~ 0 Limited <50~ 0 Limited <50~ 0 Limited <50~
0 Closed 10.42 Closed 2.65 Closed 0 Closed
Table 10. Decommissioned/Closed Routes
Type of Closure
lel(:r:ll:Zr Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
MR1000 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1001 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1002 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1003 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1006 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1007 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1009 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1010 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MRI1011 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1012 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1013 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1016 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1019 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1020 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1021 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1024 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1025 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1029 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1030 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1031 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
MR1032 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1033 Natural Rehab N/A N/A
MR1034 Natural Rehab Natural Rehab N/A
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Map 2. “No Action” Travel Route Network (Alternative A)
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Map 3. Proposed Travel Route Designations (Alternative B)
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Map 4. Proposed Travel Route Designations (Alternative C)
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Map 5. Proposed Travel Route Designations (Alternative D)
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CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 Introduction

Activities associated with travel management may have both beneficial and detrimental
consequences to the environment. In this analysis, the terms “effects” and “impacts” are used
interchangeably. The analysis will determine whether possible impacts directly or indirectly
affect resources or resource uses. Additionally, BLM analysis of impacts will qualify impacts as
negligible, minor, moderate, major, short-term, or long-term. Definitions of these impact
classifications are in the glossary under “Impacts (Common Terms).”

To focus the analysis, under each resource category, “affected environment” issues are stated as
questions. Additionally, descriptions of affected environments are provided to give the reader
context before the environmental impacts analysis is presented.

3.2  Travel and Transportation

Issues for Analysis
v" Would the proposed action or its alternatives have an impact on non-BLM local
transportation systems or private properties?
v" Would the various maintenance intensities assigned to designated routes affect the range
of travel opportunities and travel experiences provided by the network?

Description of Affected Environment

The TMA currently contains about 13.43 miles of primitive roads, which are its most common
route type. Primitive roads are routes that can be traversed by four-wheel drive or high clearance
vehicles. Primitive roads do not normally meet any BLM road design standards. The TMA also
hosts 2.56 miles of routes merely called roads, which are routes managed and maintained for
regular and continuous use by low clearance vehicles having four or more wheels. Only 0.33
miles of trail exist in the TMA. Trails are routes managed for human-powered, livestock-based,
or OHV forms of transportation or for historical or heritage values. Trails are not generally
managed for use by four-wheel drive or high clearance vehicles.

While all routes are open to both motorized and non-motorized travel, pickup trucks and ATVs
make up the majority of motorized use in the TMA. Such vehicles are used to access sites
visited for hunting and antler shed hunting on foot. In addition to accessing sites, pickups and
ATVs may also be used to actively hunt antler sheds. Additionally, routes in the TMA may be
used by BLM and other authorized users (e.g., permittees) to maintain facilities and manage
resources like wildlife and vegetation. It is presumed that motorized OHV use and other forms
of outdoor recreation are expected to continue to increase as human population increases.

Five inventoried routes on BLM lands directly connect to county or state public roads. All other

routes in the TMA must be accessed via some use of private roads. Fifteen inventoried routes
cross BLM lands and provide primary access to neighboring sections of private land. The BLM

29



does not encourage access across private lands to public lands, and such access may require a
landowner’s prior approval.

Environmental Impacts

Differences in travel management alternatives can affect the range of experiences users get from
the existing route network. For a comparison of the four alternative travel networks, see Section
2.7.

Alternative A

Under Alternative A (No Action), wheeled motorized vehicle travel would continue to be limited
to the existing route network. The current inventory describes all existing travel routes in the
network and helps the BLM determine whether new routes have been illegally created. Without
on-the-ground identification of which routes are open to motorized and mechanized travel, the
public may continue to create new travel routes. This existing situation would have detrimental
environmental impacts because it would fail to manage or control route proliferation produced by
illegal cross-country travel. Both non-motorized and motorized travel would be hindered by a
lack of clearly defined travel routes.

Road maintenance intensity levels* can determine degrees of environmental impact. For
Alternative A, 33 routes have Level 1 maintenance intensity, which means minimal maintenance
is required, and roads may be impassible for extended periods of time. In Alternative A, three
routes have Level 5 maintenance intensity, which means they require high maintenance because
of year-round needs or significant use.

Alternatives B, C, & D

All three of the other alternatives (the action alternatives) would involve posting signs
throughout the travel network. The action alternatives would also involve monitoring, signing,
and minor route maintenance to ensure that vehicle travel stays on designated routes. These
measures would help limit route proliferation and would provide a well-defined travel network
that would benefit all users.

Alternative B has a major long-term impact to transportation access because it decommissions
63.84% of the existing route mileage. Alternative C closes 16.24% of the network’s mileage,
and Alternative D closes 0% of the mileage. Decommissioning routes would affect the travel
network’s effectiveness and some users’ range of experiences. For example, route
decommissioning would benefit non-motorized users and some hunting experiences. Closed
routes have a Level 0 maintenance intensity, which means they receive no maintenance. Under
Alternative B, 23 routes would be closed and no longer maintained and 10 routes would have a
maintenance intensity of Level 1. Compared to Alternative A, which has 33 routes with Level 1
maintenance intensity, there would be a direct reduction in the range of travel opportunities.
Alternative C has 23 routes with Level 1 intensity, so it would also reduce travel opportunities
but not as much as Alternative B. For Alternatives B, C, and D, the three routes (2.56 miles)
with Level 5 maintenance intensity would retain that intensity, so users of Level 5 routes would
not have their travel opportunities affected.

* See Table 17 in Section 4.6.2 for definitions of maintenance intensity levels.
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Alternative B designates approximately 11.46% of existing miles in the network as “Limited
(Administrative and Non-Motorized Only).” This designation provides the wheeled motorized
vehicle access needed by BLM and permittees. It also creates travel routes for non- motorized
users, including mountain bikers. However, wheeled motorized vehicle access for public users
would be reduced.

In contrast, Alternative C designates 25.18%, and Alternative D designates 0% of miles in the
network as “Limited (Administrative and Non-Motorized Only).” Alternative C also designates
0.33 miles of trail exclusively for non-motorized use. Furthermore, Alternative C designates
approximately 19.75% (3.22 miles) of route miles as closed to vehicles during the fall/winter or
winter/spring periods.

Table 11 (below) shows the number of routes identified during the evaluation process as
providing primary access to neighboring private lands. Alternative B is the only alternative that
proposes closing primary private land access routes. It proposes closing five primary private
land access routes: MR1000, MR1010, MR1013, MR1024, and MR1032.

Table 11. Primary Access to Private Lands

Number of Routes with Primary Access to Private Land
Alt A Alt B Alt C AltD

Open 15 2 9 15
Limited 0 8 6 0
Decommissioned 0 5 0 0

Under Alternative B, closure of two routes (MR1000 and MR1013) would occur in areas where
nearby routes provide similar access to BLM land. The closure of MR1000 would not notably
impact private land access from outside BLM land. The closure of MR1013 would block
motorized access to a 16.48-acre mining claim parcel and block one avenue of access to USFS
land. However, the USFS land is also accessible via a nearby route. Under Alternative B, the
closure of MR1010 would block access to two BLM parcels (collectively occupying 367 acres).
It would also isolate some routes on private land and may reduce the convenience of private land
access.

The closure of MR1032 would block access to a 59-acre BLM parcel that is completely
surrounded by private land. Private land access from outside BLM land would not be affected.
The remaining primary private land access route that would be closed under Alternative B
(MR1024) extends for a mere 0.05 miles on BLM land and then extends about 0.11 miles on
private land before reaching a dead end. The closure of MR1024 would not affect private land
access from outside BLM land. It would also not notably limit access to BLM land.

Alternative C does not close any routes that provide primary access to private land. Alternative
D does not close or limit any route access to private lands. Alternatives B and C limit use on
several routes. Landowners wishing to use routes designated as “Limited (Administrative and
Non-Motorized Only)” would require a permit or variance from the BLM to use these routes.
Alternative B would impact private land access more than Alternatives C or D.
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3.3 Recreation

Issues for Analysis

v How would the proposed travel network or its alternatives affect recreation access to
public lands?

v" Would routes that were traditionally used for motorized access that are newly designated
as non-motorized under the plan or alternatives affect hunting and other recreational
opportunities?

v" How would closing and decommissioning routes under the proposed travel management
action or its alternatives affect non-motorized use on public lands?

Description of Affected Environment

The Missouri River Foothills PA includes isolated parcels of BLM land (a total of approximately
5,468 acres) that are widely separated. BLM parcels range in size from two to 1,544 acres.
Thus, they provide scattered opportunities for recreation in settings of highly contrasting sizes.
Lands (approximately 215,067 acres) managed by the USFS constitute the majority of public
land acreage in the PA. USFS lands occupy the eastern and northern reaches of the PA.
Significant BLM acreage is contiguous with USFS land to the east and private land to the west.
These sandwiched BLM parcels can serve as staging areas for recreation that occurs on both
USFS and BLM lands. While USFS lands in the PA mainly occur in high, forested mountain
environments, the BLM lands exist at lower elevations that include barren foothills and regions
bordering agriculture. These settings provide recreationists with experiences that are unique in
the PA and different than those on USFS lands.

To gain a better understanding of the kinds of opportunities recreationists can expect on routes
crossing BLM land in the PA, it helps to use a classification scheme called the Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). The ROS was developed in the 1970s by the USFS (PSTPTC
2011). According to the USFS, the “ROS allows accurate stratification and definition for classes
of outdoor recreation environments. It can be applied to all lands, regardless of ownership or
jurisdiction” (USFS 1996, 9).

The list below shows ROS classifications used for the TMA. It indicates the acres of BLM lands
in each classification in the TMA and how many routes occur within each classification.

e Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized (54 Acres / 0 routes)

e Semi-Primitive Motorized (1,448 Acres / 4 routes)

e Roaded Natural (3,940 Acres / 32 routes)

Appendix 2 contains a detailed description of these ROS categories. The majority of the TMA’s
routes occur on lands classified as “R