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:T"J::::::. ".r inrormarion and commenrs received durins .". ",.":::'.uffi[F3$?F3["**Goat Squeezer Timber Sale Project.
I have reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) ,' including comments
received on the Draft Environmental fmpact Statement (DEIS) and the responses to those
^^mm6nts6 nr6h-16.l f^r Fh6 c^-r c-,,6ezer Timber sale proposal.

I have compared the alt.ernatives to the project objectives and evaluated their
advantages and dj-sadvantages.

I have reviewed each j-dentified issue and the analysis of environmental effects for
each alternative displaved in the FBIS.

I have carefully compared the Proposed Decision in the FEIS to the State Forest Land
Management Plan (SFLMP) .

i

DECISION

I hawe chosen to i.mplement Actj-on Alternative C, as described in the FEIS Proposed
Decision (FEIS, pages II-30 through II-34, encJ-osed) with t.he followinq modificarion:
Harvest units 27 and 29 will be changed from a seedtree harvest to a commercial-thin
harvest. DetaiLed reconnaj-ssance discovered a healthy and vigorous midstory of the
appropriate covertype. .This change will reduce the total- volume for the project. from
l-0 .2 mi111on board f eet (mmbf ) to 10 .l-53 mmbf .

The rnodified Acti-on Al,ternative C does meet the PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT and PROJEC?
OBJECTIVES as displayed in the FEIS PROPOSED DECISION. The proposed mitigations are
adequate and feasible.-
The rational,e for choosing Action Alternative C is adequately explained in the FEIS
Dranacad rtonicinn (FEIS, pages II-33 through II-34).

f believe t.he potential environmental effects of the alternatives, including the
modification, were adequately identified and analyzed in t.he FEIS.

A legal notice of my decj-sion will appear in the Dailv Interlake during the week of
Apri.l 2I , 2003.

Upon execution of t.his decision, I wi-1l recommend that the first coat Squeezer Timber
Sal-e Contract be submitted to the Board of Land Commissioners for approval. This
should occur at their regularly scheduled meeting j-n July 2003.

Robert L. Sandman
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GOAT SQUEEZER TIMBER SALE PROJSCT
PROPOSED DECISION

This portion of the Finaf
Environmental Impact Statement
/EtrTq\ nrocanl.q j-ho nrnnnqed
\LEJU/ }J!ervrlL

decisi-on by Robert L. Sandman,
Manager, Stil-l-water State Forest,
Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC).

Thp qr-one of the nrnnnqcd dpnisiOnf rIs ruvlJe v! Lrrv y! vuv

i-s limited to actions associated
with the Goat Squeezer Timber Sal-e
Drnianf nr^nnqAl Thc nronosealf !vJseL urvyvrqr.

decision is site-specific and is
ne ithcr nrnarrammaf i c nnr a crenerafrlsf Lrrs! y!vY!

management plan for Swan River State
Forest.
An infercliscinl jnarrr to:m 1Tn Taaln)fuvayfgrs!f

has completed the Draft
F'nrri rnnmonf al Tmn:c1- Stetemenfrruu+ 4r!Lre

/ntrTs\ :nd nrenared the FEfS for the
\vDLv / srr\q

G.:t S.lteezer TiJnl-rcr S: le Prnier-tuvqL uYussle!

proposal. Mr. Sandman proposes the
following decision after a thorough
review of the DEfS, project file'
pubJ-ic correspondence, corrections
and additions made by DNRC that were
reflected in this FEIS, DePartment
polici-es/ and the State Forest Land
Management Pl-an (SFLMP) .

1. PROPOSED AITERNATI\E SELECTION:
Action Alternative C

Three al-ternatives were developed
and are presented in the EEIS:

. No-Action Alternative A includes
existing activities, but does not
include a timber sale.

r Action Alternative B harvests
annroxi matel v 13. 4 million board
feet (MMBF) from 2'444 acres;
constructs 4 mil-es of new road
consisting of 2.3 miles of
permanent road/ 1.1 rniles of
temporary road, and 0.6 mife of
nermanent road relocation; and
reconstructs 3.3 miles of
existing road. Action
Alternative B will earn
approximately $1,236,330 for the
schoof trust. Both old-qrowth

stands and non-old-growth stands
will be harvested.

Action Alternative C harvests
approximately 10.2 MMBF from
I,866 acres,' constructs 1.8 mi-.1-es
of new road consisting of 1. 0
mife of permanent road, 0.8 mile
of temporary road, and 0.6 mil-e
of permanent road relocation; and
rectnstructs 3.3 miles of
existing road. Act j-on
Al-ternative C wil-1 earn
approximately $817,800 for the
school- trust. Only non-ofd-
growth stands wil-l be harvested.
/Alfarnaf irrac I fhrntrnh (- ara
tir4e!!4rs

presented in the FEIS on pages
II-1 through II-10) -

To varying degrees, each
-1+^-^-+i r'^ maalc l-ha nrnion'|-dILE!rrqLIVg rrrgsuD Lrrs tJ!vJ9uL
objectives and coul-d be chosen.

The proposed decision is to
select Action Al-ternative C with
the following modifications:
o Mitigations and specifications

identified in the FEIS will- be
i mnl amanJ-ad :q nreqcri l-rccl

o The 10.2 MMBF of merchantable
timber will be presented to the
State Land Board in multiple
contracts. Units 3 through 8,
10, 12, 14, 23 through 25, and
30 through 32 with
approximately 2.7 MMBF will be
in the f i-rst contract. The
remaining Units and voLume wil-l-
be sol-d in 1 or more subsequent
cnnl- r: ct q . rrct tO beqvuv, J""

determined.
I have compared the modifications
and enan i f i cal. i nnq nrnnoqcd Fnrqrru uyvvr

Action Alternative C to the
analysis presented in the FEIS
and have concluded that the
modifications and specifications
are within the scope of the FEIS.

The rationale for this decision
is presented in item 4.

Page II-30 Draft Environmental Impact Statement



2. RELATIONSHIP OF THE OBJECTIVES TO

THE PROPOSED DECISION

a. Tf sofd in todaY's market,
Action A]ternative C will
yield an estimated return of
$817,800 for the school- trust.

b. The timber sale wil-l
contribute an estimated 10.2
MMBF to DNRC's annual timber-
harvest requirements over a 3-
year period.

c. Action Alternative C Promotes
biodiversity by managing for
appropriate stand-structure
characteristics.

d. Al-I project roads and haul-s
routes wifl meet Best
Management Practices (BMPs) .

a !Ja rrroqt i nn :nri rerrcncraf i onE. urlrY erru

methods address insect and
disease Problems.

f. Temporary easements to access
harvest units and conduct
pro j ect-related activj-tles
wiLl be obtained from the
United State Forest Service
and Pfum Creek Timber ComPanY'

REI,ATIONSHTP OF THE ISSUES AND

PUBLIC COMMENT AO THE PROPOSED

DECISION

a. WGETATION (FEIS, Pages III-2
through III-71)
Harvestlng will result i-n a

net Z0-acre decrease in the
'I ndnonnl e ni nc r-overtvne and aa vuY vlrv r u

I,I42-acre decrease i-n the
mixed-conifer covertYPe. The
ponderosa pJ-ne covertYPe will
i-ncrease by 108 acres ' the
western white Pine covertYPe
by 57 acres/ and the western
Iarch/Douglas-fir covertYPe bY
OQ? :nroe

Stand age classes wlfl- change
with net increases of 233
acres in the 0-to-39-Year-ol-c
stands. Net reductions of 91
acres wil-l occur in the 40-to-
99-year-old stands, 52 acres
in the 10O-to-1-49-Year old

stands/ and 90 acres in the
15O+-year-old stands.

All- treatments wil-1 i-ncrease
growth rates in retained trees
and improve the health of the
stand.

Using forest improvement funds
(FI) collected from the

nrrrchrqcr nf fhe f imlrer qala
- vs+v/

rust-resistant western whi-te
pine, western larch, and
ponderosa pine trees will- be
nl:nf pri . .Some harvest units
wilf be alfowed to regenerate
naturalJ-y.
No harvesting will occur on
acres that currently meet
DNRC's old-growth definition
(DNRC has formally adopted the
old-growth definitions
proposed by Green et aL, [9]9
Growth Forest Twes of the
Northern Region, R-l SE'S 4 / 92 ,
USDA Forest Service, Northern
Region, Missoul-a, I,ITI) .

Ground disturbance by logging
equipment will create seedbeds
for noxious weeds. Mitigation
measures wi-ll- reduce the risk
of noxious weed establishment.

b, HmROLOGY (FEIS, pages III-72
through III-15)
Taking al-I BMPs and mj-tigation
measures into account, the
rlsk of sediment delivery to
streams from harvest units is
low. Therefore, it is
unlikely that Action
Alternative C wifl- adversely
affect beneficial use and
water quality.
Di-rect and cumulative water-
yield increases will occur,
but a1l watersheds impacted
will- remain below conservative
annual- water-yiel-d threshol-d
IeveLs.

c. FISHERIES (FEIS pages III-76
through III-27)
Fish populations will- not be
directly affected si-nce

Gn:f Snrreezcr Ti ml-rcr Sa I e Proi er:tuvuL uvsvv4v! Page II-31



harvesting actlvities are
located well away from the
fish-bearing streams. Some
fine sediment 1s likelY to
reach stream channel-s as a

resul-t of road construction,
reconstruction, and
improvement,/maintenance work.
However/ the applj-cation of
BMPs, seeding/ and location of
activitles wi}l likel,y reduce
the amount to a level lhat
will- not directfv affect fish
heafth.
By timing the project,
utilizing wider SMZs,
following BMPs, locating
harvest units away from stream
channel-s, and aPPlying
erosion-control- measures,
harvest-related act ivities
wilf not substantially imPact
the cumul-ative amount of fi-ne
sediment deLivered to stream
channels.

\|ILDLIFE (FEIS, pages III-22
through III-29)
Displacement and dlsturbance
is expected for wildlife
snecics in the area. In the
lono term. soecies that uservrrY uvlrll,

the more-open stands and more-
diverse landscapes wi.l-l- be
nnci1-irralrr rffacforl SnccipqPvrr Lf v vfJ

that use fate-successi-onal
forest structure wil-l- be
negatively affected.
Risks to gray wofves, fishers,
bald eagles, Canada J-ynx, and
fl-ammufated owfs will be
minnr Arlaarrafo hidino catrcr. .Ivg\-1uq

and suitabfe habitat will-
remaln.
T nna l i zarl i mn:cl. q to ni I c:i. cri

woodpeckers may occur due to
the removaL of potential
nesting habitat.
A minor l-eve1 of risk to
grizzly bears is exPected with
6'7.2 to 11 .1 percent of the
--^- -+; I 1 ^-^"i ni nn h i ni nno!cd DLffr PrvvJufrrY

cover. Road density in the

Goat Creek, Lion Creek, and
South Fork Lost Soup grizzly
bear subunits are in
comnl iannc wiih fhe 31 nar^6nlyv!usrru
anon-rn:d-rlonq i trr qi:nrlr rr.l

Harvesting may reduce the
-l-i I .i f,, ^€ Li ^ ^dur r r Ly ur l,)l-g game,
especially white-tailed deer,
to survive severe winters with
the reduction of 875 acres of
thermal- cover. The percent of
thermal cover is below the 50-
percent threshold recommended
for white-tail-ed deer. To
what extent this wil-1 affect
big game is not cl-ear.

SOILS (FEIS, pages III-3O
through III-33)
Harvest methods will i-mpact

i-rf^l.r 1n q nor-ah+ ^faI/P!UArrrraLsay fv.J PsresrrL 9I
the harvest-unit areas, wel-l-
ho l nr^r J- ha 1 5 norcanf qf rnrl: rr.l9urrvql u,

causing minimal l-evels of soil-
erosion and little risk of
sediment delivery. Of the
I,866 acres harvested,
arnqi nn-cnnfrnl nomnacf i nnvvlr9!v+,

rnrl rliqnlanamcn1. m-i tina1- in-
measures wil-l l-ower the risk
of cumuLati-ve effects to soif
productivity.
ECONOMICS (FEIS, pages III-34
through III-37)
Tn I nda rr, q ma rkol. nnnd i I i ^h -flr uvuej ^vL evrrufLrvllJ,

the selected alternative wil-l-
generate approximately
$81-7,800 in trust revenue. fn
addition, the sale will
nrndrrca S5?5-ROO in FIvrvvsvv aJJr I vvv

tol.l-ections. The revenue
nanarrl-orl hrr l-hi-..*s prol ect
ronroqonl- < <rrnnngl fOf 135
students for 1 year and 108
Iocaf jobs for 1 year, with
wages and salari-es totaling
$3,678,600.

S. RECR.EATTO$ (FEIS, pages III-38
through III-39)
As a who1e, General-
Recreational- Use License
revenue not expected to change
as a result of i-mpl-ementino

Page I1-32 Draft Environmental fmpact Statement



1

Action Afternative C.
Recreationalists maY be
inconvenienced or temPorarilY
displaced by project-related
activities.
AIR QUALITY (FEIS, Pages III-
40 through III-41)
T ^- ).-,,1 i ^^ rnA nl-lrar nrniaci--!u9 rrdurrrlv olru vLrrs!

related traffic on dirt roads
will generate dust during drY
periods. Postharvest burnj-ng
will produce smoke emj-ssions.
None of the imPacts to arr
quality are expected to exceed
standards, requirements
imposed by the Montana Airshed
Crnrrn nr npc: t i rro l ru i mn: r-tU!vulJ, v! treYqufvvrJ

focal population centers.

AESTHETICS (FEIS' Pages III-42
through III-45)
Action Afternative C harvest
treatments wi-l-f alter
foreground and middleground
vi-ews. Seedtree and grouP-
sel-ecti-on treatments wil--I
appear simi.Iar to the resul-ts
o.f a moderately severe f ire.
The other treatment tYPes wilJ-

^nncer simiIar to the resultsetsFvsr

of a l-ow-intensity fire of
mixed severity.
IRRETRIEUABW ATID IRREIr'r'RSTBLE
COMMITMENTS (FEIS/ Page 46)

Harvesting wilJ- cause l-ive
trees to be irretrievablY
l-ost. Harvested trees wil-1 no
I nnnar cnntri hrrf c l- o qneofurrYsr

recruitment, stand structure
and composition, diversitY,
aesthetics, wildlife habitat'
nrr{- ri an l- ronrrn l i nn anrl of her! evf vrrrrY / srrv

i-mportant ecosystem functions.
However, the loss of trees
from harvesting wil-l not be
irreversible. Natural- and
artj-ficial regeneration wifL
promote the establ-ishment of
new trees that wil-l ultimatelY
become equival-ent in size and
ecosystem function as those
harvested.

Areas converted from tlmber
^-arlrra+ i an f 11 ncrmanent rn:ei5
I/r veqe L

witl be irretrievably lost
untif such time as they are
reclaimed.

RATIONALE FOR THE PROPOSED

DECISION

a. The lands involved in thi-s
nroi ect are hel cl bv the .Si- ate
of Montana in trust for the
qrrnnnrf nf soecifice qFtsvr

beneficiary institutj-ons .

DNRC is required by 1aw to
administer these trust lands
to produce the largest measure
of reasonabfe and legitimate
return over the long run
I F'nahl i nn Arf nf f'ehrrtarrt 22\DlruplLtrv z- f

1889; 7972 Montana
Constitution, ArticJe X,
Section 71,; and, 77-L-202
MCA). The SFLMP provides the

+ nl-rilncnnhrr rnAtttdlta9slrrsrrL vlrf rvovlJrrJ qtru

framework to evaLuate which
alternative would maxi-mize
rea.l- income while sustaining
l-ha nrnrlrrni i on nf I nna-iormLJJe t/r

l_ncome.

b. The proposed timber sal-e
project contributes to harvest
levels mandated by State
Statute (Montana Codes
Annotated 77-5-222) for a 3-
year period.

c. The Swan Va11ey Grizzly Bear
Conservation Agreement
(SVGBCA) outlays scheduling in
the nondenning period for
designated subunits. Action
Al-ternative C does the best
job of fully compJ-yi-ng with
the SVGBCA, meeting annual
hrrrzoct ^],\'l i d-f ; ^^- -h/.1lla! vsoL vvrrYdLIvllD/ dllu

analyzing cumul-ative impacts
for al-l of the management
harvests that will occur while
this subunit is open for
nondenni-ng activities.

d. DNRC is in the finaf stages of
receiving relief from an
injunction to harvest ol-d-
growth stands that were
included in timber sales

Gn:f Srrrreezer T i mhcr Sa I e Proi er:tuvqL vYqvu-e! - "J --
P:dF TT-??



cievel ooeci rrncier DNRC's 1998
Biodiversity Guidel-ines .

Al l-hnrrnh {. hi q m:rr ho rzi or^rarl hrr

some as justificat.ion to
nrrrcrra Anf i nn A'l l. arnaJ- irro ll T

do not think that new
legislation, nor DNRCf s
:tl-omnf :f rrrlcmekinn- h:rzcq u L vrlru

rorirrnorl J- ha Iana l trncarf a intrr

crrrrnrrndinn nld crnr^rJ.h an

State .l-ands in the foreseeable
future. I woul-d not expect
real resol-ution to the old-
growth issues in time for
imn'l cmentaf inn of thiS
proj ect .

Swan River State Forest is
al-rnrrl-fncnmnlateanuv vvrrryrv !

Environmental Assessment that
addresses a salvage operation
of primarily blown-down timber
from areas classified as ol-d
growth. State statutes
^^n-arni nn <:l rreao nnorrt i nnq

(77-5-207 MCA) provide cl-earer
direction concerning harvests
within ol-d-growth stands than
for proposed management
harvests. Given that Swan
Rlver State Forest is
nr^nn< i nn l- n anJ. or nl rl-nrnur1. h

stands in the vi-cinity for
cr'l rrrno i f uri 'l I l-ro nrrrr]on1- i-n

delay management harvests
within o1d growth in this area
until a future date.
Since Action al-ternative C

meets tarqet harvest
nhlinriinnc if ic nrrrdonl- 1-n

t f u !v

do l rrr .l- ha hrrrroet i na uri l- h inusrql
o.l-d-growth stands to another
6nl- r\r nori nrl uli f h hnnaf rr I I rrgLL 

I ,

better market conditions.
Alternative C retains more big
game therma.l- cover than Actj-on
Al-ternative B.

Comments received on the DEIS
that recomrnended an
afternative were primaril-y
snl i f lrcf wcen Antion
Alternatives B and C.
Although Action Alternative B

addresses needed management

actions within more timtrer:
stands than Action Alternative
C, the political, sociaf, and
1egal uncertainty surroundinq
those actions wi-thin old-
growth stands significantly
increases the likel-ihood that
Action Al-ternative C wil_f be
successful-l-v irnpl-emented .

Suronary

Overal-l-, Action Al-ternative C best
nnmnl i ae uri f h l-'|.rp AOenr-V/ S l ecr: Iu rvYq_

requirements and the content of the
SFLMP; harvests timber in a manner
that moves Swan River State Forest
toward appropriate conditions whi_fe
balancing the recovery of val-ue with
the limiting of high-risk effects to
other valuable resources; and treats
a number of timber stands whi]-e
avoiding t.he uncertainty surrounding
the h: r\rFqf i nn nf n l d arnr^rl- h
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