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1.0 PURPOSE & NEED 

1.1 Introduction 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to disclose and analyze the environmental 
consequences of new road construction and use (the Project) as proposed by Candide Family Limited 
Partnership (the Applicant).  The EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with 
the implementation of the Proposed Action, as defined herein, or alternatives to the Proposed Action.  The 
EA assists the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in project planning 
and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a 
determination as to whether any “significant” impacts could result from the analyzed actions.  
“Significance” is defined by NEPA and is found in regulation 40CFR 1508.27.  An EA provides evidence 
for determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a statement of “Finding 
of No Significant Impact” (FONSI).  If the decision maker determines that this Project has “significant” 
impacts following the analysis in the EA, then an EIS would be prepared for the Project.  If not, a 
Decision Record may be signed for the EA approving the selected alternative, whether the Proposed 
Action or another alternative. A Decision Record (DR), including a FONSI statement, documents the 
reasons why implementation of the selected alternative would not result in “significant” environmental 
impacts (effects) beyond those already addressed in the Garnet Resource Area Resource Management 
Plan RMP/EIS (1986) as amended. 

Following the scoping period, clarifications were made to the analysis of the grizzly bear, Canada lynx, 
and Wolverine portions of the EA, however, the changes do not affect the analysis or the BLMs 
determination of no effect on these species (These changes are highlighted in grey). 

1.2 Background 

In September, 2011, the Applicant submitted a right-of-way application to construct a new road across a 
160-acre parcel of BLM land, hereafter referred to as the BLM land, located approximately three (3) 
miles south of Philipsburg, Montana, in the E½, E½ of Section 12, T. 6 N., R. 14 W., P.M.M., Granite 
County, Montana (Map 1).  The new road would connect Rumsey Road, an existing Granite County road, 
to an existing private road near the northwest-extents of the Applicant’s property, which is in Section 18, 
T. 6 N., R. 13 W., P.M.M., Granite County, Montana. 

The new road would be approximately 4,800 feet long, would be constructed in conformance with BLM 
and Granite County road design standards, and would include construction of a new bridge across Fred 
Burr Creek (Map 2). The new road would be located within a 60-foot wide by 4,800-foot long right-of-
way that encompasses approximately 7-acres of the BLM land.  This right-of-way corridor is hereafter 
referred to as the Project area. 

The Applicant desires access to the north side of their existing ski area to reduce overall existing traffic 
loads on Highway 1 and to provide a more direct route to the ski area from south-bound traffic.  The 
Applicant needs the new road to allow development of the north side of the ski area with a new ticket 
sales and ski rental facility, a skier warming facility including bathrooms and water, and a gravel parking 
lot.  The Applicant has also indicated that the new road will also be utilized by mountain biking and 
hiking patrons at the Applicant’s operations during the non-ski season months. 
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1.3 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this action is to provide the Applicant appropriate legal access to its privately-owned lands 
in Section 18, T. 6 N., R. 13 W. The need for the action is based in the BLM’s responsibility under the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) to respond to a request for a right-of-way grant.  In 
this case, the request is to construct a new road through a BLM parcel located in E½, E½, Section 12, 
T. 6 N., R. 14 W. 

1.4 Decision to Be Made 

The BLM shall decide whether any significant, unmitigated impacts could result from the Proposed 
Action.  Thereafter, BLM shall both prepare a FONSI and sign a Decision Record approving the Proposed 
Action, or, BLM shall recommend completion of an EIS to further analyze significant impacts from the 
Proposed Action. 

1.5 Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan 

In accordance with 43 CFR 1610.5, the Proposed Action is subject to and conforms with the 
Record of Decision for the Garnet Resource Area Resource Management Plan RMP/EIS (1986) as 
amended. The Project is located on lands designated in the RMP as Management Areas 1, 3, 13, and 14 
(MA-1, 3, 13, 14). These MAs place emphasis on riparian zone protection, timber management, wildlife 
and livestock forage values and mineral extraction. The Proposed Action follows the Management Goals 
and Guidelines stated in the RMP for these MAs. 

1.6 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or other Plans 

The Proposed Action is consistent with federal laws and regulations regarding construction of 
local access roads.  Final road design approval would be obtained by the Applicant through 
BLM. 

The Proposed Action would require numerous evaluations and permits through federal, state, and local 
authorities.  A listing of nine (9) anticipated reviews and permits would include: 

1.	 Section 404 Permit The Department of the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

would review the planned bridge construction to assess
 
conformance with the Clean Water Act.
 

2.	 Section 10 Permit USACE would review the planned bridge to determine 

conformance with the Federal Rivers and Harbors Act.
 

3.	 SPA 124 Permit The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, & Parks would 

evaluate the Project to determine compliance with the Stream
 
Protection Act.
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4.	 Floodplain Permit The local Floodplain Administrator would review the Project to 
determine compliance with federal and state floodplain 
regulations. 

5.	 318 Authorization The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
 
would review the Project to determine compliance with Short-

term Water Quality Standard for Turbidity.
 

6. Easement Over Navigable 	 The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation 
Waters	 (DNRC) would review the Project to determine compliance with 

regulations regarding an easement over navigable waters within 
Montana. 

7.	 Montana Pollutant Discharge The DEQ would review the Project to determine compliance with 
Elimination System (MPDES) storm water discharges associated with construction activities. 
General Permit 

8.	 Road Encroachment Permit Granite County would review the planned intersection of the new 
road with the existing Rumsey Road to determine compliance 
with their road construction standards. 

Compliance with Granite County Growth Policy Plan 

Granite County adopted a Growth Policy Plan (Granite County Growth Policy) to address county-wide 
growth.  The Growth Plan presents numerous goals, objectives, and policies to be implemented by 
Granite County in addressing agriculture, growth and land use, public facilities and services, 
transportation, recreation, fire protection, economic development, and housing.  Seven (7) specific goals, 
objectives, and policies discussed in the Growth Policy Plan are applicable to the Proposed Action. These 
seven (7) focus areas, along with a brief discussion of the Proposed Action’s compliance, are summarized 
as follows: 

1.	 New developments must establish a weed management plan in coordination with the county weed 

board. 

If approved by BLM, the Proposed Action would require a Plan of Development (POD) which would 
include obtaining and implementing a weed management plan. 

2.	 Developments designed and constructed to minimize the disturbance of trees and other natural 

vegetation, soils, stream banks and lakeshores; disturbed soils revegetated within the earliest 

growing season. 

The herein EA analyzes impacts to trees, vegetation, and the stream bank along Fred Burr Creek. If 
approved by BLM, the Proposed Action would require a Plan of Development which would include 
designing and implementing an erosion control plan that would include revegetation within the 
earliest growing season. 
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3.	 Ensure that new development provides properly designed and constructed roads and approaches onto 

public roads. 

If approved by BLM, the Proposed Action would include a POD which would include obtaining a 
road encroachment permit through Granite County. 

4.	 Encourage and coordinate efforts by state, local, and federal agencies and private developers to 

provide recreational facilities. 

The Proposed Action would provide access to the Applicant’s existing recreational facility. 

5.	 Foster safety for fire fighters and minimize loss of property by ensuring that developments in forested 

areas have proper roads, bridges or culverts, turn-arounds, and water supplies. 

The Proposed Action would require road design in conformance with BLM requirements which 
stipulates proper road widths and bridge requirements to support emergency vehicle access. 

6.	 Increase the amount of spending in Granite County by out-of-county travelers, tourists, and 

recreationists, and by out-of-county people buying Granite County goods and services. 

The Proposed Action would provide an access to the Applicant’s recreational facility that is currently 
accessed by a road in Deer Lodge County.  The Proposed Action would promote recreationist 
spending in and around Philipsburg. 

7.	 Promote the travel/tourism and recreation industry. 

The Proposed Action would promote additional access to the Applicant’s recreational facility. 

Relationship to Discovery Ski Area Environmental Impact Statement 

The United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS) completed a Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) in April 2001 to address expansion of the Applicant’s existing ski operations 
(USFS, FEIS). The proposed action presented in the FEIS was to adopt Phase III of the Discovery Basin 
Master Plan.  This Master Plan, dated May 1988, included expansion of the Applicant’s ski operations 
onto USFS land, located in Section 17, T. 6 N., R. 13 W., P.M.M., on the north side of Rumsey Mountain 
(Map 2). 

As presented in the FEIS, the Applicant demonstrated that the expansion was needed to: 

1.	 Address increasing skier numbers at the Applicant’s facility and to address future demand for skiing 
opportunities on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest; 

2.	 Access better snow conditions which provide increased advanced-intermediate skiing opportunities, 
and thus greater customer satisfaction, on the north side of Rumsey Mountain; and, 

7 



 

  

   
 

 

 
  

  
 

    

  
 

 
 

   
     

 
  

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 
  

 
 

   
  

   

 
 

 
  

   
 

 

3.	 Maintain continued safety; reduce confrontations between skiers and snow boarders, and to decrease 
crowded conditions on weekends and holidays. 

Significant issues identified by the public and reviewing agencies during review of the Draft EIS (DEIS), 
were altered wildlife habitats by the proposed action, how the proposed action affected the Fred Burr 
Roadless Area and how the proposed action affected visual resources (i.e., how would the ski operations 
affect the visual quality of the area). 

The USFS presented a preferred alternative action in the FEIS that decreased the amount of new road 
building and minimized visual impacts by implementing visual impact mitigation and monitoring 
measures.  The USFS issued a Record of Decision in May, 2001 approving the preferred alternative as 
presented in the FEIS.  Since completion of the FEIS in 2001, the Applicant has implemented Phase III of 
the Discovery Basin Master Plan in accordance with the USFS preferred alternative action. 

The FEIS substantiated public concerns regarding additional roads near the Fred Burr Roadless Area and 
as part of the Applicant’s operations on USFS land on the north side of Rumsey Mountain.  Since 2001, 
the Applicant has purchased all of Section 18, T. 6 N., R. 13 W., P.M.M. This section is adjacent to the 
west boundary of the USFS land in Section 17 addressed in the 2001 FEIS and connects to the southeast 
corner of the BLM land in Section 12 that is the focus of the herein EA.  Thus, the herein EA provides a 
mechanism for continued public comment regarding new area roads. 

Relationship to Previous EA 

This EA has been completed subsequent to a previous EA, initiated by Granite County through the BLM, 
for analysis of a similar road scenario.  The previous EA was not finalized, but a draft version was 
prepared in June, 2007.  Pertinent issues identified in the previous draft EA have been incorporated 
herein. 

1.7 Identification of Issues 

The public was notified of the NEPA process via the NEPA register to invite comments.  In addition, 
information from outside available sources was considered in the identification of resource issues. 

In an effort to identify all pertinent environmental issues regarding the Project, individuals and agencies 
were contacted by several methods.  BLM notified area land owners and other interested parties about the 
Project by direct mailing on October 21, 2011.  BLM also issued news releases about the Project which 
resulted in articles in the Philipsburg Mail on Thursday, October 27, 2011, and in the Missoulian on 
Thursday, November 17, 2011.  Furthermore, the Applicant met with the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks on January 27, 2012, and discussed their agency concerns.  Finally, BLM and the 
Applicant met with the Granite County Commissioners on May 22, 2012, and discussed their concerns 
As a result, the following issues were identified through the scoping process: 

1.7.1 Invasive, Non-Native Weed Species 

	 Construction of the Project could result in invasive, non-native weed growth along the new road 
corridor. 
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1.7.2 Special Status Species 

Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species 

	 The project may impact habitat for the grizzly bear (threatened), Canada lynx (threatened), 
wolverine (candidate), and bull trout (threatened). Canada lynx critical habitat is not present. 

Sensitive Species 

	 The project may impact habitat for the westslope cutthroat trout, bald eagle, great gray owl, 
northern goshawk, black-backed woodpecker, and three-toed woodpecker. 

1.7.3 Water Quality 

	 Water quality in Fred Burr Creek does not meet State standards for aquatic life and drinking 
water uses due to metals pollution from mine tailings.  Aquatic life is also not supported because 
of alteration of streamside cover from agricultural use and livestock grazing (Montana DEQ, 
2012).  Care would need to be taken to prevent proposed bridge construction from altering 
streamside cover, contributing to metals pollution, or introducing any new pollutant or water 
quality concern to Fred Burr Creek. 

1.7.4 Wildlife 

	 The Project would alter habitat that may be currently utilized by wintering elk and other 
ungulates.  The Project would also result in vehicle noise that may result in adverse consequences 
to wintering ungulates. 

1.7.5 Recreation 

	 The Project would cross Fred Burr Creek upstream of an existing swimming hole.  This could 
result in undesirable airborne dust and stream turbidity that affects the swimming-area users. 

1.7.6 Safety 

	 The Project would generate additional traffic on the existing Rumsey Road, which already has a 
safety problem regarding tight curves and steep grades.  Property owners adjacent to and near the 
Project are concerned about safety, garbage, trespassing, and vandalism resulting from the 
increased traffic. 

	 The BLM land has experienced lodgepole pine mortality from the mountain pine beetle.  The 
Project would result in exposure of dead lodgepole pine at the boundaries of the road right-of-
way, and thus, a strong potential would exist for these trees to fall into the road right-of-way. 

1.7.7 Forestry/Fuels 

	 The Project could result in firewood cutter access to the southern part of the BLM land.  This area 
of the BLM land is currently protected from firewood cutting access by Fred Burr Creek. 
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	 The fuels composition within the Project boundaries, and any changes to the fuels whether 
positive or negative, could potentially be an issue due to the houses and private land surrounding 
the BLM land.  The swimming hole recreation site is known to have campfires so the fire start 
probabilities may be higher than on more isolated BLM parcels. 

1.8 Summary 

This chapter has presented the purpose and need of the Project, as well as the relevant issues, i.e., those 
elements of the human and natural environment that could be affected by the implementation of the 
Project.  In order to meet the purpose and need of the Project in a way that resolves the issues, the BLM 
has developed a range of action alternatives.  These alternatives, as well as a No-Action alternative, are 
presented in Chapter 2.  The potential environmental impacts or consequences resulting from the 
implementation of each alternative are then analyzed in Chapter 4 for each of the identified issues. 

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Introduction 

The following sections present two (2) alternatives that have been evaluated by the herein EA.  The No-
Action alternative is initially considered to provide a baseline for comparisons of impacts between all 
alternatives considered.  Thereafter, the Proposed Action is presented and consists of constructing a new 
road across BLM land coupled with additional, site-access restrictions and design features. 

2.2 Alternative A – No Action 

Under the No-Action alternative, BLM would deny the application for a right-of-way for the new road. 

2.3 Alternative B – Proposed Action 

The BLM would approve the Applicant’s request for a road right-of-way in accordance with the Terms 
and Conditions and Road Construction Standards listed in Appendices A and B. In addition to meeting 
BLM stipulations, the Applicant would build the road in accordance with Granite County Road and 
Bridge Standards, a copy of which is provided in Appendix C. Map 2 illustrates the Applicant’s right of 
way proposal to provide year-round access to private property.  Preliminary design elements of the 
Applicant’s improvements are as follows: 

General Road and Bridge Design 

Road 
The Applicant would construct approximately 4,800 feet of new roadway across the BLM land in Section 
12. The new road would be located within a 60-foot wide right-of-way that would extend from its 
intersection with Rumsey Road at its north end to the southeast extents of the BLM land at the border 
with Section 7. The new road would disturb approximately 7 acres of existing trees, vegetation, and 
ground cover within this corridor. 

The new road would be designed to meet BLM (see Appendix B) and Granite County Road Standards 
(see Appendix C) and would have a 24-foot wide, gravel surface. 
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Bridge 
A new bridge would be constructed across Fred Burr Creek.  As shown in Map 2, the bridge would be 
located approximately 650 feet east (upstream) of an informal recreation site locally known as the Fred 
Burr Creek swimming area.  The new bridge would have paved approaches and non-graveled decking to 
minimize sediment-laden runoff to the creek.  The bridge would be designed to withstand a 100 year 
flood event along Fred Burr Creek. 

Supplemental Improvements Recommended by Applicant 

In addition to these road design parameters, the Applicant has also committed to installing and 
maintaining a locked gate at the intersection of Forest Service Road FS#1578 (locally known as Old 
Sawmill Gulch Road) with the southwest corner of the Applicant’s property in Section 18, as shown in 
Map 2. This gate would be closed and locked for the entire calendar year and would prevent a continuous 
corridor of vehicular traffic between the new road in Section 12, internal roads on the Applicant’s 
property in Section 18, and the Old Sawmill Gulch Road.  This improvement resulted from discussions by 
the Applicant with Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (FWP) during the scoping process, and is designed 
to minimize disturbance for wildlife. 

Design Features 

In accordance with conditions of granting the right-of-way and prior to construction, the Applicant would 
submit to BLM a Plan of Development (POD) that describes in detail the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the right-of-way and its associated improvements and/or facilities.  The POD would 
include drawings in sufficient detail to enable a complete evaluation of all proposed structures and 
facilities to ensure compliance with the requirements of the grant. The following design features would be 
implemented by the Applicant to minimize the degree and/or severity of effects caused by the Proposed 
Action.  These measures would be implemented prior to and during construction of the Proposed Action 
and as part of long-term right-of-way maintenance, as needed: 

1.	 Construction erosion control permitting, and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), would be completed.  The SWPPP would provide means and practices 
to capture and control runoff and prevent sediment-laden runoff from leaving the Project area. 

2.	 Vegetation impacts and potential compaction and erosion of bare soils would be minimized by 
conserving native topsoil to help preserve microorganisms and native plant seeds; recycling 
native topsoil as near as possible to its original location; and supplementing soil by placing 
mulch, seeding, and/or planting with species native to the immediate area. 

3.	 Should construction activity unearth previously unknown historic or prehistoric cultural remains 
or artifacts, work would be stopped in the area of the discovery and the BLM archeologist would 
be notified. The Applicant would then work with BLM to assess the significance of the find(s) 
and to decide on the best course of action. 

4.	 Construction activities would be localized to within the boundaries of the Project to minimize 
widespread disturbance of natural ground and vegetation.  Construction procedures would utilize 
previously disturbed areas within the Project boundaries, wherever possible. To minimize the 
amount of ground disturbance beyond the Project boundaries, staging and stockpiling areas would 
be located within the Project boundaries.  If this is not possible, all staging and stockpiling areas 
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located outside the Project boundaries would are returned to pre-construction conditions 

following construction.
 

5.	 Weed control methods would be implemented to minimize the introduction of noxious weeds. 
This would include utilizing weed-free seed mixes for re-vegetation, monitoring vegetation until 
it is fully stabilized, and long-term control of weeds resulting from Applicant’s activities.  The 
Applicant would not utilize seeds from hybrids or species uncommon to the Project area. 

6.	 Fugitive dust generated by construction would be controlled by spraying water on the Project 
area, as necessary. 

7.	 Construction equipment would be regularly monitored and checked for petroleum and fluid leaks 
and repairs completed, as necessary. 

8.	 All construction waste and debris would be containerized and properly disposed of. 

9.	 Ground disturbing activities, such as tree-felling and road building would not occur from June 1 
to July 15 to protect the nesting season for sensitive bird species. 

10. Ground disturbance would discontinue if an active bald or golden eagle, northern goshawk, or 
great gray owl nest is discovered. Disturbance would be evaluated and potentially resume after 
the nesting season.  

11. The road would be designed so that maintenance, such as grading, does not cause side-casting 
and surface material loss into the high-water mark area of Fred Burr Creek. 

12. No fill or abutments would be placed within the 100-year floodplain of the stream.  	All ground-
disturbing work would occur outside the 100-year floodplain area. 

13. No rock or rip-rap would be placed along Fred Burr Creek. 

14. The stream would be completely isolated from the construction area by sediment fence in order to 
prevent soils from entering Fred Burr Creek during the work. 

15. The sediment fence would be left in place until the area is completely re-stabilized by vegetation.  
Coir logs (straw stabilizers) may be used in lieu of sediment fence following the work. 

16. An approved native grass seed mix would be used for re-vegetation.  	Re-vegetation would also 
include native shrubs and trees if any of those outside the road prism are affected by the project. 

17. The bridge design would include deck and curb features to prevent sediment from falling off the 
bridge into Fred Burr Creek.  Native material (i.e., road gravel and dirt) would not be placed at 
any time on the bridge deck. 

18. The new road near the existing swimming area would be treated for dust annually. 

19. No excavation or disturbance of stream banks would be required for the work.  	Abutments for the 
bridge would be placed a distance greater than 10 feet from the wetted channel. 
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20. Abutments and the bridge decking would be placed outside the 100-year flood area, so there will 
be no constriction of stream flow. 

21. The road approaches to the bridge would ramp up to the bridge deck preventing water and 
sediment from flowing down the road, onto the bridge, and into Fred Burr Creek. 

Final road and bridge design would be completed by a Montana-licensed Professional Engineer.  All final 
designs would be reviewed and approved prior to construction by BLM to assure that BLM road and 
bridge standards are met. 

2.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis 

BLM considered two (2) additional alternatives during the preparation of this EA.  However, these were 
eliminated from further analysis.  Details of these additional alternatives are as follows: 

2.4.1 No-Gate Alternative 

This alternative would have been identical to the Proposed Action, but without the inclusion of the 
access–restricting gate on the Applicant’s property. This alternative was not further analyzed because it 
would ignore other agency’s concerns, specifically those by FWP recommending the gate, and also 
because this alternative would not provide a reasonable choice to the Proposed Action. 

2.4.2 Private Access Road Alternative 

This alternative would have evaluated the potential for the Applicant to construct the proposed road on 
private land adjacent to the BLM land.  This alternative was not further analyzed because it would not 
address the need; namely, the ability of BLM to respond to the Applicant’s request for a right-of-way.  
Furthermore, this alternative is beyond the scope of this project. The BLM has no decision-making 
authority on private lands. 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the potentially affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological, social, 
and economic values and resources) of the Project area as presented in Chapter 1 of this EA.  This chapter 
also provides the baseline for comparing the impacts and/or consequences described in Chapter 4. 

3.2 General Setting 

3.2.1 Physiography 

The BLM land is located in the Northern Rocky Mountains physiographic province along the eastern 
edge of the Philipsburg Valley.  The northern two-thirds of the BLM land encompass the east-to-west 
flowing Fred Burr Creek drainage (Map 1). The southern third of the property rises to approach the 
mouth of the intermittent Summer Gulch drainage.  Elevations on the BLM land range from 
approximately 5,700 feet to 5,900 feet above mean sea level. 
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3.2.2 Existing Development 

Rumsey Road, a Granite County maintained local access road, transects the northern third of the tract.  A 
primitive access road has been established from Rumsey Road across the BLM land to access a 
swimming area utilized by local residents (Map 2). 

The BLM land is surrounded by several private properties, including the Applicant’s to the southeast. 
Several recreational cabins and part-time residences have been constructed on private lands to the east 
and west.  Thus, the BLM and surrounding properties have existing development typical of a rural, 
forested, non-agricultural setting. 

3.2.3 Ecology 

3.3 Critical Elements of the Human and Natural Environment 

Certain resources are protected by specific laws, regulations, or policies (e.g., Executive Orders).  BLM 
refers to these resources as “Critical Elements of the Human Environment” and addresses them in this 
EA.  Those Critical Elements, as listed in Table 1, are subsequently further addressed in the following 
sections.  Their analysis is presented in Chapter 4. 

Other elements to be analyzed have been identified and are listed in Table 2.  Those Other Elements for 
Analysis are also discussed further in the following sections and their analysis is presented in Chapter 4. 
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TABLE 1 - CRITICAL ELEMENTS FOR ANALYSIS 

Determination* Resource Rationale for Determination 

NI Air Quality The Proposed Action would generate nuisance dust during 
construction. Dust suppression measures would be 
implemented as part of the design features discussed in 
Section 2.3, resulting in minimal impact to air quality. 

NP Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern 

There are no listed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
within the Project boundaries. 

NP Cultural Resources The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) [16 USC 
470s., 36 CFR 800.13], as amended, requires that if newly 
discovered historic or archaeological materials or other 
cultural resources not identified in the original Class III 
Cultural Resource Inventory are identified during the 
Proposed Action implementation, work in that area must stop 
and the BLM Authorized Officer (AO) must be notified 
immediately. Within five working days the AO will 
determine the actions that will likely have to be completed 
before the site can be used (assuming in place preservation is 
not necessary). 

NP Environmental Justice Not Applicable 
NP Farmlands 

(Prime or Unique) 
Not Applicable 

NI Floodplains The 100-year floodplain boundary for Fred Burr Creek has 
not been defined by FEMA. The floodplain would be 
determined as part of the engineering design for the bridge 
over Fred Burr Creek. Bridge abutments and fill would not 
be placed within the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain, as 
described in Section 2.3 for the POD. No occupancy or 
modification of floodplain in compliance with Executive 
Order 11988. 

NP Native American 
Religious Concerns 

Per tribal consultation, no Native American Religious 
Concerns were identified with the Project. 

PI Invasive and 
Non-Native Species 

Project construction could result in invasive, non-native weed 
growth along the new road corridor. 
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TABLE 1 - CRITICAL ELEMENTS FOR ANALYSIS (continued) 

Determination* 

NI 

NP 

PI 

NI 

NP 
NP 

Resource 

Threatened, Endangered 
or Candidate Species 

Wastes
 
(hazardous or solid)
 
Water Quality 

Wetlands/Riparian Zones 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Wilderness 

Rationale for Determination 

Mammals: The project occurs in habitat that is considered 
unoccupied for the grizzly bear (threatened), Canada lynx 
(threatened), and wolverine (candidate). There is no Canada 
Lynx critical habitat. These species are considered transient to 
the project area. 

Birds: Birds protected by the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
are not known to inhabit the Project area. 

Fish: The Project would cross Fred Burr Creek, which is not 
currently populated with bull trout. Bull trout may be present 
in low densities within Flint Creek, roughly 3 miles 
downstream of the project area. 

Invertebrates: Aquatic or terrestrial invertebrates protected 
by the ESA are not known to inhabit the Project area. 

Reptiles: Reptiles protected by the ESA are not known to 
inhabit the Project area. 

Amphibians: Amphibians protected by the ESA are not 
known to inhabit the Project area. 

Fungi: Fungi protected by the ESA are not known to inhabit 
the Project area. 

Not Applicable 

Surface Water: Bridge construction and future maintenance 
could alter streamside cover or produce sediment o Fred Burr 
Creek. 

Ground Water: The Project would not result in extraction, 
injection, or alteration of existing ground water aquifers. 

Drinking Water: The Project would not alter existing water 
wells or water supplies utilized for drinking water. 

Wetlands and Riparian Zones would be identified as part of 
the POD process, and as described in Section 2.3. Their 
locations would be mapped and protection measures included 
in the POD. The project would comply with Executive Order 
11990. 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 

NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions 
NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required 
PI = present and may be impacted to some degree. Will be analyzed in affected environment and environmental impacts. (NOTE: PI does not 
mean impacts are likely to be significant in any way). 
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TABLE 2 - OTHER ELEMENTS FOR ANALYSIS 

Determination* Resource Rationale for Determination 

NI Sensitive Species 
(BLM-recognized) 

Mammals: The proposed action may impact terrestrial habitat 
occupied by the gray wolf. 

Birds: The proposed action may impact terrestrial habitat utilized 
by the bald eagle, golden eagle, great gray owl, northern goshawk, 
black-backed woodpecker, three-toed woodpecker. 

Fish: Westslope cutthroat trout are a federally recognized 
Sensitive Species that are present in the Project area. 

PI 
(continued) 

Sensitive Species 
(continued) 

Plants: See Appendix E for list of sensitive plants and fungi with 
suitable habitat or are possible residence that would be impacted 
by Proposed Action. 

Invertebrates: Sensitive aquatic or terrestrial invertebrates are 
not known to inhabit the Project area. 

Reptiles: Sensitive reptiles are not known to inhabit the Project 
area. 

Amphibians: The western toad is a federally recognized 
Sensitive Species that may currently or periodically inhabit the 
Project area. 

PI Wildlife Elk and other ungulates are known to inhabit the Project area and 
the Project could alter habitat utilized by these species during the 
winter. 

PI Recreation The Project would cross Fred Burr Creek upstream of an existing 
swimming area and could result in undesirable airborne dust and 
stream turbidity that would affect the swimming-area users. 

PI Safety The project would generate additional traffic on the existing 
Rumsey Road, which already has a safety problem regarding tight 
curves and steep grades. 

Property owners adjacent to and near the project are concerned 
about safety, garbage, trespassing, and vandalism resulting from 
the increased traffic. 

PI Forestry/Fuels The Project would impact forestry/Fuels by creating additional 
access for firewood cutting and by altering fuels which would 
impact fire behavior. 

NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions 
NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required 
PI = present and may be impacted to some degree. Will be analyzed in affected environment and environmental impacts. (NOTE: PI does not 
mean impacts are likely to be significant in any way). 
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3.3.1 Resource 1: Invasive and Non-Native Species 

Invasive and non-native species is a categorical term applied to plant or animal taxa that are aggressive 
and difficult to manage; that may be poisonous, toxic, or parasitic; that may be a carrier or host of serious 
insects or disease; and that are non-native to the Project area.  For purposes of this assessment, invasive 
and non-native species will be analyzed as a group and not by individual species. 

Segments of the BLM land have been previously altered with the creation of Rumsey Road and the power 
line corridor.  As a result, some invasive and/or non-native species may be present within the Project area 
boundaries.  A field study to determine the presence and identity of invasive and non-native species on 
the BLM lands was not completed as part of this assessment. 

3.3.2 Resource 2: Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Species 

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

Ecology: 
The grizzly bear (threatened) is a large and powerful bear species that is indigenous to Montana and has a 
historic range that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area.  Today, the grizzly is found 
throughout a large swath of northwestern Montana as well as in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem of 
southwestern Montana.  Territorial home ranges for grizzlies are typically very large; often as much as 
500 square miles in area for some males and up to 300 square miles in area for some females.  While 
home range size is determined by a multitude of variables, the presence or absence of available food 
resources is often the primary influencing factor.  Although not considered a truly migratory species, 
grizzly bears often exhibit seasonal, elevation movements in response to food resource availability. 
Grizzly bears are long-lived and opportunistic omnivores.  While individual food preferences vary both 
locally and seasonally, the majority of a grizzly’s diet typically consists of vegetative material derived 
from a wide variety of sources.  The non-vegetative component of their dietary intake often includes 
insects, fish, both large and small mammals, and ungulate carcasses.  As opportunistic feeders, their food 
resources are not strictly limited to specific habitat types (Montana Field Guide). 

The grizzly bear is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain lodgepole pine forest ecological 
system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project area.  It is also 
commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems currently found on 
the BLM land and project area (MTNHP). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/11/2013 shows that grizzly bear observations have occurred in Granite County, 
including areas immediately surrounding the BLM land and project area, within the last 5 to 10 years 
(Montana Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
Available and occupied year-around grizzly bear habitat is widespread west of the North American 
Continental Divide in Montana.  Grizzly bears are seasonal habitat generalists sometimes (but not always) 
associated with open meadow, riparian and both open and closed timber habitat types at a variety of 
elevations ranging from lower montane foothills to alpine.  Historically, the grizzly bear was primarily a 
plains species in Montana, however lack of suitable habitat currently available in these areas have left 
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them to be confined to the more remote, mountainous regions of the state.  They require large expanses of 
suitable and contiguous, and relatively unaltered, habitat to maintain existence.  Human encroachment has 
forced them out of their more traditional habitat types (Montana Field Guide). 

Grizzly bears are generally considered to be imperiled in the southern extent of their geographic range in 
North America, including Montana.  In 1975, the grizzly bear was officially listed by the USFWS as 
Threatened under the ESA in the lower 48 continental United States.  Grizzly Bear populations in 
Northwest Montana, as well as the Yellowstone Distinct Population Segment, continue to be listed as 
Threatened.  Critical habitat has not been officially designated under the ESA for the grizzly bear (FWS). 

Canada Lynx (Lynx Canadensis) 

Ecology: 
The Canada lynx is a medium-sized, secretive and elusive felid that is indigenous to Montana and has a 
historic range that specifically includes the BLM land and project area.  It is typically a non-migratory 
species that prefers to adhere to a permanent home range.  Although decidedly variable and dependent on 
sex, age, population density and prey density; territorial home ranges for Canada lynx in Montana 
typically are substantial; ranging between 4 and 94 square miles while averaging 6 to 8 square miles in 
size.  Depending on prey availability, average population densities for the species typically range between 
2 and 9 individuals per 39 square miles of area.  In Montana, significant movements of individual Canada 
lynx dispersing as much as 90 to 125 miles have been recorded while in other geographic areas long 
distance travel of over 350 miles has been described (Montana Field Guide). 

Maintaining connectivity among Canada lynx populations, between mountain ranges, is an important 
consideration in western Montana.  Throughout their range in Montana, shrub-steppe habitats may 
provide very important linkage habitat between the primary habitat types.  The BLM land is immediately 
adjacent to this type of habitat (MTNHP). Existing Canada lynx habitat in the immediate area of the 
project is located within the theoretical habitat linkage corridor.  However, while shrub-steppe and 
agricultural lands may afford Canada lynx a level of habitat connectivity at the landscape level, as well as 
sufficient prey and cover for dispersal, the relatively high incidence of human habitation and roadways 
within these habitat types limit their value as Canada Lynx dispersal habitat. 

Canada lynx populations are inextricably tied to snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus) populations and are 
widely understood to cycle with them.  Snowshoe hare is usually the most important winter food source 
for Canada lynx throughout their range, sometimes comprising as much as 35 to 97% of their overall 
dietary intake.  Montana snowshoe hare populations typically exist at much lower densities than more 
northern populations and, as such, Montana Canada lynx ecology is substantially different than those 
populations located further north.  In western Montana, Canada lynx have average home ranges nearly 
twice the size of those found in more northern geographic locations.  They predictably utilize a wider 
variety of prey species on a year-around basis, because of generally lower overall snowshoe hare 
densities, combined with a more varied and abundant alternate prey resource availability in the state.  In 
Montana, red squirrel is another very important source of dietary intake for the Canada lynx.  Red squirrel 
habitat consists primarily of older, more mature closed-canopied forests with substantial quantities of 
coarse woody debris while snowshoe hare habitat often consists of dense stands of immature timber as 
well as more open timber stands that include openings and edges. 
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The Canada lynx is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain lodgepole pine forest ecological 
system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and project area.  It is also 
commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems currently found on 
the BLM land and project area. 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map, generated July 8, 2013, shows that Canada lynx observations have occurred in Granite County, 
including areas immediately surrounding the BLM land and project area, within the past 5 years Montana 
Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
Available and occupied year-around Canada lynx habitat is widespread west of the North American 
Continental Divide in Montana.  In this region, Canada lynx typically occur in lodgepole pine dominated 
subalpine forests between elevations of 4,000 and 7,000 feet above sea level.  Disturbances such as fire, 
insect infestations, and timber harvests that create early-successional forest conditions sometimes provide 
short-term foraging habitat for Canada lynx by creating forage and cover for snowshoe hares.  However, 
it is generally accepted that late-successional or more mature forests provide better and more long-term 
habitats for red squirrels, Snowshoe hares, and Canada lynx than the disturbance-created habitats.  
Canada lynx require adequate cover for stalking and security and will typically avoid large openings and 
roadways.  While they usually will not cross openings wider than 325 feet, they are sometimes known to 
hunt along edges in areas of dense cover. 

Reliable and predictable winter-time snow conditions are extremely important to habitat viability.  
Canada lynx primarily occur in areas that receive relatively uniform and moderately deep snowfall 
amounts.  Typically, an average depth of 39 to 50 inches is ideal. 

Canada lynx den sites are typically found in mature and old-growth lodgepole pine, spruce, and subalpine 
fir forests with a high density of logs.  Dens typically occur in hollow trees, under stumps, or in thick 
brush. Timber stands as small as 250 acres are used for den sites provided that the habitat is connected to 
other stands and is immediately adjacent to adequate foraging habitat. 

In 2000, the USFWS officially listed the Canada lynx as threatened under the ESA and in 2009 Critical 
Habitat was designated.  Northern Rocky Mountains Critical Habitat Unit #3 includes approximately 
10,102 square miles in Northwestern Montana and a small portion of northeastern Idaho.  The designation 
also includes National Forest lands and lands managed by the BLM in the Garnet Resource Area.  Timber 
harvest and management is the dominant land use.  Habitat related impacts to Canada lynx in this area 
include fragmentation from timber harvest and forest thinning, fire suppression or fuels treatment, barriers 
to dispersal including roads and human settlements, vehicular traffic and land development.  Special 
management includes timber management practices that provide for a dense understory that would be 
beneficial for Canada lynx and snowshoe hares. 

Critical habitat designation does not extend south of Interstate Highway 90 in Granite County.  The BLM 
land and project area are not considered part of Canada lynx critical habitat.  All areas designated by the 
USFWS as critical habitat include boreal forest landscapes that provide one or more of the following 
beneficial habitat elements:  abundant large woody debris piles that are used as dens and winter snow 
conditions that are generally deep and fluffy for extended periods of time.  Although species occupation 
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of available habitat is not a prerequisite for critical habitat designation under the ESA, in the case of the 
Canada lynx, all designated areas included recent verified records of occurrence and reproduction. 

North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 

The North American wolverine is an ESA candidate Species. 

Ecology: 
The North American wolverine (wolverine) is the largest terrestrial member of the weasel family 
(Mustelidae).  The wolverine is native to Montana and has a historic range that includes the BLM land 
and Project area. They are notoriously wide-ranging omnivores that typically maintain a very large 
permanent home range.  Territorial home ranges for wolverines often average as much as 165 square 
miles in area for individual males and 150 square miles in area for individual females.  Home range size 
appears to be directly linked to the availability of denning sites and available food resources.  Although 
not considered a truly migratory species, wolverines in Montana exhibit distinct seasonal, elevational 
movements by tending to occupy higher elevations in summer and lower elevations in winter.  In general, 
wolverines are solitary animals that occur at relatively low population densities.  In Montana, significant 
movements of individual wolverine travelling as much as 200 miles have been documented (Montana 
Field Guide). 

Wolverines are opportunistic and sometimes highly aggressive foragers.  Individual food preferences 
range from a variety of roots and berries to small mammals, birds, fish and ungulate carcasses.  They are 
also sometimes known to attack large mammals disadvantaged by deep snow.  As opportunistic feeders, 
their food resources are not strictly limited to specific habitat types (Montana Field Guide). 

The North American wolverine is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 
Ecological System, which is the dominant ecological system on the BLM land and Project area.  It is also 
commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems found on the BLM 
land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 06/08/2013 shows that wolverine observations have occurred in portions of Granite 
County, including areas immediately surrounding the BLM land and Project area, within the past 5 years; 
and areas including the BLM land and Project area in the last 10 to 15 years (Montana Field Guide). 

In Montana, wolverines are generally limited to alpine and coniferous forest habitat types.  They 
especially prefer large and isolated tracts of mountainous wilderness that supports a diverse and abundant 
prey base.  Most wolverines prefer to inhabit light to medium density pine and fir stands while tending to 
avoid large, open areas and stands of young, dense timber.  Riparian areas and winter-time snow 
availability are particularly important to habitat viability for the species (Montana Field Guide). 

By the early 1900’s, wolverines were nearly extirpated from their native range in Montana.  Since then, 
they have slowly increased in numbers and have expanded to their current range.  Unfortunately, 
projected climate warming over the next century is expected to significantly reduce available wolverine 
habitat, probably to the point where persistence of the species in the lower 48 contiguous United States, 
without intervention, is in serious doubt (FWS). 
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In response, the USFWS proposed to list the wolverine as a Threatened species under the ESA, in the 
lower 48 contiguous United States, in February 2013.  Under the currently proposed listing, human 
activities (including timber harvest and recreation) that do not constitute a direct threat to the species 
would not be prohibited or regulated (FWS). 

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

Bull trout is an ESA-listed Threatened Species with a designed Critical Habitat. Critical habitat identifies 
geographic areas that contain features essential for the conservation of a listed species. 

Ecology: 
The bull trout is a large, piscivorous, salmonid species that is indigenous to the Clark Fork and Flathead 
drainages of western Montana.  The Project area is within the current and historic range of the bull trout, 
although bull trout have not been documented in Fred Burr Creek (MFWP 2008). Bull trout prefer to 
reside in cold, clean and relatively pristine streams, rivers and natural lakes.  As a migratory species, both 
adfluvial and fluvial bull trout are often compelled to travel long distances in response to varying seasonal 
conditions and requirements for both habitat and development.  Open migratory corridors without 
impassible barriers are essential for the long-term persistence of bull trout populations (Montana Field 
Guide). 

It is not uncommon for an adult bull trout to travel well over 150 miles in just a few short months in order 
to reach its spawning site. Adult bull trout spawn from late August through October in small third- and 
fourth-order tributary streams throughout their range.  Productive spawning habitat requirements for bull 
trout include cold water temperatures, a clear and clean coarse gravel to fine cobble substrate mixture 
with a high percentage of interstitial space, and low levels of fine sediment.  Juvenile bull trout feed 
primarily on aquatic benthic macroinvertebrates while adult bull trout are overwhelmingly piscivorous 
(Montana Field Guide). 

In many parts of their native home range, indigenous bull trout have been displaced from otherwise 
available and suitable habitat because of hybridization with the non-native brook trout (Salvelinus 

Fontinalis).  Bull trout and brook trout are known to interbreed in areas where species populations 
overlap and the resulting offspring are sterile hybrids.  These unsuccessful attempts to reproduce 
ultimately contribute to the reduction in size of the overall bull trout population (Montana Field Guide). 

According to Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (2008) and the Montana Natural Heritage Program, bull 
trout have not been observed in Fred Burr Creek.  Fred Burr Creek is a tributary to Flint Creek and the 
Project Area is located approximately 3 miles upstream of the confluence of Flint Creek.  Electrofishing 
surveys conducted by MFWP during 2007 identified westslope cutthroat trout, brown trout and rainbow 
trout in Fred Burr Creek with brown trout being the dominant species present. 

Electrofishing surveys conducted by MFWP in Flint Creek during 2007 both upstream and downstream 
of Fred Burr Creek found 1 bull trout out of 1,044 fish observed. The dominant fish species documented 
during surveys in Flint Creek was found to be brown trout with less than 1 percent of the species 
composition comprised of bull trout (MFWP 2008).  Other species observed in low densities were eastern 
brook trout and unidentified Oncorhynchus species (potentially rainbow trout, westslope cutthroat trout or 
hybrids). 
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Habitat: 
Optimal bull trout habitat is a complex mixture of riffles and deep pools with an abundance of adequate 
cover consisting of deeply undercut banks, copious amounts of overhanging riparian vegetation and large 
quantities of in-stream coarse woody debris.  Bull trout are a highly sensitive species that are intolerant of 
even minor alterations or degradations to their habitat (Montana Field Guide). 

Bull trout are threatened by anthropogenic habitat degradation and fragmentation as well as by continued 
hybridization with non-native brook trout.  Their declining population trend throughout their native range 
ultimately led to their official designation by the USFWS as a Threatened species under the ESA in 1999.  
Critical Habitat designation followed in 2005 and was revised in 2010.  In Montana, including the Upper 
Clark Fork River Critical Habitat Subunit, approximately 3,056 stream miles and 221,471 acres of lakes 
were designated as Critical Habitat.  Overall, approximately 18,975 miles of streams and 488,252 acres of 
lakes were designated as Critical Habitat throughout their geographic home range (FWS). 

To date, Fred Burr Creek has not been officially designated as Critical Habitat for bull trout.  However 
Fred Burr Creek is a direct tributary of Flint Creek which has been officially designated as Critical 
Habitat for bull trout within the Upper Clark Fork River Critical Habitat Subunit. Although species 
occupation of available habitat is not a prerequisite for Critical Habitat designation under the ESA, only 
about 4.3% of officially-designated streams are currently considered to be unoccupied.  This means that if 
a stream did not have verified records of recent occupation, it was not typically included in the official 
designation of Critical Habitat.  USFWS has acknowledged that it is likely bull trout will need to be 
restored to currently unoccupied habitat to achieve recovery (FWS). 

Bull trout continue to be negatively impacted by the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of habitat as a 
consequence of logging, road construction, mining, and overgrazing; all of which may result in 
sedimentation and increased water temperatures.  Dams, irrigation diversions, and other migratory 
barriers also have negatively affected bull trout habitat and probably have interfered with their meta-
population dynamics; resulting in increasingly fragmented populations.  Other threats include suitable 
habitat reduction and/or elimination as a result of climate change and sport fishing related mortality 
(Nature Serve). 

3.3.3 Resource 3: Water Quality 

The scope of the proposed bridge construction affects approximately 24 feet of Fred Burr Creek.  The 
affected area may extend downstream for sedimentation concerns.  Water quality (in terms of beneficial 
use support conditions) would be impacted if metals-laden sediment or tailings entered the stream, if 
streamside cover was altered, or if any new pollutants were introduced. 

Fred Burr Creek crosses the northern part of the BLM tract.  The stream extends approximately 10 miles 
from Fred Burr Lake (approximately 7.5 miles east of the Project area), to its confluence with Flint Creek 
(approximately 2 miles west of the Project area). 

Historically, the Fred Burr Creek drainage has been the location of mining, logging, livestock grazing, 
recreation, and homesite development.  Current water uses include agriculture and primary contact 
recreation at a locally-known swimming area. 
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Fred Burr Creek water quality has been impaired by agricultural and former mining activities.  Grazing in 
the riparian zone has altered vegetative cover affecting habitat for aquatic life. (DEQ, Water Quality). A 
former mineral processing facility (Rumsey Mill) located upstream of the BLM land has resulted in 
discharges of arsenic, copper, mercury, lead, and zinc to the stream (DEQ, Abandoned Mine). 

In October 2012, DEQ finalized a plan to address pollutant loading to the Flint Creek drainage, which 
includes Fred Burr Creek (Montana DEQ, 2012b).  The document identified arsenic, lead and mercury as 
the primary contaminants affecting water quality.  Zinc and copper were also monitored during the DEQ 
study but were not found in concentrations suggesting impacts to aquatic life.  The source of the metal 
contaminants was identified as the former Rumsey Mill. 

The DEQ study found that Fred Burr Creek is a relatively low contributor of sediment in the context of 
the upper Flint Creek watershed.  However, roads in the Fred Burr Creek watershed were identified as 
likely contributors to uncontrolled sediment loading to the stream.  Within the project area (BLM lands) 
the only sediment contributor is recreational use at the swimming hole which includes vehicle and foot 
traffic on the streambanks, as well as occasional vehicle travel across the creek.  It is not known if these 
bed and bank sediments contain metals.  The proposed action would not disturb any soils or tailings at the 
Rumsey site. 

The DEQ plan presented a mechanism to control contaminant concentrations through the Total Maximum 
Daily Loading (TMDL) process. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) accepted the findings and 
recommendations of the DEQ, with arsenic, lead, and mercury being the regulated contaminants 
(DEQ). 

3.3.4 Resource 4: Sensitive Species 

Sensitive Species are considered to be those that are not currently believed to be specifically at risk, but 
may require special management considerations to address concerns related to naturally low populations, 
a limited geographic distribution, or demographic/life history features that make them vulnerable to 
anthropogenic changes to the environment. The BLM State Director has the responsibility of designating 
BLM sensitive species. Sensitive species designated by the Montana/Dakotas state director that could be 
affected by this project are discussed below.  

Field studies to determine the presence and identity of sensitive species on the BLM land were not 
completed as part of this EA.  Information about sensitive species that could be impacted by the Project is 
presented in the following sections. Analysis of terrestrial special status species was done using an action 
area for each species. The action area refers to all areas affected directly or indirectly by the proposed 
action, not just the project area (50 CFR§402.2). 

Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) 

Ecology 
The gray wolf may occupy the action area. The gray wolf is the largest of the North American wild dogs.  
It is native to Montana and has a historic range that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area.  
They are wide-ranging territorial carnivores that typically maintain a very large permanent home range.  
Gray wolf territorial home ranges are highly dynamic and change fluidly based on the availability of 
adequate food resources, annual variation in pack population size, and complex relationships with 

24 



 

 

  

   
  

   
   

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
 

 
   

   
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

   
    

 
 

   
 

  
  

  
 

 
  

  
 

  
    

  

neighboring packs.  In general, territorial home ranges for gray wolves are smaller in the summer and 
larger in the winter.  Average territory size for gray wolves is highly variable, averaging 185 square miles 
in northwest Montana and 344 square miles in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  Although not 
considered a truly migratory species, gray wolves in Montana exhibit distinct seasonal movements by 
following migrating ungulate species within their territory.  Sometimes gray wolves are known to live 
alone, but more often they are a social species living in large packs consisting of an average of 8 to 12 
individuals.  They are also known to disperse widely, with significant movements of individual Gray 
Wolves travelling up to 500 miles having been documented (Montana Field Guide). 

Gray wolves are opportunistic keystone predators that predominantly prey on large ungulates.  They most 
commonly hunt in packs.  In Montana, their preferred quarry includes deer, elk and moose.  Alternatively, 
they may also eat domestic livestock, small mammals, carrion and vegetation when their favored prey is 
unavailable.  Although gray wolf predation is not generally known to be instrumental in affecting prey 
resource deteriorations, it has, nevertheless, been implicated in the relatively recent decline in elk 
numbers in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.  This association, however, is still being examined in 
conjunction with other environmental factors.  As opportunistic feeders, their food resources are not 
strictly limited to specific habitat types (Montana Field Guide). 

The gray wolf is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest ecological 
system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project area.  It is also 
commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems currently found on 
the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/24/2013 shows that gray wolf observations have occurred in the portion of Granite 
County immediately adjacent to the BLM land and Project area within the last 5 to 10 years (Montana 
Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
Available and occupied year-around gray wolf habitat is widespread west of the North American 
Continental Divide in Montana.  Gray wolves are habitat generalists that exhibit no particular habitat 
preference other than the year-around presence and availability of native ungulate species within their 
territorial home range.  Although it is generally accepted that gray wolves prefer to inhabit areas with 
relatively few roads and human disturbances, in Montana, they have established new territories at lower 
than expected elevations and have exhibited a far greater tolerance of humans than previously thought 
characteristic of the species (Montana Field Guide). 

The gray wolf was essentially extirpated from its native range in the western United States, including 
Montana, by the early 1900’s.  Since then, only occasional individuals dispersing from Canada were 
observed until 1979, when gray wolves began to naturally recolonize the northwestern part of the state 
(Montana Field Guide). 

The gray wolf was officially listed by the USFWS as Endangered under the ESA in 1967.  In 1995 and 
1996, gray wolves were reintroduced into Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho.  The success of 
these original reintroductions, combined with continued natural recoloniziation by wolves dispersing from 
northwestern Montana and Canada, has resulted in the successful establishment of gray wolf populations 
throughout most of western Montana.  Gray wolves reached biological recovery goals for the Northern 
Rocky Mountains at the end of 2002.  The Northern Rocky Mountain Distinct Population Segment was 
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delisted in May of 2011.  The Gray wolf is still considered to be imperiled in many areas of the 
continental United States (Montana Field Guide). 

American Three-toed Woodpecker (Picoides dorsalis) 

Ecology: 
The American three-toed woodpecker may inhabit the action area. The three-toed woodpecker is a 
medium-sized black-and-white woodpecker that is indigenous to Montana and has a historic range that 
specifically includes the BLM land and Project area. Morphologically, the American three-toed 
woodpecker is very similar to the black-backed woodpecker (Picoides arcticus) but is typically smaller.  
The two species are sympatric and occur together ecologically.  In the lower 48 contiguous United States, 
including Montana, the range of the American three-toed woodpecker is essentially limited to the Rocky 
Mountain Cordillera.  It is usually considered to be an uncommon species throughout its range.  The 
American three-toed woodpecker is a non-migratory species that is a year-around resident of a small 
intra-specific permanent home territory.  Territorial home range size in Montana for the American three-
toed woodpecker is generally unknown.  However outside of Montana, home range territories for three 
individual American three-toed woodpeckers were documented at 751, 351, and 131 acres, respectively.  
In northwest Montana, breeding densities of up to 13.5 birds per 100 acres have been documented in 
lodgepole pine forests during a pine beetle epidemic (Montana Field Guide). 

The American three-toed woodpecker typically forages on the trunks of conifer trees and their diet 
primarily consists of wood-boring beetles and caterpillars as well as bark beetle larvae (Cornell Lab of 
Ornithology). 

The American three-toed woodpecker is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine 
Forest ecological system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project 
area.  It is also commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems 
currently found on the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer) 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/05/2013 shows that American three-toed woodpecker observations have occurred in 
the portion of Granite County that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area within the past 5 
years (Montana Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
Throughout their North American range, the American three-toed woodpecker is typically found in boreal 
and montane coniferous forest habitat.  They especially prefer mature forests with an abundance of insect-
infested snags or dying trees.  They are also known to use forests disturbed by disease, fire, or other 
natural disasters (Cornell Lab of Ornithology).  

American three-toed woodpeckers are cavity nesters.  The nest is placed from 5 to 50 feet above the 
ground in dead or dying conifer trees, and is often located near water.  In Montana, nest building typically 
occurs in early June and fledglings are usually out of the nest by early August (Montana Field Guide). 

American three-toed woodpeckers are highly sensitive to forest fragmentation; and timber harvest or 
removal and fire suppression activities may lead directly to population declines.  Population trends are 
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generally unknown, but are quite likely trending downward.  Possible population declines are likely due 
to a combination of threats including timber harvest or removal, incompatible forestry practices, and fire 
suppression practices.  American three-toed woodpeckers are a species of special concern in multiple 
states (Nature Serve). 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

Ecology: 
The Porter’s Corner bald eagle territory is located southwest of the action area and has an active nest three 
miles away from the proposed right-of-way. The bald eagle is a very large and highly conspicuous raptor 
that is native to Montana and has a historic range that specifically includes the BLM land and Project 
area. The bald eagle is a seasonal resident throughout much of North America, but it is a year-around 
permanent resident in only a relatively small region of the Northern Rocky Mountains, including western 
Montana.  Resident bald eagles in Montana typically remain near their breeding area year-around and are 
non-migratory; however, some will display distinct seasonal movements in response to adverse weather 
conditions or food resource availability and abundance.  Migratory bald eagles summer in more northerly 
latitudes and may winter in Montana or migrate through the state to more southerly locations. The bald 
eagle has a widespread distribution and is generally considered to be common throughout most of its 
range (Montana Field Guide). Territorial home range size for the Bald Eagle is highly variable and often 
dependent on the proximity, type and abundance of available food resources.  However, estimates of 
approximately 0.8 square miles to 44 square miles have been documented.  Winter home ranges are 
typically larger than at other times of the year (FWS). 

The vast majority of the bald eagles’ diet is comprised of various fish species.  They will, however, eat a 
wide variety of foods depending on what’s available. Waterfowl, small mammals, and carrion are known 
to be important winter food sources.  Bald eagles are generally tolerant of human activity when feeding 
(Montana Field Guide). 

The bald eagle is only occasionally associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 
ecological system, which is the dominant ecological system, found on the BLM land and Project area.  It 
is also commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems found on 
the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/23/2013 shows that Bald Eagle observations have occurred in the portion of Granite 
County that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area within the past 5 years (Montana Field 
Guide). 

Habitat: 
In Montana and throughout their North American range, the bald eagle typically prefers to inhabit 
forested areas close to water bodies that support their required food resources.  Upland sites and ungulate 
winter ranges are known to be important seasonal habitats.  Bald eagles preferentially roost in tall, mature 
coniferous trees that afford a wide view of the surroundings and that offer some degree of shelter in the 
winter (Montana Field Guide). 

Bald eagles typically nest in mostly open coniferous forest stands adjacent to large bodies of water, 
generally preferring to stay away from heavily developed areas whenever possible.  Site selection for 
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nests is largely dependent upon maximum local food resource availability.  Nests are usually built in the 
tallest, oldest and largest diameter coniferous trees.  Nests can often take up to three months to build, and 
may be renovated and reused year-after-year (Cornell Lab of Ornithology).   Egg-laying sometimes 
commences as early as mid-February and usually occurs no later than mid-April.  Hatching typically is 
complete by mid-May and fledglings are typically out of the nest within 11 to 14 weeks, usually by late 
August (FWS). 

Historically abundant throughout North America, the bald eagle nearly disappeared in most of the United 
States by the mid-to-late 1900’s primarily as a result of reproductive failures caused by the pesticide 
DDT.  The bald eagle was officially listed by the USFWS as Endangered under the ESA in 1978.  Since 
then, the ban on DDT combined with enhanced habitat protection afforded by the ESA has led to a 
dramatic resurgence of the species.  By the late 1990s, breeding populations of bald eagles could be found 
throughout most of their native range in North America.  In 2007, the bald eagles’ spectacular recovery 
prompted its removal from the federal list of Endangered Species (Cornell Lab of Ornithology).  

Population trends are currently considered to be relatively stable; however, bald eagles are still 
susceptible to a number of threats including environmental contaminants and pollution, excessive 
disturbance by humans and habitat loss in particular.  Other threats include decreasing food supply as a 
result of climate change, lead poisoning from ammunition in hunter-shot prey, collisions with motor 
vehicles and stationary structures, and illegal shooting (Nature Serve). 

Black-backed Woodpecker (Picoides arcticus) 

Ecology: 
The black-backed woodpecker may inhabit the action area. The black-backed woodpecker is a medium-
sized black-and-white woodpecker that is indigenous to Montana and has a historic range that specifically 
includes the BLM land and Project area.  Morphologically, the black-backed woodpecker is very similar 
to the American three-toed woodpecker (Picoides dorsalis) but is typically larger.  The two species are 
sympatric and occur together ecologically.  In the lower 48 contiguous United States the range of the 
black-backed woodpecker is essentially limited to the Pacific Northwestern states of Montana, Idaho, 
Oregon and Washington.  It is usually considered to be an uncommon species throughout its range.  The 
black-backed woodpecker is a non-migratory species that is a year-around resident of a small intra-
specific permanent home territory.  Territorial home range size in Montana for the black-backed 
woodpecker is generally unknown.  However, outside of Montana, home ranges for five individual black-
backed woodpeckers were documented at 178, 306, 151, 74 and 811acres, respectively.  Home range size 
for this species varies inversely to the proportion of unlogged, mature to old-growth forest habitat.  In 
Montana, population densities for the black-backed woodpecker is generally unknown but has been 
estimated to average 2.64 birds per 100 acres in other areas.  Because of their generally low densities and 
the ephemeral nature of their preferred habitat, however, accurate population density estimates are very 
difficult to obtain (Montana Field Guide). 

The black-backed woodpecker typically forages on logs and on the trunks of (usually dead) conifer trees. 
Their diet primarily consists of wood-boring beetles and bark beetle larvae, although they will 
occasionally eat other soft-bodied insects as well.  They are known to be highly responsive to forest fire 
and other natural processes (such as spruce budworm outbreaks) that result in relatively high 
concentrations of wood-boring insects invading dead conifer trees.  Local and regional irruptions and 
range expansions have been observed in response to forest burns and wood-borer outbreak (Montana 
Field Guide). 
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The black-backed Woodpecker is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 
ecological system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project area.  It is 
also commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems currently 
found on the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/05/2013 only shows that black-backed woodpecker observations have occurred in 
the portion of Granite County that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area more than 20 years 
ago (Montana Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
In Montana, the black-backed woodpecker is typically found in boreal and montane coniferous forest 
habitat.  They especially prefer early successional burned coniferous forest and it appears that they move 
from place to place, following outbreaks of wood-boring beetles, especially in recently burned habitats.  
They tend to cluster in recently burned lodgepole pine and douglas-fir forest stands and tends to remain 
for several years before leaving due to prey resource decline (Montana Field Guide). 

Black-backed woodpeckers are cavity nesters. In Montana, very little information regarding reproduction 
and nesting is available for this species, however in other areas within their range, nest excavation often 
begins in early May and young fledge 5 to 7 weeks after eggs are laid.  Black-backed woodpeckers seem 
to prefer to nest in conifer forest stands containing a major component of old-growth (Nature Serve). 

Black-backed woodpeckers are highly sensitive to the harvest and removal of post-fire trees and such 
activities may lead directly to population declines.  Overall population trends are generally unknown, but 
are quite likely trending downward.  Possible population declines are likely due to burned timber harvest 
or removal, loss of mature or old-growth forest, and fire suppression practices. Black-backed 
woodpeckers are a species of special concern in multiple states (Cornell Lab of Ornithology). 

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 

Ecology: 
The golden eagle may inhabit the action area. The golden eagle is a very large North American raptor that 
is native to Montana and has a historic range that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area.  
The golden eagle is a permanent, year-around resident throughout much of western North America, 
including Montana.  Resident golden eagles in Montana sometimes are known to display distinct vertical 
seasonal migrations, possibly in response to adverse weather conditions or food resource availability and 
abundance.  The golden eagle has a widespread distribution and is generally considered to be relatively 
uncommon throughout most of its North American range (Montana Field Guide). Territorial home range 
size for the golden eagle is highly variable and probably dependent on the proximity, type and abundance 
of available food resources.  Home range sizes ranging from 8.8 to 74 square miles have been estimated.  
During the nesting season, home range sizes have been documented to range from 55 to 105 square miles 
in area per breeding pair (Nature Serve). 

In Montana, the vast majority of the golden eagles’ diet consists of small to medium-sized mammals 
including ground squirrels, prairie dogs, marmots and (especially) lagomorphs.  Black-tailed jackrabbits 
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are recognized to be a key prey species throughout much of their range.  They are also known to 
occasionally prey on deer and antelope (mostly fawns), various game birds and waterfowl species, and 
snakes.  In addition to live prey, golden eagles will often feed on carrion (Cornell Lab of Ornithology).  

The golden eagle is not specifically associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 
ecological system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project area.  It 
is, however, commonly or occasionally associated with several secondary ecological systems currently 
found on the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 08/05/2013 shows that golden eagle observations have occurred in the portion of 
Granite County that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area within the past 5 years 
(Montana Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
In Montana and throughout their North American range, the golden eagle typically prefers to inhabit open 
and semi-open country featuring large swaths of native vegetation, especially around mountains, hills, and 
cliffs.  They tend to avoid developed areas and large, uninterrupted stretches of forest (Cornell Lab of 
Ornithology) 

In Montana, golden eagles typically nest on cliffs or in large trees/snags that are between 4000-6000 feet 
in elevation and that are immediately proximal to the prairie and open woodland areas where they prefer 
to hunt.  Nests can often take up to three months to build, and may be renovated and reused by the same 
pair of golden eagles year-after-year.  Some nests are estimated to be centuries old.  Golden eagles have 
relatively low reproductive rates with an average clutch size of approximately 2.1 per eerie.  One to three 
eggs are laid in March or early April and incubation usually lasts about approximately 45 days.  Most 
young fledge from mid-July to early August (Montana Field Guide). 

Golden eagles did not prove to be as susceptible to poisoning from the pesticide DDT as the bald eagle 
and other large raptors, probably because their most common prey are mammals that do not tend to ingest 
pesticide.  However, after several decades of relative stability, golden eagle numbers may be declining in 
many regions of western North America.  The species continues to be susceptible to a number of threats 
including environmental contaminants and pollution, excessive disturbance by humans and habitat loss in 
particular.  Other threats include decreasing food supply as a result of climate change, lead poisoning 
from ammunition in hunter-shot prey, collisions with motor vehicles and stationary structures, and illegal 
shooting.  Maintaining healthy golden eagle populations requires sustaining native grasslands and shrub-
steppe landscapes which are the prime habitats for jackrabbits (Nature Serve). 

Great Gray Owl (Strix nebulosa) 

Ecology: 
The great gray owl may inhabit the action area. The great gray owl is the largest of the North American 
owl species.  It is native to western Montana and has a historic range that specifically includes the BLM 
land and Project area.  Normally a resident of more northerly latitudes, the great gray owl has a very 
limited distribution in the lower 48 contiguous United States and is generally restricted to the Pacific 
Northwestern states of Montana, Idaho, Oregon and Washington.  It is generally considered to be an 
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uncommon species throughout most of its range in North America.  The great gray owl is a non-migratory 
species and is a permanent, year-around resident in western Montana and typically adheres to a permanent 
home territory.  Although very little information related to migration and movement patterns exists for 
great gray owls in Montana, resident individuals may display distinct vertical seasonal migrations in 
response to adverse weather conditions and/or food resource availability and abundance. Territorial home 
range size in Montana for the great gray owls is generally unknown.  However outside of Montana, home 
range sizes have been described to average between 1.00 and 1.75 square miles in area.  The maximum 
distance traveled from the nest averages 8.35 miles (Montana Field Guide). 

Great gray owls principally hunt at night, predominantly preying on various species of small nocturnal 
mammals.  Rodents are, by far, their dominant food resource across most of their North American range.  
Foraging typically occurs in open to semi-open areas where scattered trees and/or forest edges provide 
suitable sites for visual searching.  Great grey owls are known to use sound to locate prey under snow 
cover. On occasion, great gray owls will loosely congregate in large groups (records of up to 15 
individuals exist) most likely in response to an abundance of prey (Montana Field Guide). 

The great gray owl is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest ecological 
system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project area.  It is also 
commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems currently found on 
the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/03/2013 shows that great gray owl observations have occurred in the portion of 
Granite County that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area within the last 5 years (Montana 
Field Guide). 

Habitat: 
In Montana, habitat information for great gray owls is extremely limited; however, they are typically 
associated with lodgepole pine and douglas-fir forest stands in the state.  In other areas they are known to 
inhabit dense stands of old-growth/mature and second growth forest, especially near fresh water (Montana 
Field Guide). 

In the southern parts of their range, including Montana, great gray owls prefer to nest in the tops of large, 
broken-off tree trunks or in the pre-existing nests of other bird species.  Nests are frequently renovated 
and reused by the same mating pair in successive years.  Nesting typically begins in March or April and 
eggs are typically laid by early to mid-May.  Incubation usually lasts approximately one month and most 
young fledge by mid-July (Montana Field Guide). 

Great gray owls are negatively affected by forest fragmentation, and timber harvest or removal and 
damage to important open meadow areas may lead directly to population declines.  Population trends are 
generally unknown, but great gray owl populations appear to be relatively stable with no documented 
evidence of decline in most of their range.  However, the species continues to be susceptible to a number 
of threats including excessive disturbance by humans, preferred habitat loss through timber harvest or 
removal as well as overgrazing and general destruction of open meadow areas (Nature Serve). 
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Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 

Ecology: 
The northern goshawk may inhabit the action area. The northern goshawk is the largest of the three North 
American Accipiter species.  It is indigenous to western Montana and has a historic range that specifically 
includes the BLM land and Project area.  The species is generally considered to be a permanent, year-
around resident or partial migrant in Montana.  The northern goshawks’ seasonal migrations are often 
vertical in nature and are known to occur at any time during the year.  Migratory movements for the 
species are probably in direct response to local food resource availability and abundance; and are often 
only to different elevations or habitat types.  In general, northern goshawk migration corridors in western 
North America are not very well understood but are believed to occur over an expansive area.  Irruptive 
dispersals of individual northern goshawks with north latitude home ranges to more southerly locations 
are known to occur in approximately 10-year intervals and are apparently dependent on snowshoe hare 
and/or grouse population cycles.  The northern goshawk has a widespread distribution and is generally 
considered to be relatively common throughout most of its North American permanent home range.  
Territorial home range size for the northern goshawk is highly variable and is generally dependent on sex, 
season and habitat characteristics.  During nesting, home range sizes ranging from 0.37 to 13.5 square 
miles have been documented.  With the exception of the nesting core area, which encompasses the area 
immediately surrounding the nest site and comprises approximately one-third of the overall home range, 
territories of adjacent breeding pairs are not usually defended and commonly overlap.  In North America, 
non-breeding and winter home range sizes are generally unknown but, in both cases, may be larger than 
the nesting season home range.  Males typically have larger home ranges than females.  Typical nesting 
densities in most northern goshawk populations in the western United States range from 6.6 to 10.7 
breeding pairs per 38.6 square miles (Montana Field Guide). 

The northern goshawk is a dietary generalist that typically hunts beneath the forest canopy in dense to 
open conifer stands as well as at forest edges.  Preferred prey consists of large birds (including forest 
grouse, woodpeckers, and corvids) and small mammals (including lagomorphs and squirrels).  A 1997-
1998 study of 19 breeding pairs of northern goshawk in the Flint Creek Mountain Range (adjacent to the 
Project area) found that small mammals made up the bulk of the dietary intake with the chief prey items 
consumed being snowshoe hares, Columbian ground squirrels, and red squirrels.  Avian prey included 
ruffed grouse, dusky grouse, northern flickers, and gray jays (Montana Field Guide). 

The northern goshawk is commonly associated with the Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 
ecological system, which is the dominant ecological system found on the BLM land and Project area.  It is 
also commonly or occasionally associated with several other prominent ecological systems currently 
found on the BLM land and Project area (MTNHP, mapviewer). 

The Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Recency of Observation 
Map generated on 07/22/2013 shows that northern goshawk observations have occurred in the portion of 
Granite County that specifically includes the BLM land and Project area within the last 5 years (Montana 
Field Guide). 
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Habitat: 
In Montana and throughout their North American breeding range, the northern goshawk preferentially 
prefers to inhabit mature and old-growth conifer forests containing a preponderance of large trees with a 
relatively closed overhead vegetative canopy and a relatively open understory with little to sparse 
undergrowth.  Goshawks are known to nest in a variety of conifer forest types in Montana, specifically 
preferring douglas fir and lodgepole pine.  Nests are usually located within 761 feet of a fresh water 
source and typically within 279 feet of a large forest opening.  Very little information exists regarding 
northern goshawk non-breeding or wintering habitat in Montana (Montana Field Guide). 

The northern goshawk tends to exhibit very high nest site fidelity with a high percentage of adult breeding 
pairs regularly returning to the same nesting sites in successive years.  Northern goshawks typically 
maintain one to eight alternate nests within a nest area, with alternate nests ranging anywhere from 50 to 
6,778 feet apart.  Eggs are typically laid from early April to late May.  Young usually fledge from late 
June to mid-August and are completely independent of parental care by early September the northern 
goshawk is highly sensitive to forest fragmentation and timber harvest or removal may lead directly to 
population declines.  Current population trends for the northern goshawk are difficult to determine but 
they are probably declining in many areas primarily as a result of habitat alteration and degradation.  The 
species continues to be susceptible to a number of threats including excessive disturbance by humans, 
illegal shooting, preferred habitat loss, and forestry practices that remove large trees and forest stands 
with high canopy cover.  The northern goshawk is currently listed as a sensitive species in all National 
Forests and on all BLM lands in Montana.  It is also a Forest Plan Management Indicator Species in the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest (Nature Serve). 

Westslope Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi) 

The westslope cutthroat trout is recognized as a Sensitive Species by the BLM. 

Ecology: 
The westslope cutthroat trout is one of two subspecies of indigenous cutthroat trout found in Montana.  
The current and historic range of the westslope cutthroat trout comprises all of Montana west of the 
Continental Divide as well as the upper Missouri River drainage and specifically includes the portion of 
Fred Burr Creek located on the BLM land and Project area. Westslope cutthroat trout prefer to reside in 
cold, clean and well-oxygenated streams, rivers and natural lakes.  They can be either migratory or non-
migratory.  Both adfluvial and fluvial migratory forms usually travel between 25 and 50 miles between 
adult and spawning habitats.  Resident forms spend their entire life in small, headwaters tributary streams 
(Montana Field Guide website). 

Throughout their range, all three of the westslope cutthroat Trout life forms spawn in small, third- and 
fourth-order headwaters tributary streams in the springtime when water flow is relatively high as a result 
of snow melt.  Productive spawning habitat requirements for westslope cutthroat Trout include cold water 
temperatures and clean gravel substrates with a high percentage of interstitial space and low levels of fine 
sediment.  Westslope cutthroat Trout feed primarily on aquatic benthic macroinvertebrates and 
zooplankton and are usually not piscivorous (Montana Field Guide website). Genetically pure westslope 
cutthroat trout populations have been drastically reduced in their native range because of hybridization 
with rainbow trout and/or Yellowstone cutthroat trout (Nature Serve). 
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Electrofishing surveys conducted by MFWP in Fred Burr Creek during 2007 identified westslope 
cutthroat trout, brown trout and rainbow trout with brown trout being the dominant species present. The 
genetic purity of westslope cutthroat trout in Fred Burr Creek is unknown. 
Electrofishing surveys conducted by MFWP in Flint Creek during 2007 both upstream and downstream 
of Fred Burr Creek documented brown trout, eastern brook trout, bull trout and unidentified 
Oncorhynchus species (potentially rainbow trout, westslope cutthroat trout or hybrids).  The dominant 
species in Flint Creek was found to be brown trout. 

Habitat: 
Optimal westslope cutthroat trout habitat has a relative abundance of deep pools and adequate cover 
consisting of deeply undercut banks, copious amounts of overhanging riparian vegetation, and large 
quantities of in-stream coarse woody debris.  They will commonly utilize riffle-run habitats for feeding.  
Westslope cutthroat trout are known to be highly sensitive to fine sediment (Montana Field Guide). 

The westslope cutthroat trout is a Species of Special Concern in Montana (Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks designation). It has been severely impacted in its native range because of 
hybridization with rainbow trout and/or Yellowstone cutthroat trout as well as anthropogenic habitat 
fragmentation and degradation.  Their populations have significantly declined and genetically pure 
populations only occur within a very low percentage of their historic range.  Westslope cutthroat trout 
continue to be negatively affected by the loss, degradation and fragmentation of habitat as a consequence 
of logging, road construction, mining, and overgrazing; all of which may result in sedimentation and 
increased water temperatures.  Dams, irrigation diversions, and other migratory barriers also have 
negatively affected westslope cutthroat trout habitat and probably have interfered with their 
metapopulation dynamics; resulting in increasingly fragmented populations.  Other threats include 
suitable habitat reduction and/or elimination as a result of climate change and sport fishing related 
mortality (Nature Serve). 

Sensitive Plants and Fungi 

The analysis area for special status plants consists of the proposed project sites where there is potential for 
disturbance.  The BLM Montana/Dakotas Special Status Species list (USDI-BLM 2009), Montana 
Natural Heritage database information, and BLM Missoula Field Office inventory records were reviewed 
and Appendix E lists the sensitive plants and fungi species considered to be unlikely but possible 
residence of the Project area.  These species, however, have been explicitly documented on BLM land, 
and thus, are not considered to currently occupy the Project area. Therefore, the BLM land, which 
includes the Project area, is considered to be available but unoccupied habitat for these species. 

3.3.5 Resource 5: Wildlife 

The potentially affected environment of wildlife resources, specifically elk, mule deer, and moose, was 
analyzed.  Results are summarized in the report presented in Appendix D. 

3.3.6 Resource 6:  Recreation 

A well-established swimming area exists on Fred Burr Creek in the northern part of the BLM land 
(Map 2). This recreation area is approximately 650 feet downstream of the proposed bridge. The 
swimming area is accessed by a narrow gravel road connected to Rumsey Road with gravel parking area, 
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campfire ring, and wood dock. The swimming area has historically been used by area residents for many 
years. 

Other recreational uses at the BLM land and Project area include hiking, hunting, and snowmobiling.  
However, the dominant use is recreating at the swimming area. 

3.3.7 Resource 7: Safety 

Rumsey Road is a Granite County owned and maintained road that extends from Montana Highway 1 
eastward for approximately 4 miles along the Fred Burr Creek drainage (Map 2). At approximately 1.5 
miles east of Montana Highway 1, Rumsey Road passes through the northern part of the BLM land. 

Traffic along Rumsey Road has been quantified as an annual average of 130 trips per day based on data 
collected in 2008 (MDT, 2008).  This annual average amount is expected to be relatively unchanging and 
representative of current traffic conditions. 

The road is approximately 20-feet wide with gravel surfacing.  For most of its length west of and through 
the BLM land, Rumsey Road has relatively level grades.  However, a steeply-graded section of road 
begins approximately one-half mile east of Highway 1 and extends for approximately 1,800 feet.  This 
section, which has grades up to 15 percent, also has a sharply-turning switchback curve.  A speed limit of 
10 miles per hour is posted along Rumsey Road in the switchback-curve area. 

Rumsey Road is a public-accessible travel corridor.  Although its primary use throughout the year is by 
local residents and adjacent property owners, it is also used to access Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest lands 
east of the project.  Seasonal travelers along Rumsey Road potentially include hunters, hikers, 
snowmobilers, cross-country skiers, and other recreationalists. 

3.3.8 Resource 8:  Forestry/Fuels 

The analysis area for the forestry and fuels resource is the 160 acre BLM parcel that the proposed road 
right of way would go through.  The majority of the forest cover in this area consists of mature lodgepole 
pine (Pinus contorta) and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii).  A few ponderosa pines (Pinus 

ponderosa) and limber pines (Pinus flexilus) exist in the area as well.  The five needle pines include 30-40 
young seedling/sapling sized trees, are primarily located on a few acres on the south side of Fred Burr 
Creek.  These five needle pines were identified as limber pine due to evidence of intact limber pine cones 
found on the ground during field reconnaissance the fall of 2013.  These cones came from mature seed 
producing trees, which are now dead due to the recent mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae) 
activity.  The northwest corner of the parcel is composed of 10 acres of grass land.  Private lands 
immediately adjacent to BLM ownership have low tree cover and are characterized by scattered large 
trees and numerous small-sized poles, saplings, and seedlings.  The BLM parcel has a power line right-of-
way extending north to south the length of the parcel.  This 100 foot wide right-of-way is composed 
mostly of grass and covers 12 acres.  A quarter mile, 60 foot wide right-of-way (approximately 1.8 acres) 
for a county road runs east to west through the north third of the BLM managed 160 acres.  Both right-of 
ways are clear of trees and contain a mix of grass, forbs and shrubs.  In May of 2013 the 349 acre Rumsey 
Gulch fire burned on private and United States Forest Service land 0.5-0.75 miles to the east of this BLM 
parcel. 

Currently the mature lodgepole, ponderosa and limber pines in the area are experiencing high levels of 
mortality due to mountain pine beetle (MPB) attacks in the last 3-4 years.  Approximately 40-50% of the 
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lodgepole and limber pine in the area are dead.  Of these dead trees, 25% are in the red stage (have red 
needles still attached) and 75% are in the grey stage (needles have fallen off).  The majority of the dead 
trees are still standing with limited natural ground fuel loading occurring in the understory at this time. 
Since the inception of the MPB epidemic, firewood cutting has increased in this area. The firewood 
cutting currently occurs north of Fred Burr Creek on approximately 40 acres.  This activity results in the 
limbs and tops being left on the ground increasing the surface fuel loading in the 1 hour (0-1/4 inch 
diameter fuel), 10 hour (1/4-1 inch diameter fuel), and 100 hour (1-3 inch diameter) categories.  These 
fuels increase wildfire hazard until the needles and fine branches fall to the ground and decompose.  This 
process usually takes 3-5 years. 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter examines the anticipated environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives 
presented in Chapter 2 upon the potentially-affected environmental resources defined in Chapter 3.  
Because all known mitigating measures have been included in the proposed action and alternatives 
presented in Chapter 2, the environmental consequences described below are unavoidable. 

For ease of presentation and comparison, the impact analysis discussions in this chapter are grouped by 
the proposed action and alternatives presented in Chapter 2.  This chapter’s analyses emphasize those 
impacts upon the resources identified in Chapter 1 and discussed in Chapter 3.  Impacts are expressed in 
both quantitative and qualitative terms. 

4.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Impacts, whether beneficial or adverse and short or long term, are evaluated for each resource in the 
following sections.  Direct impacts are those effects which occur at the same time and in the same general 
location as the activity causing the effect.  Indirect impacts are those effects which occur at a different 
time or different location than the activity to which the effects are related. Analysis of terrestrial special 
status species was done using an action area for each species. The action area refers to all areas affected 
directly or indirectly by the proposed action, not just the project area (50 CFR§402.2) 

4.2.1 Alternative A – No Action 

If BLM denies the application, a road right-of-way would not be granted and approximately 7-acres of the 
BLM land would not be disturbed.  Although this would result in no disturbance to the BLM land, the 
Applicant would be denied access to their private property. 

With this alternative, all traffic currently traveling to the Applicant’s ski operation would continue to use 
an existing travel route, as shown in Map 3. Traffic coming from the Phillipsburg direction would 
continue south along Highway 1, over Flint Creek Pass, to Georgetown Lake and then northerly to the 
southern extent of the Applicant’s operation. 

4.2.1.1 Resource 1: Invasive and Non-Native Species 

With the No-Action alternative, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to invasive, non-native 
species. 
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4.2.1.2 Resource 2:  Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Species 

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

With the No-Action alternative, Grizzly bear and grizzly bear habitat on BLM land would not be directly 
or indirectly impacted or disturbed. 

Canada Lynx (Lynx Canadensis) 

With the No-Action alternative, Canada lynx and Canada lynx habitat on BLM land would not be directly 
or indirectly impacted or disturbed. 

North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 

With the No-Action alternative, North American wolverine habitat on BLM land would not be directly or 
indirectly impacted or disturbed. 

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

With the No-Action alternative, bull trout habitat on BLM land would not be directly or indirectly 
impacted or disturbed. 

4.2.1.3 Resource 3: Water Quality 

With the No-Action alternative, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to Fred Burr Creek water 
quality since there would be no streamside disturbance or actions that may produce sediment.  The 
swimming hole would continue to be a periodic sediment contributor, as well as any present upstream 
sources. 

4.2.1.4 Resource 4:  Sensitive Species 

With the No-Action alternative, sensitive species habitat on BLM land would not be directly or indirectly 
impacted or disturbed. 

4.2.1.5 Resource 5: Wildlife 

As presented in Appendix D, analysis of the No-Action alternative showed no direct or indirect effects on 
elk security and predator prey availability.  Direct effects on elk and mule deer habitat productivity, 
migration, and disturbances from roads would remain unchanged with the No-Action alternative.  Direct 
effects to moose winter range, habitat productivity, and disturbances from roads would remain unchanged 
with the No-Action alternative. 

Elk, mule deer, and moose would continue to experience the indirect effect of limited disturbance from 
existing woodcutting with the No-Action alternative. 
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4.2.1.6 Resource 6:  Recreation 

If BLM denies the application, the existing swimming area along Fred Burr Creek would not be directly 
impacted.  Furthermore, the No-Action alternative would not cause indirect impacts to the existing 
recreation area. 

4.2.1.7 Resource 7:  Safety 

The No-Action alternative would not result in direct impacts to Rumsey Road.  Traffic to the Applicant’s 
ski hill would continue to utilize existing travel routes as shown in Map 3. 

4.2.1.8 Resource 8: Forestry/Fuels 

Under the No-Action alternative, there would be no direct impact since no road construction would occur, 
therefore no acres of land would be removed from forest production.  

Indirect effects of the No-Action alternative would be continued firewood cutting on the currently 
accessible northern part of the BLM land and alteration of the on-the-ground fuel loading and 
arrangement.  Firewood cutting would likely stay at levels similar to the present, until accessible dead 
trees are all removed or start to decay and fall.  Wildfire risk will continue to increase on the BLM parcel 
in the next 3-5 years with the increase fuels created by the current level of firewood cutting activities.  In 
5-15 years the wildfire hazard will slowly decrease as the fuels created by firewood cutting slowly 
decays.  In 10-20 years, dead lodgepole pine trees not cut for firewood will fall over and create a high fuel 
loading in the 1000 hour and greater fuel categories. 

The potential for human caused ignition on the BLM land would continue at the current level particularly 
since access to the portion of the BLM land south of Fred Burr Creek would be limited.  The swimming 
hole recreation site would continue to be a possible source of human caused ignition on the BLM parcel. 
As the fuels on site change over the following 10-20 years with more 1000 hour and greater fuel buildup 
occurring on the ground as the trees killed by MPB fall, initial attack success for fires starting on the 
BLM land will be more difficult and fire severity would increase with the greater ground fuel loading.  
Fred Burr Creek and the existing power line right-of-way would continue to create a fuel break between 
the swimming hole recreation site and the private structures to the east of the BLM land. 

4.2.2 Alternative B – Proposed Action 

If the Proposed Action is implemented, a road right-of-way would be granted across the BLM land within 
the boundaries of the Project Area.  Approximately 7-acres of the BLM land would be directly disturbed 
by the Applicant to construct a new road with associated new bridge (Map 2). This alternative also 
includes a gate on the Applicant’s property to control traffic and other mitigation measures as listed in 
Chapter 2. 

4.2.2.1 Resource 1: Invasive and Non-Native Species 

During the new road construction, the ground surface would be cleared of almost all vegetation, and 
would result in significant exposure and mixing of underlying soil within the Project Area.  The process 
of new road construction would consequently provide a suitable growth medium for invasive and non-
native noxious weed species.  USFS has identified soil mixing from road construction and maintenance 
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activities as a significant means of promoting weed growth by making soil nutrients accessible to weed 
species (USFS). Studies have also suggested that disturbed areas along roads are more prone to weed 
growth because of transport by vehicular traffic of seeds (MSU extension July 2011). 

The Proposed Action would directly promote potential invasive and non-native species growth within the 
Project area.  This direct impact would be mitigated, however, by the Applicant’s proposed plan to utilize 
previously disturbed areas during construction, their plan for native soil recycling measures, native 
species planting efforts, and weed control methods. 

The Proposed Action would allow easier access to the BLM land south of Fred Burr Creek resulting in 
potential woodcutting, possible off-road vehicle travel, and other ground-disturbing activities. These 
future actions would indirectly promote the establishment and growth of invasive and non-native species 
outside the Project area and on the surrounding BLM land. 

4.2.2.2 Resource 2:  Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Species 

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

The Grizzly bear has not been explicitly documented on the BLM the land and is considered transient in 
the project area.  Therefore, the BLM land, which includes the project area, is considered to be available 
but unoccupied Grizzly bear habitat.  Overall, the BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is 
relatively small in comparison to the very large size of a typical grizzly bear home range (up to 500 
square miles); this species generally prefers very large, contiguous areas of relatively undisturbed and 
unaltered habitat.  The relatively high incidence of human habitation and roadways within the immediate 
area around the BLM land reduces the value of the existing habitat on the site.  Because of the 
combination of these factors, the grizzly bear would probably not be commonly found on the project area. 
Therefore, short or long-term indirect impacts from the Proposed Action would be expected to be 
negligible considering the quality of the habitat and anthropogenic disturbance levels. This project would 
have “no effect” on the grizzly bear in the context of ESA section 7 consultation. 

Canada Lynx (Lynx Canadensis) 

The Canada lynx has not been explicitly documented on the BLM land and is considered transient in the 
project area.  Therefore, the BLM land, which includes the project area, in not Critical Habitat but is 
considered to be available but unoccupied Canada Lynx habitat. Overall, the BLM land, which is 0.25 
square miles in area, is relatively small in comparison to the large size of a typical Canada lynx home 
range (up to 94.0 square miles).  In addition, the generally disconnected nature of the available habitat 
occurring on the project area in the context of the surrounding area is not ideal.  The relatively high 
incidence of human habitation and roadways within the immediate area around the BLM land reduces the 
value of the existing habitat on the BLM land.  Because of the combination of these limiting factors, the 
Canada lynx would probably not be commonly found on the project area. Therefore, short or long-term 
indirect impacts from the Proposed Action would be expected to be negligible considering the quality of 
the habitat and anthropogenic disturbance levels.  This project would have “no effect” on the Canada 
Lynx in the context of ESA section 7 consultation. 
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North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 

The North American wolverine (candidate) is considered transient in the Project area. The BLM land, 
which is 0.25 square miles in area, is relatively small in comparison to the very large size of a typical 
North American wolverine home range (from 60 to 348 square miles).  The action area may represent a 
small portion of one wolverine home range. The wolverine generally prefers large, contiguous areas of 
relatively undisturbed and unaltered habitat.  The relatively high incidence of human habitation and 
roadways within the immediate area around the BLM land reduces the value of the existing habitat on the 
site.  The species would have to cross large areas of habitat that they generally tend to avoid in order to 
reach the Project area.  Because of the combination of these limiting factors, the North American 
wolverine would probably not be commonly found on the Project area. Therefore, short or long-term 
indirect impacts from the Proposed Action would be expected to be negligible considering the quality of 
the habitat and anthropogenic disturbance levels.  This proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the wolverine. 

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

Bull trout have not been documented in Fred Burr Creek and the creek has not been designated as bull 
trout critical habitat.  In addition, habitat conditions in Fred Burr Creek are not considered to be optimal 
for bull trout.  The lower portion of Fred Burr Creek runs primarily through private lands with the 
exception of the Project Area.  Primary land use in the drainage has historically been mining which 
drastically altered the valley as well as sections of the channel and floodplain (MFWP 2008). 

Overall, the specific segment of Fred Burr Creek located within the BLM land is relatively small in 
comparison to the very large size of a typical bull trout home range.  In addition, the species requires 
clean and relatively pristine water bodies and the current presence of elevated contaminant levels in Fred 
Burr Creek is not ideal.  

The Proposed Action would result in the construction of a new bridge over Fred Burr Creek. Although the 
potential for small quantities of sediment to be introduced into the stream during construction and long-
term bridge use is anticipated, the components of the Plan of Development (POD), described in Chapter 
2, would provide protective design measures to prohibit large quantities of sediment-laden runoff and 
sediment spillage from the bridge deck to Fred Burr Creek. There would be no short-term or long-term 
direct effects to bull trout as a result of the Proposed Action. 

Small quantities of sediment introduced to Fred Burr Creek by the Proposed Action could be transported 
downstream. This indirect impact, however, would be minimized by the protective design measures 
incorporated into the POD (Chapter 2). Short-term sedimentation from the bridge construction as well as 
long-term sediment delivery from road use and maintenance would not be expected to impact bull trout 
habitat 3 miles downstream in Flint Creek due to project design features identified in Chapter 2 that 
would minimize sediment delivery. Short-term or long-term indirect impacts to bull trout from the 
Proposed Action would be expected to be negligible and not measured against background levels. This 
project would have “no effect” on bull trout in the context of ESA section 7 consultation. 

4.2.2.3 Resource 3: Water Quality 
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The Proposed Action would result in the construction of a new bridge over Fred Burr Creek.  With this 
construction, small quantities of sediment would have the potential to directly impact the stream.  
However, the Proposed Action includes several measures that would reduce the potential of sediment 
discharge to Fred Burr Creek.  These include bridge construction outside the boundaries of the 100-year 
floodplain, implementation of a construction SWPPP to minimize erosion and sediment-laden runoff, and 
riparian zone protection during construction.  The Proposed Action may result in short-term direct 
impacts (sediment delivery during construction) and long-term direct impacts (sediment delivery during 
road maintenance, and periodic accumulation of road dirt and gravel on the bridge deck) to Fred Burr 
Creek, but the water quality impact would be minimized by the design features. The planned bridge 
design would minimize road surface transport to the bridge deck by utilizing non-graveled, bridge 
approaches and decking.  Furthermore, road surfacing would not likely be obtained from sources 
impacted by the former Rumsey Mill.  Thus, the road surfacing would not contain elevated concentrations 
of arsenic, lead, and mercury that would potentially degrade water quality.  Long-term direct impacts to 
Fred Burr Creek would be limited to potential turbidity increases from minor amounts of road surfacing 
falling from the bridge decking into the stream.  There are no anticipated indirect impacts to Fred Burr 
Creek water quality. 

4.2.2.4 Resource 4:  Sensitive Species 

Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) 

The gray wolf may be present in the action area. Direct impacts may occur, such as temporary 
displacement while constructing the road right-of-way. Indirect impacts may occur, such as long-term 
displacement resulting from the loss of seven acres of habitat and vehicle use of the new road resulting in 
the loss of the surrounding 160 acres of BLM lands. Den sites have not been reported. 

The Project area is currently composed of a terrestrial, ecological structure and habitat conditions that are 
considered to be preferred by the gray wolf.  Gray wolves are often associated with migrating ungulate 
species within their territorial range.  The BLM land is within documented ungulate winter range. 

Overall, the BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is relatively small in comparison to the very 
large size of a typical gray wolf home range (up to 344 square miles).  Nonetheless, the species are 
typically habitat generalists and often are not disturbed by a relatively high incidence of human habitation 
and roadways.  Because of the combination of these factors, the gray wolf could occasionally be found at 
the Project area. 

American Three-toed Woodpecker (Picoides dorsalis) 

The Project area is currently composed of a terrestrial, ecological structure and habitat conditions that are 
considered to be preferred by the American three-toed woodpecker.  The American Three-toed 
woodpecker is considered a resident to the local area but has not specifically been documented in the 
project area.  The current level of lodgepole pine mortality, associated with the mountain pine beetle, on 
BLM land indicates that an available abundance of a preferred food source is present for this species.  The 
BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is similar sized in comparison to the projected size of 
American Three-toed Woodpecker home range (recorded range of about 125 to 750 acres).  Because of 
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the combination of these factors, the project area is considered to be available but unoccupied American 
three-toed woodpecker habitat. 

It has been biologically determined that the reach of the proposed action would impact the American 
Three-toed Woodpecker.  Direct impacts, such as temporary displacement while constructing the road 
right-of-way could occur. Indirect impacts may occur from the loss of seven acres of habitat. Wildlife 
design features for protecting nesting sensitive bird species (no ground disturbance from June 1 to July 
15) would mitigate impacts. When road construction is completed the remaining BLM lands would be 
available for three-toed woodpeckers nest and forage habitat. 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

The bald eagle is a resident of the action area. Direct impacts may occur, such as temporary displacement 
while constructing the road right-of-way. Indirect impacts may occur resulting from the loss of seven 
acres of habitat. Impact to the Porter’s Corner bald eagle territory is not anticipated. The active nest is 
three miles from the Project area; their territory extends to the Project area. Ground disturbance would 
discontinue if a new bald eagle nest is discovered. Disturbance would be evaluated and potentially resume 
after the nesting season.  

The Project area is currently composed of a terrestrial, ecological structure and habitat conditions that are 
not considered to be optimal by the bald eagle.  However, since the site is documented elk winter range, 
and ungulate winter ranges are known to be important seasonal habitat for the species, the bald eagle may 
inhabit the BLM land. Grasslands habitat provides small mammal prey species for the bald eagle. Fred 
Burr Creek provides fish and waterfowl as bald eagle prey species. 

The BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is relatively small in comparison to the size of a 
typical bald eagle home range (up to 44 square miles). In addition, the species generally prefers to inhabit 
forested areas close to relatively large water bodies that support their required food resources.  The BLM 
land is only marginally associated with this type of habitat.  Because of this limiting factor, the bald eagle 
would probably not be commonly found on the Project area. 

Black-backed Woodpecker (Picoides arcticus) 

The black-backed woodpecker may inhabit the action area. Direct impacts may occur, such as temporary 
displacement while constructing the road right-of-way. Indirect impacts may occur resulting from the loss 
of seven acres of habitat. Wildlife design features for protecting nesting sensitive bird species (No ground 
disturbance from June 1 to July 15) would mitigate impacts. When road construction is completed the 
remaining acres of BLM lands would be available for black-backed woodpeckers nest and forage habitat. 

The Project area is currently composed of a terrestrial, ecological structure and habitat conditions that are 
considered to be preferred by the black-backed woodpecker. 

The BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is similar sized in comparison to the projected size of 
Black-backed Woodpecker home range (recorded range of about 75 to 800 acres).  In addition, the current 
level of lodgepole pine mortality, associated with the mountain pine beetle, on the BLM land could 
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indicate that an available abundance of a preferred food source is present.  Because of the combination of 
these factors, the black-backed woodpecker would potentially be found at the Project area. 

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 

The golden eagle is considered to be a highly unlikely permanent resident of the Project area.  The species 
has not been explicitly documented on the BLM land and is not considered to currently occupy the 
Project area.  Therefore, the BLM land, which includes the Project area, is considered to be available but 
unoccupied golden eagle habitat. Direct impacts may occur, such as temporary displacement while 
constructing the road right-of-way. Indirect impacts may occur resulting from the loss of seven acres of 
habitat. Wildlife design features are in place: ground disturbance would discontinue if a golden eagle nest 
is discovered; disturbance would be evaluated and potentially resume after the nesting season. 

Overall, the BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is relatively small in comparison to the 
relatively large size of a typical golden eagle home range (up to 75.0 square miles).  In addition, the 
species generally prefers to inhabit open and semi-open country and the BLM land is only marginally 
associated with this habitat type.  Furthermore, golden eagles tend to avoid stretches of uninterrupted 
forest.  Because of these limiting factors, the golden eagle would probably not be commonly found at the 
Project area. 

Great Gray Owl (Strix nebulosa) 

The great gray owl is a resident of the action area. Direct impacts may occur, such as temporary 
displacement while constructing the road right-of-way. Indirect impacts may occur resulting from the loss 
of seven acres of habitat. Wildlife design features are in place: ground disturbance would discontinue if a 
great gray owl nest is discovered; disturbance would be evaluated and potentially resume after the nesting 
season.  

Although the species has not been explicitly documented on the BLM land, anecdotal evidence suggests 
that two recorded sightings occurred approximately two miles to the west-southwest, proximal to Flint 
Creek, in May and June of 1993.  The Project area is currently composed of a terrestrial ecological 
structure and habitat conditions that are considered to be preferred by the great gray owl. 

Overall, relatively little is known about the great gray owl in Montana, including its distribution and 
relative abundance.  However, the BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is very similar in 
comparison to the size of an average great gray owl home range (1.0 to 1.75 square miles).  In addition, 
the species specific ecological and habitat requirements are found in abundance on the site.  Because of 
the combination of these factors, the great gray owl would potentially be found at the Project area. 

Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 

The northern goshawk is a resident of the action area. Direct impacts may occur, such as temporary 
displacement while constructing the road right-of-way. Indirect impacts may occur resulting from the loss 
of seven acres of habitat. Wildlife design features are in place: ground disturbance would discontinue if a 
northern goshawk nest is discovered; disturbance would be evaluated and potentially resume after the 
nesting season.  
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Although the species has not been explicitly documented on the BLM land, the northern goshawk is 
believed to currently occupy the Project area based on a possible direct observation of the species during 
the June 2013 field reconnaissance.  Although the observation was not confirmed, the BLM land, which 
includes the Project area, is considered to be available and possibly occupied northern goshawk habitat. 

The Project area is currently composed of a terrestrial ecological structure and habitat conditions that are 
considered to be preferred by the northern goshawk.  In addition, there have been relatively recent 
scientific studies documenting numerous breeding pairs of northern goshawks in the adjacent Flint Creek 
Mountain Range. 

Overall, the BLM land, which is 0.25 square miles in area, is relatively similar in comparison to the size 
of an average northern goshawk home range (0.37 to 13.51 square miles).  In addition, the species 
specific ecological and habitat requirements are found in abundance on the Project area.  Because of the 
combination of these factors, the northern goshawk potentially would be found at the Project area. 

Westslope Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi) 

The westslope cutthroat trout is a confirmed resident of Fred Burr Creek on BLM land.  Therefore, the 
BLM land, which includes the Project area, is considered to be available and occupied westslope cutthroat 
trout habitat. 

Although westslope cutthroat trout are found in Fred Burr Creek, habitat conditions are not considered to 
be optimal for this species.  The lower portion of Fred Burr Creek runs primarily through private lands 
with the exception of the Project Area.  Primary land use in the drainage has historically been mining 
which drastically altered the valley as well as sections of the channel and floodplain (MFWP 2008). 

In addition, the current lack of spawning substrate in Fred Burr Creek on BLM land identified during 
field review makes it a poor candidate for spawning, incubation and rearing, and thus juvenile recruitment 
is probably limited.  Furthermore, if genetically pure strains of westslope cutthroat trout exist in Fred Burr 
Creek, they are likely incrementally marginalized because of hybridization with non-native rainbow trout. 

The Proposed Action would result in the construction of a new bridge over Fred Burr Creek.  Although 
the potential for small quantities of sediment to be introduced into the stream during construction and 
long-term bridge use is anticipated, the components of the POD, described in Chapter 2, would provide 
protective design measures to prohibit large quantities of sediment-laden runoff during construction as 
well as minimize sediment delivery from road use and spillage from the bridge deck. Thus, both short-
term and long-term direct impacts to westslope cutthroat trout as a result of the Proposed Action would be 
expected to be minimal. 

Small quantities of sediment introduced to Fred Burr Creek by the Proposed Action could be transported 
downstream, potentially all the way to Flint Creek.  This indirect impact, however, would be minimized 
by the protective design measures incorporated into the POD (Chapter 2).  Thus, although both short-term 
and long-term indirect impacts to westslope cutthroat trout from the Proposed Action could occur, they 
would be expected to be negligible and not measureable against background levels. 
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Sensitive Plants and Fungi 

The Proposed Action would directly result in the alteration of approximately seven (7) acres of available 
habitat.  Direct impacts to these species, if present, as a result of the Proposed Action would result in a 
permanent loss of habitat and injury or mortality to plants in the right-of-way. 

The Proposed Action would indirectly result in the potential alteration and degradation of approximately 
160 acres of available sensitive plant habitat as result of Proposed Action.  Indirect impacts to these 
species, if present, as a result of the Proposed Action would result in permanent displacement of 
individual and reduction of individual population may occur. 

The direct/indirect impacts to unoccupied habitat or individual plants would reduce available and habitat 
and could result in individual mortality however, the action would not affect species as a whole.  

4.2.2.5 Resource 5: Wildlife 

As presented in Appendix D, analysis of the Proposed Action showed the following direct effects to 
wildlife: 

1.	 There would be no direct effects on elk security and on elk, mule deer, and moose predator prey 
availability; 

2.	 There would be no measurable adverse impact to elk, mule deer, and moose winter range; 

3.	 There would be no measurable reduction in net security for elk and mule deer; 

4.	 There would be a direct effect on elk, mule deer, and moose mortality as a result of vehicle 
impacts along the proposed road; however, these would be infrequent for elk and mule deer and 
uncommon for moose, given their low density in the Project area; and, 

5.	 There would be some level of stress to individual, migrating elk and mule deer in early winter 
from moderate speed vehicle traffic on the proposed road when heavy, migration-inducing snows 
correspond with ski-area opening dates. 

As presented in Appendix D, analysis of the Proposed Action showed the following indirect effects to 
wildlife: 

1.	 There would be no indirect effects on elk security and on elk, mule deer, and moose predator prey 
availability; 

2.	 A potential increase in user-created roads could indirectly affect wintering elk, mule deer, and 
moose, although their presence on the BLM land is not likely; and, 

3.	 The proposed gate on the Applicant’s property would prevent unauthorized, through-travel which 
would minimize indirect affects to wintering animals. 

4.2.2.6 Resource 6:  Recreation 
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The Proposed Action would cause short-term, direct impacts to the existing swimming area by increasing 
water turbidity during construction of the proposed upstream bridge.  However, the Proposed Action 
includes several measures that would reduce the potential of sediment discharge and turbidity increases to 
Fred Burr Creek.  These include bridge construction outside the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain, 
implementation of a construction SWPPP to minimize erosion and sediment-laden runoff, and protection 
during construction of the riparian zone.  Thus, the Proposed Action would result in short-term direct 
impacts to Fred Burr Creek water quality, but the direct impacts would be minimized by the mitigation 
measures incorporated into the design. 

The Proposed Action would also result in long-term direct impacts to the existing swimming area as a 
result of continued vehicle traffic across the proposed upstream bridge.  The planned bridge design, 
however, would minimize road surface transport to the bridge deck by utilizing non-graveled, bridge 
approaches and decking.  Long-term direct impacts to the existing swimming area would be limited to 
spurious turbidity increases from minor amounts of road surfacing falling from the bridge decking into 
the stream.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would result in minor, long-term direct impacts to the 
existing swimming area. 

The Proposed Action would not create indirect impacts to the existing swimming area. 

4.2.2.7 Resource 7:  Safety 

The Proposed Action would directly impact Rumsey Road.  A Traffic Impact Assessment was completed 
and a copy is provided in Appendix F.  As stated in the conclusions of that report, increased traffic would 
not directly impact safety along Rumsey Road in the short term (e.g., within 3 years after the proposed 
road construction); however, long-term impacts (e.g., greater than 3 years after the proposed road 
construction) would need to be monitored to determine the need for increased safety measures. 

With any new usage along Rumsey Road, indirect impacts to residents and property owners would 
include the increased potential for safety, garbage, trespassing, and vandalism issues.  These potential, 
human-nature based impacts cannot be abated by mitigation measures. 

A beneficial, indirect impact of the Proposed Action would be the reduction of southbound traffic over 
Flint Creek Pass, to Georgetown Lake and then northerly to the southern extent of the Applicant’s 
operation.  Some of the traffic would be diverted to access the Applicant’s north property via the new 
proposed road. 

4.2.2.8 Resource 8: Forestry 

The Proposed Action involving permanent road construction would result in a direct loss of seven (7) 
acres of forest environment and all the benefits associated with it, particularly timber production and 
wildlife habitat.  The slash and debris from the trees harvested would be treated, and therefore there 
would be no increased fuel hazard or probability of fire starting from the ROW harvest activity. 

During the analysis, indirect effects to forestry/fuels from the Proposed Action were shown to be 
increased firewood cutting, fuel accumulations and increased wildfire risk.  Dead trees in the right-of-way 
would be removed, reducing fire hazard from those particular trees (Graham et al. 1999; Graham et al. 
2004). Wood cutting would increase due to increased access to 60 acres of dead lodgepole pine, until 
accessible dead trees are all removed or start to decay. Some dead lodgepole pine may remain on site, but 
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many more would be removed, reducing the crown fire hazard in the next 2-3 years (Kalabokidis and Omi 
1998; Omi and Martinson 2002; Pollet and Omni 2002; Raymond and Peterson 2005).  The removal of 
the boles of the trees for firewood would reduce the 1000 hour and greater fuel loading on the site thereby 
altering fire behavior since less large diameter fuels would fall to the ground in the future.  Less large 
diameter fuels on the ground could increase the success of initial attack resources and reduce the severity 
of a potential fire. 

Higher levels of firewood cutting slash left on the site would increase surface fuels, (Scott and Burgan 
2005) and the probability of a fire start in the short term (Agee and Skinner 2005), until the 1 hour, 10 
hour, and 100 hour fuels fall to the ground and start to decay (Brown et al. 2001). 

At the same time, the improved access and tree cutting activities would increase the chances of a human 
caused fire if these activities occur during the dry, fire season.  The swimming hole recreation site would 
continue to be a possible source of human caused ignition on the BLM parcel.  

Overall, the probability of fire spread is lessened due to an existing power line fuel break, Fred Burr 
Creek, reduced timber and fuel on private land immediately adjacent to the BLM project area, and the 
high number of roads which can act as a fuel break (Finney and Cohen 2003) and improve access for 
initial attack suppression success.  The Proposed Action right-of-way clearing and road would create an 
additional fuel break within the area. 

Like the No-Action alternative, wildfire risk will continue to increase on the BLM parcel in the next 3-5 
years with the increase fuels created by the firewood cutting activities.  In 5-15 years the wildfire hazard 
will slowly decrease as the fuels created by firewood cutting slowly decays.  In 10-20 years, dead 
lodgepole pine trees not cut for firewood will fall over and create a high fuel loading in the 1000 hour fuel 
category (USDA FEIS 2014).  

4.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are those effects, whether beneficial or adverse and short or long term, which result 
from the incremental impact of the Proposed Action when added to other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable actions. 

No adverse cumulative effects to any issue or resource described in this EA would occur under the No 
Action alternative. Direct and indirect effects would not occur under the no action alternative. Cumulative 
impacts of the Proposed Action are evaluated in the following sections for each resource that had a direct 
or indirect impact by the Proposed Action.  

4.3.1 Resource 1: Invasive and Non-Native Species 

The analysis area for cumulative effects of invasive and non-native species was limited to a one (1) mile 
distance beyond the boundary of the BLM land.  This area encompasses land that is mostly within private 
ownership, including the Applicant’s property (Map 1). The analysis area represents lands that have the 
potential to contribute to, or be impacted by, direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Action on 
invasive and non-native species. 

Cumulative impacts from invasive and non-native species were analyzed for a future 10-year period.  This 
term was selected because it represents a reasonable timeframe for growth predictability within analysis 
area, based on the data discussed within the Granite County Growth Policy (Granite County Growth 
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Policy). Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities within the analysis area are agricultural 
use of the land with some timber harvesting, especially by woodcutters. All of these uses would 
potentially cause the direct impact of introduction and/or dispersal of noxious weeds and non-native plant 
species.  Additionally, these activities would potentially cause indirect impacts by promoting the spread 
of these unwanted species over time. 

Future introduction and growth of invasive and non-native species on lands within the analysis area 
would add to the direct and indirect effects caused by the Proposed Action.  The direct impact by invasive 
and non-native species would be mitigated by the Applicant’s proposed plan to utilize previously 
disturbed areas during construction, their plan for native soil recycling measures, native species planting 
efforts, and weed control methods.  These efforts would help reduce cumulative impacts of invasive and 
non-native species within the analysis area. 

However, the Applicant’s actions are only part of a greater, analysis-area wide effort that would need to 
be implemented to control the introduction and growth of Invasive and non-native species. Current 
actions to manage weeds within Granite County have been completed as funded through federal 
assistance (Granite County Weed Management). It is expected that continued efforts to control invasive 
and non-native species within the analysis area would be implemented within the future, 10-year period. 

4.3.2 Resource 2:  Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Species 

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

The cumulative effects spatial boundary is the 16 square-mile (10,240 acres) area approximately centered 
on BLM land. The spatial boundary was selected since it comprises the project area with over a one mile 
buffer to analyze the proposed action. The cumulative effects temporal boundary is 10-years, which 
addresses reasonably foreseeable future actions. Direct and indirect impacts may occur to the grizzly bear 
(threatened); please see direct and indirect impact section. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions have and may occur. Wildfire occurred in the past and the most recent fire was in May of 2013 
when the 349 acre Rumsey Gulch fire burned on private and United States Forest Service land 0.5-0.75 
miles to the east of this BLM parcel. A swimming hole used by local residents during summer is located 
downstream from the proposed bridge crossing. Mountain pine beetle mortality in the 160 acres has been 
extensive. The Rumsey Road bisects the BLM 160 acres along its northern boundary. A power line runs 
along the eastside of the 160 acres of BLM land. Firewood cutting has occurred along the Rumsey Road 
as a response to bark beetle mortality. 

Overall, the major ecological losses and damages inflicted within the analysis area have already occurred.  
Historic mining and agricultural activities have already degraded water quality within the Fred Burr Creek 
drainage. Agricultural, timber harvesting, road building, and residential development activities have also 
resulted in habitat loss and fragmentation. Within the analysis area, existing land uses are expected to 
continue into the foreseeable future.  These would result in cumulative ecological impacts including 
ongoing habitat loss and fragmentation arising from continued timber harvest and forest thinning 
activities; fire suppression or fuels treatment activities; barriers to dispersal including roads and human 
settlements; fragmented ownership and land development patterns; disturbances related to authorized and 
unauthorized vehicular traffic, including increased distribution and abundance of noxious weeds; 
livestock grazing on both public and private property; and increased residential and commercial 
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development directly associated with the ski area development.  All of these impacts are anticipated to 
occur within the analysis area over the next 10-years, but to what extent is unknown. 

Given the size of the BLM land within the context of the analysis area; the location of the BLM land 
proximal to existing, moderately-developed and degraded properties; and the type of anthropogenic 
activities anticipated to occur within the analysis area subsequent to completion of the Proposed Action; it 
is unlikely that the Proposed Action would cumulatively impact the grizzly bear. The proposed action, in 
addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would have “no effect” on the grizzly 
bear and grizzly bear habitat. 

Canada Lynx (Lynx Canadensis) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts may occur to the lynx (threatened); please see direct and indirect impact section. Past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions are the same as the grizzly bear. The proposed action combined 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would not result in adverse cumulative impacts. 
The small portion of impacted BLM lands would be negligible compared to the amount of available lynx 
habitat on adjacent U.S. Forest Service lands. Forage and den sites do not occur on BLM lands. Forage 
and den sites may occur on Forest Service lands located at higher elevations with persistent spring 
snowpack. Critical lynx habitat has not been designated south of Interstate-90. The proposed action, in 
addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would have “no effect” on the Canada 
lynx and Canada lynx habitat. 

North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts may occur to the wolverine (candidate); please see direct and indirect impact section. The 
proposed action combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would not result in 
adverse cumulative impacts. The small portion of impacted BLM lands would be negligible compared to 
the amount of available wolverine habitat on surrounding U.S. Forest Service lands. Den sites are not 
located in the action area, denning may occur during spring at higher elevations with persistent spring 
snowpack. Climate change and trapping are considered the greatest threats to the wolverine (USDI-FWS 
2013). The proposed action, in addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the wolverine. 

4.3.3 Resource 3: Water Quality 

The BLM parcel was grazed by livestock between 1985 and 1988.  No livestock grazing has been 
permitted since then.  The swimming hole generates some sediment and altered streamside cover from 
foot traffic, camping, and an occasional four-wheel drive crossing the creek.  These sediments are not 
known to contain metals. DEQ identified the source of metals contaminants from the Rumsey mill site 
two miles upstream.  The swimming hole impact occurs along 100 feet of the creek and mostly limited to 
the north bank.  Outside of BLM lands, it is almost three miles to the confluence with Flint Creek where 
there are scattered homesites along the stream, agricultural lands, and an irrigation diversion.  Upstream 
of BLM is approx. one mile of homesites, and the Rumsey mill site.  The upstream area was cleared of 
beetle-killed lodgepole pine and limber pine and then burned in a wind-driven wildfire in summer 2013, 
including much of the riparian shrub community. Current sediment or metals delivery from these private 
land activities are not known.  The proposed action is not likely to have a cumulative impact on metals 
delivery, and a may have a small increase in sedimentation during construction and long-term periodic 
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maintenance or use.  However, these impacts are likewise minimized with the application of the design 
features.    

4.3.4 Resource 4: Sensitive Species 

Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Wolf packs are not established in the action area, but individual 
wolves may be present. Forage and den sites would not be impacted. The proposed action, in addition to 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions may cumulatively impact the gray wolf, but 
would not result in loss of species viability or lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act.   

American Three-toed Woodpecker (Picoides dorsalis) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Habitat is present for foraging and nesting. Wildlife design features 
would mitigate impacts to three-toed woodpeckers. The proposed action, in addition to past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions may cumulatively impact the three-toed woodpecker, but would not 
result in loss of species viability or lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act.   

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Impacts to bald eagle nests would not occur. Impacts to forage 
habitat may occur. The proposed action, in addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions may cumulatively impact the bald eagle, but would not result in loss of species viability or lead to 
listing under the Endangered Species Act.   

Black-backed Woodpecker (Picoides arcticus) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Habitat is present for foraging and nesting. Wildlife design features 
would mitigate impacts to black-backed woodpeckers. The proposed action, in addition to past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions may cumulatively impact the black-backed woodpecker, but 
would not result in loss of species viability or lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act.   

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Impacts to golden eagle nests would not occur. Impacts to forage 
habitat would not occur. The proposed action, in addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions may cumulatively impact the golden eagle, but would not result in loss of species viability 
or lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act.   
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Great Gray Owl (Strix nebulosa) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Impacts to great gray owl nests would not occur. Impacts to forage 
habitat may occur. The proposed action, in addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions may cumulatively impact the great gray owl, but would not result in loss of species viability or 
lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act.   

Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 

The cumulative effects spatial and temporal boundary is the same as the grizzly bear. Direct and indirect 
impacts would occur, but are considered negligible. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are the same as the wolverine. Impacts to northern goshawk nests would not occur. Impacts to 
forage habitat may occur. The proposed action, in addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions may cumulatively impact the northern goshawk, but would not result in loss of species 
viability or lead to listing under the Endangered Species Act. 

Westslope Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi) 

Direct and indirect impacts from the proposed Action would be expected to be negligible to westslope 
cutthroat trout.  Thus, cumulative effects are not anticipated for this resource. 

Sensitive Plants 

The Proposed Action would directly and indirectly affect suitable habitat on the BLM land. The actual 
direct and indirect effects to individual plants may not occur if the species are absent from the BLM 
land. In consideration of the previously discussed past, present and future impacts, cumulative effects to 
these species are suspected to be insignificant. 

4.3.5 Resource 5: Wildlife 

As presented in Appendix D, analysis of the Proposed Action showed the following cumulative effects to 
wildlife: 

1.	 Changes in road access resulting from the Proposed Action, because of its limited scale, location 
within a landscape that is already roaded, and the planned gate to preclude loop access, would 
have a minimal effect on habitat productivity; 

2.	 The Proposed Action would have no effect on elk security recognizing all past, present, or future 
foreseeable cumulative effects; 

3.	 The loss of seven (7) acres of designated, but only lightly used, winter range would have no 
cumulative effect on winter range productivity or availability; 

4.	 The Proposed Action would have no cumulative effect on elk and mule deer migration; 
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5.	 Recognizing a substantial amount of past, ongoing, and future foreseeable actions (i.e., wildfire 
suppression, mining, road construction, ongoing mountain pine beetle mortality, and ongoing 
hazard tree removal in adjacent areas), the cumulative effects of those actions along with the 
Proposed Action are not measurably different from the direct and indirect effects; 

6.	 The Proposed Action would create a road that is only 4,800 feet long and would not contribute to 
a major increase in road density within the analysis area; and, 

7.	 The Proposed Action would have no cumulative effects on predator populations. 

4.3.6 Resource 6:  Recreation 

There would be minimal short term, direct or indirect impacts by the Proposed Action on Recreation.  No 
cumulative effects are anticipated for this resource use. 

4.3.7 Resource 7: Safety 

The analysis area for cumulative effects of safety was limited to the length of Rumsey Road from its 
beginning at Highway 1 to its planned intersection with the new road.  The timeframe for analysis of 
cumulative impacts was selected as a future, 10-year period.  This term was selected because it represents 
a reasonable timeframe for growth predictability within analysis area, based on the data discussed within 
the Granite County Growth Policy (Granite County Growth Policy). 

The Proposed Action would contribute to long-term cumulative impacts on Rumsey Road, as stated in the 
conclusions of the Traffic Impact Assessment provided in Appendix F.  The Proposed Action would also 
contribute to cumulative impacts along Rumsey Road by increasing the potential for safety, garbage, 
trespassing, and vandalism issues.  Unfortunately, these potential, human-nature issues cannot be abated 
by mitigation measures. 

4.3.8 Resource 8:  Forestry/Fuels 

Cumulatively, the No-Action alternative would have minimal effects, with continued firewood cutting 
spreading into the remaining available area with use of off-road equipment. The dead lodgepole pine 
south of Fred Burr creek would not be removed.  The area south of the creek will increase in crown fire 
potential while the dead lodgepole are in the red stage (2-3 years).  When the trees enter the grey stage, 
crown fire potential will be reduced.  In 10-20 years, the dead lodgepole pine trees in this area will fall 
over and create a high fuel loading in the 1000 hour and greater fuel categories (USDA FEIS 2014).  

During the Proposed Action cumulative effects analysis for Forestry/Fuels, the actions evaluated were 
planned timber harvest, ongoing mountain pine beetle activity, increased wood cutting activity, and 
increased wildfire risk. 

Timber harvest on BLM land in the project area is not planned and little timber is available for harvest on 
nearby privately owned land.  The removal of seven acres of trees for road construction in addition to the 
limited potential for timber harvest in the area will create minimal change to the existing tree cover across 
the analysis area. 

The MPB epidemic is abating as the amount of susceptible lodgepole pine is reduced.  The proposed road 
would not contribute to future outbreaks of MPB. 
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Wood cutting of dead trees would continue for the next 3-5 years and would increase as the available area 
of wood cutting will increase by 60 acres.  Wood cutting will increase surface fuels until they decay.  
Wood cutting and the associated risks for fire potential will decrease in 5-7 years when trees are no longer 
available or decay and fall down. 

There is increased risk of fire initiation with increased human access over time (Finney and Cohen 2003) 
since woodcutters will have access to an additional 60 acres. The fuel hazard and fire start risk posed by 
this parcel of BLM land contributes little overall to the risk of fire spreading at the landscape scale. The 
parcel is surrounded by private land that has experienced vegetation alteration and impacts from timber 
removal, roads, and other activities, reducing the fuel hazard (Graham et al. 2004; Peterson et al. 2005). 
Fine fuels from grasses are present in these areas and pose a fire hazard (Scott and Burgan 2005). The 
proposed road access will create a seven acre fuel break that will aid in fire suppression while providing 
access for initial attack resources and reduce the probability of fire spread across the landscape. 

5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

This project proposal was published in the U.S. Department of Interior, BLM, Western Montana Zone, 
FY 2012 NEPA Log, located on the Montana BLM State Office website at: 
http://www.mt.blm.gov/nepalogs/mifo/nepalog06.pdf. 

A scoping notice was mailed to 140 agencies, groups and individuals seeking input on issues involved 
with this proposal.  The comments received in response to the scoping notice have been considered in the 
preparation of this EA. 

The proposed action was discussed over the phone and via email with Katrina Dixon, with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. No effect determinations were reached with the grizzly bear and Canada lynx. The 
project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the wolverine. Informal or formal 
consultation is not required. 

5.1 List of Persons, Agencies and Organizations Consulted 

Name 
Purpose & Authorities for 

Consultation or Coordination 
Findings & Conclusions 

U.S. Forest Service, 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest, Pintler 

Ranger District 

Coordinated with Forest as 
project area is tiered to a 2001 

EIS for the Discovery Ski 
Area expansion. 

USFS supported the proposal in written comments 
provided during scoping. 

Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks 

SPA 124 Permit for bridge 
crossing at Fred Burr Creek 

In progress. 

Montana State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) 

Consultation for undertakings, 
as required by the National 
Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) (16 USC 470) 

SHPO has approved, by letter dated March 6 2007. 

Salish/Kootenai Tribes Consultation as required by 
the American Indian Religious 

A meeting was held on April 16, 2012 to describe 
and discuss the concerns of the Tribe concerning 
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Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC 
1531) and NHPA (16 USC 

1531) 

the proposed action. 

Fish Wildlife and Parks Coordinate with FWP on 
identified resource issues 
during scoping process 

Multiple meetings held to describe and discuss the 
concerns of the proposed action 

Granite County 
Commissioners 

Coordinate with Granite 
County on identified resource 
issues during scoping process 

Meeting on May 22, 2012 to describe and discuss 
the concerns of the proposed action 

5.2 List of Primary Preparers 

The herein EA was prepared by Alan T. Frohberg, PE, Senior Environmental Project Manager with CTA, 
Inc.  Evaluation of each resource was completed by the following team members: 

Name/Position Firm Resources Addressed 

Alan T. Frohberg CTA, Inc. 

Resource 1:  Invasive and Non-Native Species 
Resource 3:  Water Quality 
Resource 6:  Recreation 
Resource 7:  Safety 

Richard Dykstra/ 
Wildlife Biologist 

CTA, Inc. 
Resource 2:  Threatened, Endangered or Candidate 
Species 
Resource 4:  Sensitive Species 

Mike Hillis/ 
Wildlife Biologist 

Ecosystem Research Group Resource 5:  Wildlife 

Gregory Kennett/ 
Forester 

Ecosystem Research Group Resource 8:  Forestry 

5.3 List of Reviewers 

The following BLM personnel reviewed/edited this EA 

Name Position 
Tim LaMarr Supervisory Natural Resource Specialist 
Chuck Bridgeman Supervisory Land Use Specialist 
Michael Albritton Fuels Specialist 
Jo Christensen Fisheries Biologist 
Maria Craig Outdoor Recreation Specialist 
Steve Flood Hydrologist 
Shelagh Fox Forester 
John Hill Natural Resource Specialist 
Sarah LaMarr Fisheries Biologist 
Dennis Leonard GIS Specialist 
Jody Miller Archaeologist 
Lonna Sandau Realty Specialist 
Jim Sparks Wildlife Biologist 
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Appendix A 

Terms and Condition
 

1.	 There is hereby reserved to the Secretary of the Interior, or his lawful delegate, the right 
to grant additional rights-of-way or permits for compatible uses on, over, under, or 
adjacent to the land involved in this grant. 

2.	 This grant shall be deemed a right to construct, operate, use and maintain roads, for 
ingress and egress to property owned by Holder over roads controlled by the United 
States described herein and shown on the attached Exhibit A, which is made a part of this 
grant. Holder shall apply for amendment of this grant at any time additional land, 
equipment, and/or new uses are proposed which are beyond the scope of the rights herein 
granted. 

3.	 The holder shall conduct all activities associated with the construction, operation and 
maintenance of the right-of-way within authorized limits of the right-of-way. 

4.	 Roads and facilities shall be constructed according to Road Construction Standards as 
shown in Appendix B. 

5.	 No signs or advertising devices shall be placed on the right-of-way or adjacent public 
lands, except those posted by or at the direction of the BLM. 

6.	 The holder shall not initiate any construction or other surface disturbing activities on the 
right-of-way without the prior authorization of the BLM.  Such authorization shall be a 
Notice to Proceed issued by the BLM.  Any notice to proceed shall authorize construction 
or use only as therein expressly stated and only for the particular location or use therein 
described. 

7.	 Standards and stipulations for road construction and maintenance. 
a.	 Holder shall maintain roads in a condition satisfactory to the BLM during periods 

of use. 
b.	 Holder shall enter into a timber sale contract with the Bureau prior to the cutting 

of any timber on the right-of-way. 
c.	 Prior to the start of construction, all heavy equipment shall be power washed to 

remove noxious weed seed. 
d.	 The holder shall seed all disturbed areas immediately upon completion of 

reclamation with the seed mixture as approved by BLM. 

8.	 The Holder shall conduct all construction and maintenance activities in a manner that will 
minimize disturbance to vegetation, drainage channels or stream banks.  The Holder shall 
take resource conservation and protection measures on the right-of-way as the Authorized 
Officer deems reasonably necessary. 



 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
  

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

 

  
 

  
  

9.	 BLM may at any time inspect the onsite construction, maintenance, and operation of 
Holder's project.  Officials of State and other Federal agencies may also inspect such 
activities if necessary to the performance of official duties relating to the project. The 
right to inspect includes the right to use private roads belonging to Holder in order to 
reach the site. 

10. The holder is responsible for noxious weed control on disturbed areas within the limits of 
the right-of-way or would result from the improvements authorized under this grant.  The 
holder is responsible for consultation with the authorized officer for acceptable noxious 
weed control methods.  Specifically, all equipment, materials, and vehicles to be used at 
the job site shall be cleaned.  Cleaning shall consist of the removal of all dirt, grease, 
debris, and materials that may harbor noxious weeds and their seeds.  Cleaning shall 
occur off public land. 

11. Holder shall apply for amendment of this grant at any time additional land, equipment, 
and/or new uses are proposed which are beyond the scope of the rights herein granted. 

12. Holder shall maintain the road authorized in this grant in a safe, usable condition as 
directed by the BLM.  Holder’s maintenance obligation shall be proportionate to the level 
of use Holder makes of the road.  A regular maintenance program shall include, but not 
limited to, blading, ditching, culvert cleaning, and surface replacement as needed. 

13. Holder shall abide by all reasonable traffic regulations imposed by the BLM; provided, 
however, such regulation shall be uniformly applicable to all users of the road, including 
the United States. 

14. Holder shall indemnify the United States against any liability for damage to life or 
property arising from the occupancy or use of public lands under this grant. 

15. Holder shall take adequate precaution to prevent and suppress forest, brush, and grass 
fires; will endeavor with all available personnel to suppress any fire originating on or 
threatening the right-of-way; but in any event will set no fire on the right-of-way that will 
result in damage to any natural resource or improvement. 

16. Holder shall exercise the rights granted herein in such a manner that no damage is caused 
to facilities or improvements located on or adjacent to the right-of-way. 

17. The United States will not be liable for any damage which may occur to facilities 
authorized by this grant, as a result of fire, wind, or other natural disasters, or as a result 
of its management of the public lands.  If it becomes necessary to move, relocate, or 
replace Holder's facilities because of federal land management activities, Holder shall 
bear the costs incident thereto. 

18. If an archaeological resource (historic or prehistoric site or object) is discovered during 
project operations, Holder shall immediately stop all operations in the area and notify the 



 
 

    
 

 
  

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

   
 

  
 

    

 

 

  
 
  

  
 
 

 
 

 

BLM.  If the discovery includes human remains, funerary items, sacred objects, or 
objects of cultural patrimony, Holder must immediately notify the BLM by telephone, 
followed by a written confirmation (certified mail recommended).  Operations shall 
remain suspended until a written notice to proceed is issued by the BLM.  An evaluation 
of the resource will be made by the BLM to determine appropriate mitigation actions.  
Proper mitigation measures will be made by the BLM after consulting with Holder.  
Holder shall be responsible for evaluation and mitigation costs.  All archaeological 
materials shall remain the property of the United States. 

19. Pesticide use shall comply with applicable Federal and State laws.  	Pesticides shall be 
used only in accordance with their registered uses and within limitations imposed by the 
Secretary of the Interior.  Prior to pesticide use, Holder shall obtain from the BLM 
written approval of a plan showing the type and quantity of material to be used, pest(s) to 
be controlled, method of application, location of storage and disposal of containers, and 
any other information deemed necessary by the BLM.  Emergency pesticide use shall be 
approved in writing by the BLM prior to such use. 

20. The holder shall remove or dispose of all waste in a manner consistent with federal, state, 
and local laws.  Waste means all discarded matter, including, but not limited to, human 
waste, trash, garbage, refuse, oil drums, petroleum products and equipment 

21. Holder shall comply with Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976, as amended, (15 U.S.C. 
2601 et seq (1982)), regarding any toxic substances that are used, generated, or stored on 
the right-of-way or in facilities authorized by this grant (40 CFR 702-799, especially see 
polychlorinated biphenyls, 40 CFR 761).  Any release (leaks, spills, etc.) of toxic 
substances in excess of the reportable quantity established by 40 CFR 117, shall be 
reported as required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act, section 102b.  A copy of any report required or requested by any federal or 
state agency as a result of a reportable release of toxic substances shall be furnished 
concurrently to the BLM. 

22. Holder agrees to indemnify the United States against any liability arising from the release 
or threatened release of any hazardous substance or hazardous waste (as defined in 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation & Liability Act of 1980, 42 
U.S.C. 9601, et seq., or the Resource Conservation & Recovery Act of 1976, 42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.) on the right-of-way (unless the release or threatened release is wholly 
unrelated to Holder's activity on the right-of-way).  This agreement applies to releases 
caused by Holder, its agents or unrelated third parties 

23. Ground disturbing activities, such as tree-felling and road building would not occur from 
June 1 to July 15 to protect the nesting season for sensitive bird species. 

24. Ground disturbance would discontinue if an active bald or golden eagle, northern 
goshawk, or great gray owl nest is discovered. Disturbance would be evaluated and 
potentially resume after the nesting season.  



  
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
 

 

Appendix B
 
Road Construction Standards
 

1.	 The holder shall submit a plan of development that describes in detail the construction, 
operation and maintenance of the right-of-way and its associated improvements and/or 
facilities. The plan shall include drawings in sufficient detail to enable a complete 
evaluation of all proposed structures and facilities to ensure compliance with the 
requirements of the grant and to ensure visual compatibility with the site. These drawings 
shall be construction documents and must show dimensions, materials, finishes, etc. to 
demonstrate compliance with all requirements. The plans will be reviewed and, if 
appropriate, modified and approved by the BLM. An approved plan of development shall 
be made a part of the right-of-way grant. 

2.	 The holder shall not initiate any construction or other surface disturbing activities on the 
right-of-way without the prior written authorization of the BLM. Such authorization shall 
be a written notice to proceed issued by the BLM. Any notice to proceed shall authorize 
construction or use only as therein expressly stated and only for the particular location or 
use therein described. 

3.	 The BLM may suspend or terminate in whole, or in part, any notice to proceed which has 
been issued when unforeseen conditions arise which result in the approved terms and 
conditions being inadequate to protect the public health and safety or to protect the 
environment. 

4.	 The holder shall designate a representative(s) who shall have authority to act upon and to 
implement instructions from the BLM. The holder's representative shall be available for 
communication with the BLM within a reasonable time when construction or other 
surface disturbing activities are underway. 

5.	 The holder shall contact the BLM at least 10 days prior to the anticipated start of 
construction and/or any surface disturbing activities. The BLM may require and schedule 
a preconstruction conference with the holder prior to the holder's commencing 
construction and/or surface disturbing activities on the right-of-way. The holder and/or 
his representative shall attend this conference. The holder's contractor, or agents involved 
with construction and/or any surface disturbing activities associated with the right-of-
way, shall also attend this conference to review the stipulations of the grant including the 
plan(s) of development. 

6.	 The holder shall enter into a timber sale contract with the Bureau prior to the cutting of 
any timber on the right-of-way. 

7.	 The holder shall survey and clearly mark the centerline and exterior limits of cuts and 
fills. Right-of-way clearing shall be limited to six feet beyond cut stakes and six feet 
beyond fill stakes. 



 
 

 
 

 

  
 
   

   
 

 
   

 
   

  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.	 Prior to the start of construction, all heavy equipment shall be power washed to remove 
noxious weed seed. 

9.	 Excavation associated with constructing the road prism is expected to balance with 
embankment requirements adjusted for compaction. However, if excavated quantities are 
generated in excess of embankment requirements, this excess material shall be wasted in 
areas away from stream influence zones as designated by the BLM. 

10. All right-of-way clearing and grubbing debris resulting from road construction shall be 
completely disposed of by burning and/or removal from the site. Clearing and grubbing 
debris shall not be placed or permitted to remain in or under any embankment sections. 
Slash piles shall be located at least 30 feet from live trees prior to burning. BLM  would 
conduct the slash pile burning. 

11. The holder shall seed all disturbed areas, using an agreed upon method suitable for the 
location, immediately upon completion of construction with a seed mixture and in 
amounts as directed by the BLM. There shall be no primary or secondary noxious weed 
seed in the seed mixture. Seed shall be tested and the viability testing of seed shall be 
done in accordance with State law. Commercial seed shall be either certified or registered 
seed. Seeding shall be repeated if a satisfactory stand is not obtained as determined by the 
BLM upon evaluation after the end of the first growing season. All seed used shall meet 
all requirements of the Federal Seed Act (7 U.S.C., §551-1610) and the seed laws and 
noxious weed laws of Montana. Evidence of the seed certification shall be furnished at 
the request of the BLM. 
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1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
 

1.1 WILDLIFE ISSUES DISCUSSED IN CHAPTER 2 

Issues cited in Chapter 2 suggest that the project may alter habitat that is currently utilized by 
wintering elk and other wildlife.  Sub-issues evaluated to further address this issue include: 

•	 Will the creation of a ski area access road interrupt elk migrating to and from important privately-
owned winter range? 

•	 Will the proposed access road become a popular driving loop that will affect summering elk and 
moose and reduce habitat quality? 

•	 Will additional roads compromise elk security and hunter opportunity? 

•	 Will the proposed road access facilitate additional woodcutting and result in disturbance to elk 
and other ungulates? 

•	 How will the effects on ungulates affect large predators? 

•	 Will moose be subject to road-kill from the proposed road? 

1.2	 ELK AND MULE DEER 

Elk and mule deer are both present at considerable numbers in the analysis area. The species are 
combined because their habitats and behaviors are similar enough so that any effects on elk will 
likely be comparable for mule deer. 

1.2.1	 Analysis Areas 

In order to identify direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on elk and mule deer, it is important to 
select an analysis area large enough to assess past, present, and future foreseeable effects, but not 
so large that the effects are muted.  Typically, elk herd units represent an area sufficient in scale 
to adequately evaluate effects on elk (Hillis et al. 1991; Lyon and Christensen 1992; Lyon et al. 
1985).  Owing to a lack of elk movement data in the area defining year-long elk distribution, 
herd units have not been formally defined.  As a surrogate for a herd unit-sized analysis area the 
south half of Hunting District 212 (from Boulder Creek south) provides a best estimate of year
long distribution based on Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) annual aerial flight surveys 
(Vinkey pers. comm.).  Changes in habitat over time between the No Action and Proposed 
Action alternatives will be compared within this analysis area (Figure 1) and site-specific effects 
will be addressed at smaller scales including the project area where necessary to address local 
concerns. The project area is defined as the 160 acre Bureau of Land Management (BLM) parcel 
in which the Proposed Action is located.  
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Figure 1 Ungulate analysis area 

1.2.1.1 Population Status 

The Montana Elk Management Plan (MTFWP 2004) provides populations and hunting 
objectives for individual Elk Management Units (EMUs).  The elk population objectives for the 
Flint Creek EMU which includes Hunting Districts 212 and 213 require: (1) maintaining the 
number of elk observed during post-hunting season aerial surveys within 20% of 1,500 elk; (2) 
maintaining the 2-year average bulls (100 cows ratio observed during post-hunting season aerial 
trend surveys at a minimum of 10 bulls/100 cows, or at least 7% bulls among observed elk) and; 
(3) maintaining an annual bull harvest comprised of at least 50% brow-tined bulls, of which no 
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less than 10% have 6 points on at least one antler. Elk populations in Hunting District 212 are 
above objective (Figure 2) and are stable to declining (Vinkey pers. comm.). 

FWP amended the Flint Range EMU within the Statewide Elk Plan (Revised 2008). This action 
separated out the south half of Hunting District 212 (roughly Maxville to Georgetown Lake) and 
designated this area as Hunting District 212-81.  FWP established the elk population objective 
for Hunting District 212-81 at 500 (+/- 20%).  Current elk populations are well below that 
objective (Vinkey pers. comm.).  FWP issued 50 permits for antlerless elk in Hunting District 
212-81 during the 2012 big game hunting season and tentatively offer the same number of 
permits for 2013. This level of antlerless elk harvest may impede population recovery. 

Aerial wintering elk observations on nearby private land (generally the Munis ranch) range from 
0 to 143, with annual counts averaging 80 to100 animals (Vinkey pers. comm.).  Calf 
composition (calves/100 cows) has declined from roughly 40 calves/100 cows to less than 20 
calves/100 cows, based on the past 3 years of data. If this trend were to continue it is likely that 
area populations would decline. 
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Figure 2 Elk population objectives obtained from FWP1 

1.2.1.2 Seasonal Ranges 

FWP has identified winter and other seasonal ranges in the area (Figure 3).  The BLM parcel in 
which the Proposed Action is located is designated as winter range. FWP winter aerial counts, 
however, suggest most animals spend the majority of the winter on adjacent private land.   

1 (Vinkey pers. comm.) 
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Figure 3 Elk winter locations obtained from FWP2 

1.2.1.3 Habitat Productivity 

Recent and ongoing research by Hebblewhite et al. (2009) and Wisdom and Rowland (2003) 
have attributed elk population declines in the Bitterroot and Blue Mountains to a lack of 
disturbance due to long-term wildfire suppression in heavily forested landscapes.  Toweill and 
Thomas (2002) suggest young or open forests produce more forage than older, denser forests 
because more sunlight reaches the forest floor, although older, denser forests may delay forage 
“curing” resulting in more forage later in the growing season.  Based on those findings it is 
assumed that forests with a mixture of young and old, and open and dense forests are more likely 
to produce season-long, productive forage, than forests with less diversity in terms of tree size 
and density. 

1.2.1.4 Forage Productivity 

Figure 4 shows the current distribution of cover types in the project area.  The lodgepole pine 
cover type is the most abundant in the project area. Figure 5 shows the current size class 

2 (Vinkey pers. comm.) 
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distribution.  There is a disproportionate amount of 5-9 inch diameter pole-sized and larger 
stands and almost a total lack of 0-5 inch diameter stands.  As discussed in the vegetation 
chapter, virtually all of the stands have crown closures greater than 40% (i.e. stands are dense 
with little sunlight reaching the forest floor). Based on a recent forest-wide analysis (ERG 
2010), the current size class distribution is clearly an artifact of long-term wildfire suppression 
and is noticeably different from historic conditions (Losensky 1995).  Based on these data, we 
can assume that forage productivity is likely lower than historic conditions. 
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Figure 4 Current distribution of cover types 

PIAL=whitebark pine, PICO=lodgepole pine, PSME=Douglas fir, SPVEG=sparse vegetation, IMIX=shade intolerant mixed 
stands, TMIX=shade tolerant mixed stands, Other=Ponderosa pine, quaking aspen, cottonwood, and water. 
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Figure 5 Current distribution of size classes 
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1.2.1.5 Future Projected Productivity 

Currently, older stands of mixed lodgepole pine/Douglas-fir are succumbing to mountain pine 
beetle (see vegetation chapter). Consequently, many of the recently dead lodgepole pine stands 
will be more susceptible to wildfire. Furthermore, Douglas-fir trees are being defoliated by 
western spruce budworm and the degree of defoliation also makes them more vulnerable to 
wildfire. A forest-wide vegetation analysis completed for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest (ERG 2010) suggests stands will be more diverse by 2060 as a result of these natural 
disturbances and comparable to historic conditions in terms of cover type and size class 
distribution (see vegetation chapter). 

1.2.1.6 Habitat Security 

Elk security is defined by Lyon and Christensen (2002) as cover that occurs in sufficient quantity 
to make elk difficult to harvest during the general hunting season.  Hillis et al. (1991) define elk 
security as large patches of non-linear hiding cover away from open roads. Elk security for the 
analysis area was determined following the protocol outlined by Hillis et al. (1991).  Using this 
method, resource specialists selected all timber patches meeting hiding cover criteria. Within 
these patches, specialists then designated a half mile buffer on either side of roads which remain 
cover remaining outside the half mile buffer zone.  Areas meeting the minimum size of 250 acres 
were classified as providing elk security, with the exception of patches of timber less than 1,200 
feet wide which do not provide effective security habitat. 

In the early 1980s, researchers (Lonner and Cada 1982) reported declines in hunter opportunity 
(i.e. days spent pursuing elk) on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest.  They attributed this 
decline to accelerated elk harvest facilitated by forest roads and reduced cover from logging. 
Hillis et al. (1991) speculated, based on elk harvest rates and bull carryover in dense western 
Montana forests, that elk security could be maintained at a sufficient level to slow the harvest 
rate and retain adequate bull carryover by maintaining large patches of hiding cover greater than 
a half mile from closed roads.  

1.2.1.7 Hiding Cover 

Hiding cover is defined in this analysis as stands with trees averaging greater than 5 inches in 
diameter at breast height.  Based on the distribution of crown closures classes (a surrogate for 
stand density), virtually all stands greater than 5 inches in diameter are sufficiently dense and tall 
to provide screening to provide hiding cover.    

1.2.1.8 Total and Open Road Density 

The ungulate analysis area intersects 150 sections; of these 150 sections the average miles of 
roads per section is 1.92. The highest road density corresponds to the Town of Philipsburg with 
16.51 miles of roads per section, while there are 24 sections with no roads. The section 
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containing the proposed road (Section 12 T6N, R14W) currently has a road density of 2.64 mile 
per section, the proposed road would increase the road density in this section to 3.47 (Figure 6). 

Figure 6 Current road density in miles of road per square mile 

1.2.1.9 Net Security 

Security as measured by Hillis et al. (1991) occurs on 14,426 acres, representing 20.1% of the 
analysis area, none of which is within the BLM parcel where the Proposed Action would occur 
(Figure 7). 
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  Figure 7 Current elk security 
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1.2.1.10 Migration 

When elk leave winter ranges in the spring they generally move upslope following the snowmelt 
to exploit the most palatable forage.  Thus, the period during which this occurs can vary 
depending upon spring weather conditions.  The upslope movement can be quite gradual.  
Movement back to the winter range, conversely, can be quite abrupt, especially after a heavy late 
autumn snow.  

Recent papers from Colorado (Wait and McNally 2004) have documented situations where 
extensive human residential development has precluded elk from accessing desired seasonal 
ranges resulting in the loss of segments of the herd or more commonly, severe habituation to and 
overuse by elk of private lands.   In western Montana, these situations have been rarely 
documented, presumably because undevelopable public land is extensive and well-distributed 
and developable private land is limited to narrow valleys.  This does not suggest that 
development along areas used during migration will not have adverse impacts.  Rather, adverse 
impacts, unlike those documented in Colorado, are more likely to be manifested by stress to 
individual animals that might encounter heavy human-caused disturbance along migration 
routes.  

In this analysis area, elk already are exposed to disturbance on private lands by winter cattle 
feeding activity and navigating fences that are not designed to be wildlife friendly.  Wintering 
animals also occur in close proximity to Highway 10A and cross repeatedly with occasional 
motor vehicle collisions. 

1.2.2 Moose 

Moose are common in the Georgetown Lake area.  Their wintering behavior is to a large extent 
different from deer and elk.  Moose tend to be solitary unlike elk.  At the onset of winter, moose 
generally linger in willow bottoms, but then move upslope into mid-slope locations amidst 
pockets of dense seedling-sapling stands or hardwoods as snow conditions worsen. Some moose 
readily habituate to human activity and may exhibit aggressive behavior to humans (McDonald 
et al. 2012). 

1.2.2.1 Analysis Area 

There is no moose movement data available to identify seasonal ranges for moose.  The south 
half of Hunting District 212 that was used for an analysis area for elk and mule deer, however, is 
clearly sufficient in size to identify direct, indirect, and cumulative changes in habitat quality that 
might affect moose. 
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1.2.2.2 Populations Status 

FWP  has no moose population size or trend data (Vinkey pers. comm.).  Statewide population 
trends are generally recognized to be downward.  FWP recently initiated a long-term moose 
research effort to identify factors leading to the decline of many of the moose populations across 
Montana. 

1.2.3 Predators 

Predators of elk, mule deer, and moose in the area are generally limited to black bears, wolves, 
coyotes, and mountain lions.  While bears are omnivores and prey on elk calves only on a short-
term, opportunistic basis (Harris et al. 2007; Hebblewhite et al. 2009; Singer et al. 1997), wolves 
and lions are largely dependent upon ungulates yearlong. Coyotes typically prey on rodents, but 
will take fawns, and occasionally, adult deer. 

1.2.3.1 Current Status 

Population densities of all four species of predator are relatively high and FWP issued higher 
harvest quotas for lions and wolves in 2013.  The degree to which those predators prey on 
ungulates is well described in Atwood (2006).   
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
 

2.1 EFFECTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Since there is no elk security in the immediate project area as measured by Hillis et al. (1991), 
the amount of security in both the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives will remain at 
14,426 acres representing 20.1% of the analysis area. 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on elk, mule deer, and moose will not be at a 
magnitude to affect predators in terms of prey availability at the analysis area scale. Thus, 
neither the No Action nor Proposed Action alternative will have any direct, indirect, or 
cumulative effects on predators. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE A - NO ACTION 

2.2.1 Direct Effects 

2.2.1.1 Elk and Mule Deer 

Habitat productivity will fluctuate with natural disturbances. Factors affecting migration will 
remain unchanged.  Disturbance from roads will generally remain unchanged at the analysis area 
scale. 

2.2.1.2 Moose 

Acres of available winter range will generally remain unchanged.   Habitat productivity will 
fluctuate with natural disturbances.  Disturbance from roads will generally remain unchanged at 
the analysis area scale. 

2.2.1.3 Predators 

There are no direct effects to predators resulting from the No Action alternative since factors 
affecting prey availability will remain unchanged. 

2.2.2 Indirect Effects 

2.2.2.1 Elk and Mule Deer
 

Limited disturbance from woodcutting will remain the same under the No Action alternative.
 

2.2.2.2 Moose
 

Limited disturbance from woodcutting will remain the same under the No Action alternative.
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2.2.2.3 Predators 

There are no indirect effects to predators resulting from the No Action alternative since factors 
affecting prey availability will remain unchanged. 

2.2.3 Cumulative Effects 

2.2.3.1 Elk and Mule Deer 

Natural disturbances will continue to cause variations in habitat productivity, net security, and 
seasonal migrations. Disturbance from roads and woodcutting will remain at existing levels. 

2.2.3.2 Moose
 

Disturbance from roads will generally remain unchanged at the analysis area scale.
 

2.2.3.3 Predators 

Predator populations will continue to vary with naturally-occurring and human-caused 
disturbances under Alternative 1.  

2.3 ALTERNATIVE B - PROPOSED ACTION 

2.3.1 Direct Effects 

2.3.1.1 Elk and Mule Deer 

2.3.1.1.1 Direct Habitat Loss 

New access road construction would result in the direct loss of seven acres of winter range from 
the analysis area. Because the acreage lost is small and because most animals winter on adjacent 
private land rather than in the project area, the adverse impact would not be measurable at the 
analysis area scale. 

Net security within the project area would not be reduced by the Proposed Action. Net security 
would remain at approximately 20% within the analysis area. 

2.3.1.1.2 Direct Mortality 

Moderate speed traffic on the access road would result in some motor vehicle collisions with elk 
and mule deer. Furthermore, adjacent fences, if not designed to be “wildlife friendly” could 
further result in occasional mortality. Because collisions would be infrequent, and any new 
fences would presumable be designed to be wildlife friendly, impacts on elk and mule deer 
populations would not be measurable at the analysis area scale. 
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2.3.1.1.3 Direct Effects on Elk and Mule Deer Migration 

There would be some level of stress to individual migrating animals in early winter from 
moderate speed vehicle traffic on the new access road when heavy, migration-inducing snows 
correspond with ski-area opening dates.  Any comparable stress during the spring migration 
would be unlikely due to the longer, more gradual period during which elk migrate. Migrating 
elk may be displaced away from the proposed road resulting in some minor loss in foraging 
opportunities. Since the conflict zone is only 4,800 feet long, impacts on elk populations will 
not be measurable at the analysis area scale. 

2.3.1.2 Moose 

2.3.1.2.1 Direct Habitat Loss 

New access road construction would result in the direct loss of seven acres of moose winter 
range from the analysis area. Because the acreage lost is small the adverse impact would not be 
measurable at the analysis area scale. 

2.3.1.2.2 Direct Morality 

Moderate speed ski area traffic on the access road would result in some moose-vehicle collisions. 
Actual collisions would be uncommon due to the low densities of moose. 

2.3.2 Indirect Effects 

2.3.2.1 Elk and Mule Deer 

2.3.2.1.1 Increased Woodcutting and Winter Elk Disturbance 

The Proposed Action would facilitate woodcutting south of Fred Burr Creek, which is currently 
inaccessible to woodcutters because vehicles are unable to cross the creek.  Based on current 
woodcutting activity north of Fred Burr Creek, this may indirectly facilitate illegal, off-road 
vehicle use across the 160 acre BLM parcel. This would increase the density of user-created 
roads, and potentially result in the disturbance of wintering animals.  Since most animals winter 
on adjacent private lands, the impact would be minor at the analysis area scale. 

2.3.2.1.2 Possible Increase in Summer Loop Road Access 

The access road in the Proposed Action may inadvertently connect to roads on private or 
National Forest land that increases loop road access in the analysis area. Because of the planned 
gate on the access road, the risk of that occurring is mitigated.  In the unlikely event that the gate 
is breached by illegal access, any additional loop road access would be limited to areas already 
heavily-roaded, and within areas having no security habitat.  Thus, whereas individual animals 
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may be disturbed and displaced from areas near roads, the impact would not result in any 
measurable change in elk populations at the analysis area scale. 

2.3.2.2 Moose 

The Proposed Action would facilitate woodcutting south of Fred Burr Creek, which is currently 
inaccessible to woodcutters because vehicles are unable to cross the creek.  Based on current 
woodcutting activity north of Fred Burr Creek, this is likely to include illegal, off-road vehicle 
use across the 160 acre BLM parcel.  This would increase the density of user-created roads, and 
potentially result in the disturbance of wintering moose. Since the area impacted is small 
compared to the lands available for wintering moose, the impact would not be measurable at the 
analysis area scale. 

2.3.3	 Cumulative Effects 

The analysis area for cumulative effects is the south half of Hunting District 212 (from Boulder 
Creek south).  On public lands (USFS, BLM, and FWP wildlife management areas and fishing 
access sites) past actions in the last century that have most affected elk, mule deer, moose, and 
predator habitat  include: 

•	 Wildfire suppression which has resulted in a lack of open forests and small diameter trees, and 
declining forage production. 

•	 Logging and mining which have resulted in high road densities and a loss of security on a portion 
of the analysis area. 

Ongoing mountain pine beetle mortality and spruce budworm defoliation constitute the most 
important present and future foreseeable cumulative effects to elk, mule deer, moose, and 
associated predators in the analysis area (see vegetation chapter). Elk, mule deer, moose, and 
large predators are generalists and well-adapted to survive such disturbances.  Nonetheless 
populations will fluctuate periodically as desirable conditions vary in certain areas. These 
disturbances will make the effects of site specific activities such as the Proposed Action minor 
by comparison.  Although the Proposed Action will not reduce security habitat, there will likely 
be a reduction associated with mountain mine beetle caused mortality. However, there will also 
be in growth resulting in new cover and an increase in security over time. 

2.3.3.1 Summary of Cumulative Effects for Elk and Mule Deer 

Elk habitat changes resulting from natural disturbances such as insect damage and future 
wildfires will define elk habitat quality for the next half century. In the long-term, a return to 
more natural disturbances, with or without planned treatments, would result in improved elk 
habitat productivity.  Changes in road access resulting from the Proposed Action, because of its 
limited scale, location within a landscape that is already roaded, and the planned gate to preclude 
loop access, would have a minimal effect on habitat productivity. 
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No security habitat is located within or near the BLM project area, therefore the Proposed Action 
would have no effect on elk security recognizing all past, present, or future foreseeable 
cumulative effects. 

While the BLM parcel is identified as elk winter range, most animals winter on adjacent 
privately-owned winter range.  No other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions are 
anticipated on federal or private winter ranges in the analysis area that would further compromise 
winter range. For that reason, the loss of seven acres (from the road surface) of designated but 
only lightly used winter range would have no cumulative effect on winter range productivity or 
availability. 

Wintering elk in the area are already exposed to and presumably somewhat acclimated to human 
activity from winter cattle feeding activity, fences, and traffic along Highway 10A.  The road in 
the Proposed Action would be 4,800 feet long and while traffic may be moderate to heavy at 
times, there is no documented comparable situation in western Montana where a road of this 
limited magnitude has prevented elk from reaching desired seasonal ranges, or resulted in a 
measurable loss of animals.  In view of this, the Proposed Action would have no cumulative 
effect on elk and mule deer migration. 

Even though woodcutting activity would likely increase, the BLM parcel, while designated 
winter range, gets little use by wintering elk.  No security habitat is present in the parcel where 
woodcutting is expected.  Thus, while woodcutters may disturb the occasional animal, no major 
cumulative changes in elk population or relative overwintering vigor would occur as a result of 
increased woodcutting. 

Recognizing a substantial amount of past, ongoing, and future foreseeable actions (i.e. wildfire 
suppression, mining, road construction, ongoing mountain pine beetle mortality, and ongoing 
hazard tree removal in adjacent areas), the cumulative effects of those actions along with the 
Proposed Action are not measurably different from the direct and indirect effects described 
previously in this document.  

2.3.3.2 Summary of Cumulative Effects for Moose 

Road densities at the cumulative analysis area scale are expected to remain static or be reduced 
slightly in the foreseeable future.  The proposed road is only 4,800 feet long and would not 
contribute to a major increase in road density at the analysis area or forest scales. 

2.3.3.3 Summary of Cumulative Effects for Predators 

The Proposed Action would have several site specific negative effects on prey species (elk, mule 
deer, and moose) including the loss of seven acres of winter range, a slight increase in 
disturbance on migration pathways, and a slight increase in disturbance by woodcutters.  None of 
these extremely localized effects would result in changes in ungulate populations at the analysis 
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area scale.  Since there are no measurable cumulative effects on elk, deer, and moose 
populations, prey populations for predators would remain relatively unchanged. Therefore, the 
Proposed Action will have no cumulative effects on predator populations.  Ongoing cumulative 
actions by FWP to reduce lion and wolf populations in 2013 would further reduce the potential 
for any shortage of prey and will tend to further balance predator and prey populations consistent 
with FWP objectives.  
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FEDERALLY-RECOGNIZED SENSATIVE PLANT SPECIES
 
Appendix E
 

Plants: Federally-recognized, Sensitive, Plant Species that may currently or periodically inhabit the project area 
and that could be impacted by the project include: 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Botrychium crenulatum Wavy Moonwort 
Botrychium hesperium Western Moonwort 
Botrychium paradoxum Peculiar Moonwort 
Botrychium pedunculosum Stalked Moonwort 
Adoxa moschatellina Musk-root 
Aquilegia formosa Sitka Columbine 
Athysanus pusillus Sandweed 
Castilleja covilleana Coville Indian Paintbrush 
Eupatorium occidentale Western Joepye-weed 
Lomatium attenuatum Taper-tip Desert-parsley 
Mimulus ampliatus Stalk-leaved Monkeyflower 
Mimulus nanus Dwarf Purple Monkeyflower 
Penstemon lemhiensis Lemhi Beardtongue 
Penstemon payettensis Payette Beardtongue 
Ranunculus pedatifidus Northern Buttercup 
Stellaria jamesiana James Stitchwort 
Tonestus aberrans Idaho Goldenweed 
Trifolium eriocephalum Wooly-head Clover 
Trifolium gymnocarpon Hollyleaf Clover 
Allium acuminatum Tapertip Onion 
Allium parvum Small Onion 
Cypripedium passerinum Sparrow’s-egg Lady’s-slipper 
Juncus hallii Hall’s Rush 
Veratrum californicum California False-hellebore 

Plants: Other Federally-recognized, Sensitive, Plant Species  with territorial ranges that approach or overlap the 
project area, include: 
Antennaria densifolia Dense-leaved Pussytoes 
Astragalus scaphoides Bitterroot Milkvetch 
Astragalus terminalis Railhead Milkvetch 
Balsamorhiza macrophylla Large-leaved Balsamroot 
Boechera fecunda Sapphire Rockcress 
Braya humilis Low Braya 
Brickellia oblongifolia Mojave Brickelbush 
Castilleja exilis Annual Indian Paintbrush 
Corydalis sempervirens Pale Corydalis 
Cryptantha fendleri Fendler Cat’s-eye 
Draba globosa Round-fruited Draba 
Drosera anglica English Sundew 
Ericameria discoidea discoidea Whitestem Goldenbush 
Erigeron asperugineus Idaho Fleabane 

Erigeron evermannii Evermann Fleabane 

Erigeron lackschewitzii Lackschewitz’ Fleabane 

Erigeron linearis Linear-leaf Fleabane 

Erigeron parryi Parry’s Fleabane 

Eriogonum caespitosum Mat Buckwheat 

Eriogonum soliceps Railroad Canyon Wild Buckwheat 

Gentianopsis simplex Hiker’s Gentian 

Grindelia howellii Howell’s Gumweed 



 
 

 

         
  

  
      

    

    

      

     

    

     

     

   

     

      

   

    

     

    

      

    

     

    

   

     

     

     

     

     

    

    

    

     

     

    

    

  
      

     

    
 

 

 

FEDERALLY-RECOGNIZED SENSATIVE PLANT SPECIES
 
Appendix E
 

Plants: Other Federally-recognized, Sensitive, Plant Species  with territorial ranges that approach or overlap the 
project area, include: 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Heterocodon rariflorum Western Pearl- flower 

Hornungia procumbens Hutchinsia 

Idahoa scapigera Scalepod 

Ipomopsis congesta crebrifolia Ballhead Gillia 

Kochia Americana Red Sage 

Mimulus primuloides Primrose Monkeyflower 

Pedicularis crenulata Scallop-leaf Lousewort 

Phacelia incana Hoary Phacelia 

Phlox kelseyi missoulensis Missoula Phlox 

Physaria carinata Keeled Bladderpod 

Physaria pulchella Beautiful Bladderpod 

Polygonum austiniae Austin’s Knotweed 

Primula alcalina Alkali Primrose 

Primula incana Mealy Primrose 

Saussurea weberi Weber’s Saw-wort 

Saxifraga apetala Tiny Swamp Saxifrage 

Saxifraga tempestiva Storm Saxifrage 

Sphaeralcea munroana White-stemmed globemallow 

Sphaeromeria argentea Chicken-sage 

Thalictrum alpinum Alpine Meadowrue 

Townsendia florifera Showy Townsend-daisy 

Viguiera multiflora Many-flowered Viguiera 

Amerorchis rotundifolia Round-leaved Orchis 

Carex idahoa Idaho Sedge 

Elymus flavescens Sand Wildrye 

Epipactis gigantean Giant Helleborine 

Kobresia simpliciuscula Simple Kobresia 

Meesia triquetra Messia Moss 

Puccinellia lemmonii Lemmon’s Alkaligrass 

Scheuchzeria palustris Pod Grass 

Scorpidium scorpioides Scorpidium Moss 

Trichophorum cespitosum Tufted Club-rush 

Fungi: Federally-recognized, Sensitive, Fungi Species that may inhabit the Project area include : 
Collema curtisporum Jelly Lichen 

Nodobryoria subdivergens Foxtail Lichen 
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DISCOVERY SKI AREA TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT
 

RUMSEY ROAD ACCESS GRANITE COUNTY, MONTANA
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This Traffic Impact Assessment examines the impacts of a proposed access road to be 
constructed to the north side of the Discovery Ski area.  Specifically, the new access road will 
open a portion of the ski area to access from Rumsey Road, a county road on the east side of 
Montana Highway 1 south of Philipsburg in Granite County.  The purpose of this study is to 
analyze the impacts of the proposed access on the surrounding road network, with particular 
attention impacts on the capacity and safety of Rumsey Road. 

LOCATION AND ACCESS 

Discovery Ski Area is located north of Georgetown Lake between Anaconda and Philipsburg.  
Access to the existing ski area is from Southern Cross Road and Echo Lake Road out of 
Georgetown.  The new road would allow access from Rumsey Road to the north side of the ski 
area.  Figure 1 shows a Vicinity map of the area, and Figure 2 shows a conceptual alignment for 
the proposed road.  The new road would intersect Rumsey Road where Rumsey crosses a parcel 
of BLM land, approximately 1.5 miles east of Highway 1.  The new road would then extend 
south from Rumsey Road across the BLM land toward the north side of the existing ski area. 

PHASING AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

The new road would initially be used to access a parking area with limited services. In the early 
phases, only winter weekend traffic would be expected, and then only as a fraction of the total 
traffic to the ski facility.  Future developments of the north side of Discovery Ski Area could 
include facilities with food and beverage service, but detailed plans for potential facilities have 
not been prepared. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Rumsey Road currently sees approximately 130 ADT, based on recent counts by the Montana 
Department of Transportation.  (See Appendix A.)  Growth rates on Rumsey Road are thought to 
be flat, so the recent counts represent a reasonable estimate of existing traffic. 

The existing roadway is approximately 20 feet wide, with relatively level grades off the Highway 
and to the east of the proposed access road.  However, Rumsey Road begins a steep climb 
approximately one half mile east of Highway 1.  The steep grade, up to approximately 15%, 
continues approximately one third of a mile to the east through a sharp (50’ radius) switchback.  
The next three quarters of a mile includes small rolling hills with some areas of limited sight 
distance.  An advisory speed limit of 10 mph is posted in the switchback curve area. 

TRIP GENERATION 

Trip generation estimates for the additional traffic to the ski facility are based on past traffic to 
the existing ski area access and new area use projections for the future conditions developed by 
the owner.  For the purposes of this analysis, the trip generation estimates are based on what is 
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DISCOVERY SKI AREA TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT
 

RUMSEY ROAD ACCESS GRANITE COUNTY, MONTANA
 

thought to be a conservative, or high, projection of future usage.  A full description of the project 
trip generation is included in Appendix A. 

In the short term, the owner expects approximately 150 visitors, or 110 in and out trips on a 
weekend day.  In the longer term, up to 500 visitors, or 364 in and out trips, might be seen on a 
weekend day, with up to 50 visitors, or 36 in and out trips, on a weekday. 

Table 1 contains a summary of the trip generation estimates and future potential volumes in both 
short and longer term conditions. 

Table 1:  Trip Generation Summary 
Existing ADT Project Trips Projected ADT 

(vpd) Weekend Weekday Weekend Weekday 

Short Term 130 110 0 240 130 

Longer Term 130 364 36 494 166 

METHODOLOGY 

The determination of capacity for low volume rural roads is often based more on geometry than 
on vehicular factors like delay or travel times.  As such, the basis for the capacity and safety 
discussions below are taken from AASHTO’s Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-
Volume Local Roads (2001). 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Rumsey Road would likely be categorized as a rural minor access road or rural recreational and 
scenic road, depending on the season.  Rural minor access roads provide access to local 
properties, and typically to familiar drivers.  Rural recreational and scenic roads will see more 
unfamiliar drivers but few heavy trucks.  Recreational vehicles may be common and traffic 
volumes may fluctuate seasonally.  In either condition, vehicle interactions are expected to be 
rare. 

The existing Rumsey Road generally complies with the geometric standards for very low volume 
roads as far as width and sight distance are concerned.  The sharp switchback curve has a tight 
radius, but is near the minimum recommended radius for low speed facilities.  Existing signage 
advises drivers of conditions, which is not an uncommon occurrence for existing low volume 
rural roads. 

CRASH HISTORY EVALUATION 

On low volume rural roads, crashes are often infrequent enough that many years of data may be 
needed to establish a reasonable crash rate.  According to Granite County, documentation of 
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DISCOVERY SKI AREA TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT
 

RUMSEY ROAD ACCESS GRANITE COUNTY, MONTANA
 

crash history on Rumsey Road is limited.  The Granite County Sheriff indicated that three to four 
crashes have been found over the last twelve years, with all of these being single vehicle 
incidents of the same nature.  (See Appendix B.) Alcohol and excessive speed are suspected to 
have contributed to drivers’ inability to negotiate the switchback curve in the downhill direction.  
The County has made some safety improvements to the switchback curve, including the 
installation of concrete barriers and chevron signage.  For low volume rural roads, this type of 
non-geometric safety improvement is often preferred over road realignment due to 
environmental concerns.  With the seasonal increase in traffic on Rumsey Road, additional non-
geometric measures, such as additional signage, may be advisable. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Rumsey Road is an existing low volume rural access road in Granite County.  A proposal to 
construct a new access road to the north side of Discovery Ski Area would increase the potential 
for additional traffic to use Rumsey Road for seasonal recreation uses.  The extent of the 
additional traffic to be expected is dependent on the intensity of the future development that may 
occur in the future. 

In general, the geometry, width, and grade of Rumsey Road are not inappropriate for its existing 
traffic and use.  The existing geometry of Rumsey Road includes a sharp switchback curve that 
has been the location of some crashes, and Granite County has installed barricades and signage 
to alert drivers and reduce the potential for vehicles to leave the road.  As traffic volumes 
increase in the short term, the area should be monitored to determine if additional signage, 
including solar-powered flashing signs, may be effective.  In general, low cost non-geometric 
revisions to existing roadways are preferable to more expensive and more invasive road 
realignments. 

The trip generation estimates included in this report are based on owner projections of potential 
future uses.  Based on these projections, the additional traffic to the new access road should not 
create a significant adverse impact on the operations of the existing Rumsey Road in the short 
term condition. In the long term condition, the additional traffic may begin to impact the 
operational conditions of the existing Rumsey Road, but only seasonally on weekends.  The trip 
generation estimates included in this analysis are preliminary and are not based on any specific 
development proposal.  Additional mitigation measures for Rumsey Road should be considered 
only with specific development proposals that better define the extents of proposed facilities to 
be constructed, with their associated estimated future trips. 
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DISCOVERY SKI AREA TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT
 

RUMSEY ROAD ACCESS GRANITE COUNTY, MONTANA
 

APPENDIX A 

Traffic Volume Counts and Projections 
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Mark Westenskow - Re: Traffic Engineering Proposal 

From: "Ciche Pitcher" <ciche@skidiscovery.com> 
To: "Mark Westenskow" <markw@ctagroup.com> 
Date: 8/25/2012 10:16 AM 
Subject: Re: Traffic Engineering Proposal 

Mark, 
The planned facilities are a parking lot and day use lodge with little or no food service. We would like to construct a 
F&B facility on the mountain for some of these people to use however. We have not yet planned our sizes and 
capacities for the parking lot and day use facility, but I would expect that we would make the parking lot as large as 
physically possible, and make the building quite small (Maybe 100 person capacity?) with some add on ability for the 
future. 

In terms of expected visitor counts. Currently our largest single day at Discovery is 1950 skiers. A typical Saturday 
would generate around 1550 skiers and a typical Sunday would generate 1250 skiers. Midweek we will do between 
200-300 skiers, the bulk of which our school groups. 

With that information as a backdrop, I anticipate the new base area will, in the near term attract between 50-150 
skiers on a weekend. We would be thrilled to see that side accommodate 10% of our skier visits but it will likely be 
less than that for the first 3-4 years. Hopefully as our facilities improve and our customer base becomes more familiar 
with that side, we will see a larger portion of skier visits coming from that side. 

Over the long term, (10 years) we would optimistically project between 300-500 skier visits coming from that side of 
the mountain on a weekend. Pessimistically we may be looking at 100-200. 

Midweek numbers will like be 0 during the first few years of operation since, to contain operating costs, we anticipate 
operating that side on weekends (perhaps Fridays as well) only. So to recap our anticipated visits: 

Weekend Visits Weekday Visits 
Short Term (1-4 yrs) 150 0 
Intermediate Term (4-10 yrs) 500 50 

In terms of vehicle counts, we currently experience approximately 3 visitors per car (probably closer to 2.75). If we 
expect that trend to continue, our vehicle counts over the same period would be. 

Weekend Car Trips Weekday Car Trips 
Short Term (1-4 yrs) 55 
Intermediate Term (4-10 yrs) 182 18 

I hope this data is helpful. Although some of this is nothing more than educated guesses, this is the basis for our plans 
on that side of the mountain and all of my data research indicates that these numbers are reasonable. 

Ciche 

From: Mark Westenskow 
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 9:50 AM 
To: Ciche Pitcher 
Subject: Traffic Engineering Proposal 

You created this PDF from an application that is not licensed to print to novaPDF printer (http://www.novapdf.com) 13/2012 

mailto:ciche@skidiscovery.com
mailto:markw@ctagroup.com
http://www.novapdf.com
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APPENDIX B 

Crash History Information 
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APPENDIX C 

Photos 
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Photo 1:  Traveling eastbound approaching curve. 

Photo 2:  Traveling westbound approaching curve. 
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Photo 3:  Traveling westbound entering curve. 

Photo 4:  Crashed vehicle – Failed to negotiate curve. 




