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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND:  

This assessment documents the environmental analysis of a proposed action to issue a special use permit authorizing the operation and maintenance of an organizational camp that is located on National Forest System land for a period of ten years.

In 1935, the Camp Needmore Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) Company #1999 was established in Carter County, Montana on federal land.  The camp remained in use by the CCC until mid 1936.  The camp was abandoned for a number of years, with no records indicating what happened between 1936 and 1945.  From 1946 to 1973, the Carter Post #60, American Legion operated the site as an organization camp under a special use permit from the Forest Service that was issued in 1947.

In 1973 the Carter County Commissioners were issued a twenty-five (25) year special use permit to maintain and operate the Camp Needmore facility on 9.5 acres.  That special use permit has expired and the Carter County Commissioners have applied for a new permit to operate Camp Needmore as an organization camp.

Review of Forest Service records indicate that Carter County owns the following structures and improvements at Camp Needmore:

Table 1.0 Structures and Improvements Owned by Carter County

	Mess Hall/Kitchen
	Six Bunkhouses (CCC Structure)

	Tank House
	Bathroom/Shower (CCC Structure)

	Water Well and Pump House
	Two Outhouses (CCC Structure)

	Concrete Recreation Pad
	Flagpole

	Horseshoe Pit
	Parking Lot

	Two Security Lights With Power Lines                       and Poles
	Three Concrete or Metal Incinerator/Garbage Containers

	Road System That Connects the Mess Hall/Kitchen, Water Well, and Bunkhouse 
	Septic Tank Pad

	Underground 120/240 Volt Power Line
	Plastic Sewer Line that was installed in 1973

	Guard Posts
	Volleyball Court

	Trailer-Camper-Parking Area
	


A review of land status records shows the United States, through the USDA-Forest Service, owns and will reserve and retain all rights, title, and interest for all surface and subsurface minerals rights along with the right of ingress and egress thereto as well as the right to mine and remove material.  In addition, the United States, through USDA-Forest Service, owns and will reserve and retain all rights, titles, and interest to all water rights.

1.1 Proposed  Action:

Who:  The Carter County Commissioners submitted an application for a special use permit to operate Camp Needmore following expiration of their twenty-five year special use permit.  .

What:  The U.S. Forest Service, Sioux Ranger District proposes to issue a special use permit to Carter County to maintain and operate a camp facility for low cost organized recreation, youth activities and training.  Figure 1 shows Camp Needmore as it exists today. 
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The permit would authorize the following:   

1. A ten-year special use permit to Carter County;

2. Expand the special use permitted boundary to include the existing septic tank and field;

3. Waive the annual rental fee to Carter County Commissioners;

4. Require water sampling that meets Federal standards to be completed while the facility is open;

5. Require a facility inspection to be completed within the first two years of the issuance of the permit by a qualified inspector.  Complete an annual operating plan that corrects all health and safety deficiencies         during the remainder of the permit;

6. Issuance of a USDA Easement of Grant to Carter County for about 1.2 miles of NFSR 3104 that extends through Sections 23 and 24, T1N, R55E.  Upon acceptance of the Easement of Grant by Carter County, NFSR 3104, from Highway 323 to the cattle guard just past the Camp Needmore junction, would be officially a Carter County road; and

7. Issuance of a Easement of Grant to Carter County for less than 0.25 miles of NFSR 3104A that accesses Camp Needmore from NFSR 3104.

Where:  Camp Needmore is located in the Ekalaka Land Unit on the Custer National Forest, Sioux Ranger District.  Figure 2 shows a five state area with the Ekalaka Hills located in southeastern Montana.  The camp lies about six air miles southeast of the town of Ekalaka, Montana, west State Highway 323 (Figure 3).
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1.2 Project Location
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Figure 4 provides a general location of Camp Needmore that is under consideration for a 10-year special use permit.  The topographic map shows the location of Camp Needmore in relation to State Highway 323 and National Forest System Road (NFSR) 3104.  

The legal description for Camp Needmore is T1N, R58E, PMM, MT in Section 24 (Figure 5).
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1.3 Project Access

NFSR 3104 from State Highway 323 accesses Camp Needmore.  The length of NFSR 3104 that provides access to the camp is approximately 2.5 mile (Figure 6).  No new roads are needed to access Camp Needmore; therefore, no road construction will occur under this permit.

The United States, through USDA-Forest Service has the following rights of easement in T1N, R58E, PMM:

· Section 14: NE1/4SW1/4 acquired 04/07/1965 from Mary E. Olson;
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Section 14: NW1/4SE1/4 by reservation in Patent #25-82-0221 to Richard and Reta Harkins, 08/13/1982; and
· Section 14 SE1/4SW1/4 and Section 23: NE1/4NW1/4, SW1/4NE1/4 acquired 03/25/1964 from Glen and Margaret Hall.
1.3 Purpose and Need:  Issue a special use permit to maintain and operate a low cost camp facility for organized recreation, training , and youth activities. 
Goals and objectives in meeting the purpose and need of the desired condition include the following:

· To provide broad-spectrum recreation experience opportunities for the benefit and enjoyment of the public, with consideration for other forest uses and resources (CNFMP, Page 4).
· Management of the recreation resources is moderately intensive and developed recreation sites will be opened at full service level (CNFMP, Page 4).
· Meet existing recreation demand on the Custer National Forest:  The capacity of the camp would be to accommodate the existing demand for developed recreation on the Sioux Ranger District.
· Maintain Economic Viability:  The need to maintain economic viability in the short and long term is an important aspect to Camp Needmore.  The camp is used by organizations that offer recreation experiences, retreats, training, and youth activities.
1.4  Forest Plan Direction and Desired Condition:  The Custer National Forest and Grasslands Land and Resource Management Plan (hereafter, Forest Plan) provides forest-wide goals, objectives and standards as well as management area direction for proposed activities within the Custer National Forest.  The forest-wide goal for recreation management "is to provide a broad spectrum recreation experience opportunities for the benefit and enjoyment of the public, with due consideration for other forest uses and resources." (p. 4).  The forest-wide objective for recreation and affiliated resource activities notes in part that: "Management of the recreation resource is moderately intensive and developed recreation sites will be operated at a full service level" (p. 4).

The forest-wide standard for Organization Camps is found on page 14 of the Forest Plan, which notes:  "Applications for new organization camps will be considered for compatibility with Forest direction.  If compatible and approved, they will be authorized by a Special Use permit."
1.5 Federal Laws and Policies
The permit issuance needs to be consistent to term permits under Act of March 4, 1915, 38 /stat. 1101, as amended, 70 Stat. 708 (16 USC 497) for periods not over 30 years and (1) for not over 80 acres for (i) hotels, resorts, and other structures and facilities for recreation, public conveniences, or safety, (ii) industrial or commercial purposes, and (iii) education or public activities; and (2) for not over 5 acres for summer homes and stores.  A commercial use or activity is defined as “any use or activity on National Forest System lands (a) where an entry or participation fee is charged, or (b) where the primary purpose is the sale of a good or service, and in either case, regardless of whether the use or activity is intended to produce a profit.

In addition, information concerning special uses can be found in FSH 2709.11-Special Use Handbook.
1.6  Decision to be Made:  Based on the environmental consequences disclosed in the environmental analysis, Forest Supervisor, Nancy Curriden, is the Responsible Official for this proposal.  She will decide whether or not to implement the following:
· Whether or not to issue a ten-year organization camp special use permit to Carter County;

· Whether or not to issue a easement of grant to Carter County, MT for approximately 1.2 miles of NFSR 3104 that extends through Sections 23 and 24, T1N, R55E;

· Whether or not to issue a easement of grant to Carter County, MT for less than 0.25 miles of NFSR 3104A that accesses Camp Needmore from NFSR 3104;

· Whether or not to expand the existing boundary lines for the special use permit to include septic tank and field; and
· Whether or not to waive annual rental fee to the Carter County.
2.0 ISSUES, ALTERNATIVES, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
2.1 Issues:  A news release was published in the Ekalaka Newspaper (Ekalaka, MT) on May 23, 2003, outlining the proposed action.  In addition, this proposed action was listed in Custer National Forest Schedule of Proposed Actions that was mailed to more than 1700 individuals and organizations who have expressed an interest in projects undergoing NEPA analysis.  This quarterly schedule outlined Camp Needmore as a project going through the NEPA process.  In May 2003, more than 35 scoping letters were sent to potentially interested individuals, organizations, and agencies.  During the formal scoping period, 6 written responses were received.   As required under 36 CFR 215, this environmental assessment will be released for public review and comment prior to a final decision by the Custer National Forest Supervisor. 
The Forest Service identified issues through interdisciplinary internal scoping and from information received through the above external scoping.  The following issues contain components that were used to develop alternatives.  Other issues were considered but dismissed as outlined in this section.  Some issues raised were outside the scope of this analysis.  A summary of public scoping issues and how they were addressed in the analysis can be found in the project file.

2.2  Disposition of Issues 
For the purposes of this analysis, issues are defined as a dispute, conflict or diagreement of the effects of a proposed action on the environment.  Significant issues are defined as those issues used to formulate alternatives, prescribe mitigation, or analyze the effects of the proposal to the environment. [ 40 CFR 1501.7 (a)(1 & 2); 1500.4(c) and (g); and, 1502.2(b)].  Issues are grouped by the following steps:

· Issues beyond the scope of the project decision.
· Issues addressed by forest plan standards and guidelines.
· Issues that can be addressed with mitigation measures or design common to all alternatives.
· Issues that can be addressed by measuring the effects of the different alternatives and comparing/contrasting the differences.
· Issues that can be addressed by developing alternatives to the proposed action.
2.3  Issues Considered,  But Dismissed: The following issues have been considered and dismissed as issues that drive the range of alternatives for the following reasons:
2.3.1  25-Year Permit Length:  The Forest Service delegation of authority policy for a 25-year special use permit resides with the Regional Forester while the Forest Supervisor’s authority for a special use permit is up to 10-years.  Therefore, the issue to authorize the Camp Needmore special use permit for 25-years was dismissed due to the length of review time that would be requried.  A reasonable forseeable future includes a ten year time frame.  Issuance for 10 years including the proposed changes is reasonable at this time.
2.4  Issues Considered for Developing Alternatives 

Issue 1:  Heritage Resources:   The proposed action may effect the historic CCC site of Camp Needmore.  In addition, the proposed action may effect undiscovered cultural or heritage resources below the surface of the soil during ground disturbance activities during improvements or maintainance projects at Camp Needmore.

2.5 Alternatives
2.5.1  Alternatives Considered and Analyzed:  The alternatives developed from issues identified through internal and public scoping follows.
2.5.1.1  Alternative 1. Continue Existing Management:  (No Action).  Under this alternative, the special use permit would not be authorized to operate an organizational camp at Camp Needmore.  Current Custer Forest Plan management area delineation and direction would remain in place.  Non-federal improvements would need to be removed from Federal land under this alternative.
2.5.1.2  Alternative 2.  Issue a new Special Use Permit for 10 years Under Current Forest Plan Direction:  (Proposed Action).  This is the proponent's proposed action that becomes the Forest Service proposed action in this alternative.  A new special use permit would be issued for 10 years. The special use permit area would be managed under the direction outlined in Management Areas P of the Cluster Forest Plan.  No new facilities or road construction are planned for Camp Needmore.  Best Management Practices would be followed and are referenced in the Forest Service Handbook 2509.22, Soil. 

2.6  Mitigation Measures

2.6.1  Any ground disturbing activities would have to be approved in advance by the Forest Service.  Prior to any ground disturbing activity, a Forest Service archaeologist will survey and obtain state historical preservation officer concurrence before implementation of project.  

3.0 EXISTING CONDITION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: 
Existing conditions provide a baseline for analysis of the potential impacts that are examined in the Environmental Consequences (Section 4.0) portion of this document.  The biological, physical, social and economic aspects of the existing environment potential impacted by implementation of the Proposed Action or its alternatives have been studied and analyzed in accordance with NEPA.  The process involved field studies, literature searches, surveys, personal interviews, agency consultations, and public comment.  This environmental assessment utilizes information that is documented in the publications listed below:  

· Custer National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, October, 1986 (CNFLRMP).

· Final Environmental Impact Statement Custer National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, published October 1986 and Approved June 10, 1987 (FEIS-CNF).

In order to keep the size of this document to a minimum, these publications are incorporated by reference and appropriate information will be summarized and referenced where it is used.  Discussion of the issue (Heritage Resource) is presented to enable the reader to compare the existing situation with the potential effects of the alternatives.

4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES:  This section describes the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects for each issue by alternative.  A comparison of environmental effects for each alternative by issue can be found in Table 4.1.
4.1  Effects common to all Action Alternatives 
4.1.1  Steep Slopes or Highly Erosive Soils:  Camp Needmore is situated on an alluival fan with slopes ranging from 0 percent to 10 percent.  The permeability of the soil is moderately rapid with a moderate hazard for erosion (Unpublished Soil Survey for Carter County, MT, 02/07/1983).  Camp Needmore has neither steep slopes or highly erosive soils; therefore, the special use permit will have no effect.   

4.1.2  Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species:  No threatened or endangered wildlife species are known to inhabit the camp area.  Bald eagle (threatened) and black-footed ferret (endangered) were considered with this analysis (list based personal communication with Lou Hanebury, USFWS, June 10, 2003). The June 11 and September 19, 2003 field surveys indicated that no habitat for these species occurs in the SU permit area.  No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects are expected for these threatened and endangered species.  This determination was concurred by Lou Hanebury, USFWS via phone on October 2, 2003.  Mr. Hanebury also concurred that a formal BA was not necessary for this SU permit issuance due to the scale, lack of habitat and low potential for negative wildlife effects.  A written concurrence letter is pending and will be part of the project file.  The determination of effects for federally listed and USFS sensitive species are summarized in Table 4.1.2.

	Table 4.1.2. Federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed species and R1 sensitive species on the Sioux Ranger District, Custer National Forest, Montana.

	Species
	Status 
	Suitable habitat on R.D.
	Present on R.D.
	Present in project area 
	Determination of Effect3 

	Federally Listed1
	
	
	
	
	

	Bald eagle
	threatened
	Yes
	Yes, migrant
	No
	No effect

	Black-footed ferret
	endangered
	No
	No
	No
	No effect

	R1 Sensitive Species2
	
	
	
	
	

	Peregrine falcon
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	No
	No impact

	Townsend's big-eared bat
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	Potential
	No impact

	Pallid bat
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Spotted bat
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Northern goshawk
	sensitive
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No impact

	Black-tailed prairie dog
	sensitive, candidate
	Yes
	No
	No
	No impact

	White-tailed prairie dog
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	No
	No impact

	Burrowing owl
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	No
	No impact 

	Sage grouse
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	No
	No impact

	Wolverine
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Fisher
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Harlequin duck
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Northern bog lemming
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Flammulated owl
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	No
	No Impact

	Black-backed woodpecker
	sensitive
	Yes
	Yes
	Potential
	No impact

	Yellowstone cutthroat trout
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Baird's sparrow
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	Potential
	No impact

	Sprague's pipit
	sensitive
	Yes
	No
	Potential
	No Impact

	Loggerhead shrike
	sensitive
	Yes
	Yes
	Potential
	No impact

	Boreal toad
	sensitive
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Northern leopard frog
	sensitive
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No impact


1 Federally listed species based on consultation with the USFWS (Personal communication with Lou Hanebury, USFWS, June 10, 2003).  As of Feb. 4, 2000 the black-tailed prairie dog is considered a candidate species. The determination of effects for federally listed species (threatened or endangered) is limited to: (1.)  No effect; (2) May Effect - Not likely to adversely affect; (3) * May Effect - Likely to adversely affect; and (4) Beneficial effect.  * = Considered a trigger for a significant action.  Options in determination of effects for proposed federally listed species are:  (1.)  No effect; (2.)  Not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species or result in destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat;  (3.) Likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species or result in destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat.  

2 The species is listed as sensitive on Update of the Forest Service Northern Region Sensitive Species List (Bosworth, March 12, 1999).  Options in determination of effects: (1) No impact; (2) May impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species; (3) Will impact individuals or habitat with a consequence that the action may contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species; and (4) Beneficial impact.  There would be "no impact" to sensitive species determined to be absent from the project area and not included in this table. 
3 The determination is based on the presence of suitable habitat.
4.1.3  Wetlands,Floodplains or Municipal Watersheds:  Executive Order 11990, and Federal Wetland Regulations require the Federal Government to manage the land with no net loss of wetland acres.  No loss of wetlands will occur under any alternative.  Executive Order 11988 directs that any facilities built on the floodplain of a stream, whether perennial or not, must be designed so the 100-year-frequency flood will not cause a threat to lives of people involved with that facility.  This project is expected to have no effect on floodplains since no facilities are located within wetlands or floodplains.  There are no municipal watersheds located in the proposed special use permit area or in the Ekalaka Hills Land Unit (Project File).  Therefore, the project special use permit will have no effect on municipal watersheds.

4.1.4  Recreation:  March 2003, the Eastside Recreation Analysis of the Management Situation,  completed an analysis for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Custer National Forest, Gallatin National Forest, Helena National Forest, and the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  The coarse filter analysis for developed recreation  (Appendix IV, PG IV-16) indicates that the campgrounds on the Sioux District have a five (5) percent occupany rate.  The report does not indicate any changes in the occupany rate for the reasonable foreseeable future.  The report also provides analysis on dispersed recreation for the Sioux District that indicates the district has about 16,200 RVDs.  Expressed as a percentage, the Sioux District provides only 3 percent of the dispersed recreation for the Custer National Forest.  The report does not indicate any changes in the dispersed use rate for the reasonable foreseeable future.

Population trends for Carter County, MT and Harding County, SD show a decrease of 9 percent and 16 percent, respectively for the years 1992 to 2000.  The population of Carter County in 1992 was 1,489 people but by 2000 decreased to 1,360.  Harding County, SD decreased from 1,609 people in 1992 to 1,353 people in 2000.          

Camp Needmore visitors include family reunions, weddings, 4-H Campers, and hunters.  During June, July, August, October, and November of 2002, Camp Needmore had 626 visitors.  Some hunters may have been included in the total number of visitors.  In 2003, Camp Needmore registered 974 visitors and does not include hunters.

The issuance of a 10-year special use permit to operate the Camp Needmore organization camp will have “no effect” to current recreation and to recreation in the reasonable foreseeable future.

4.1.5  Wildlife:  The project area does provide habitat for a number of Habitat Indicator Species or Key Species as identified in the Custer Forest Plan (1986).  However no significant or degrading wildlife habitat or wildlife resource modification on public lands would occur with the proposed special use permit issuance primarily because of the limited habitat involved (<10 acres) and the Camp Needmore facility is not located within critical habitat.  Critical habitat is defined in the Forest Plan (pg 125) as “specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the species on which are found those physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the species and which may require special management considerations or protection.”  Table 4.1.5 outlines the predicted effects on Habitat Indicator Species and Key Species.   

The potential for mule deer, whitetail deer, wild turkey and overall wildlife habitat affects were reviewed and no foreseeable negative effects are expected.  The SU permit area may lead to short-term displacement of wildlife when the site is occupied but would not have long-term affects on wildlife populations or habitat use in the area.      

The site does not support riparian or wetland habitats.  Therefore, no effects on riparian/wetland dependant wildlife species are expected.  The area does not support extensive aspen, hardwood draw or shrubland cover types so no measurable effects are expected in these wildlife habitats.
	Table 4.1.5. Forest Plan Habitat (Management) Indicator Species and Key Species, Sioux Ranger District, Custer National Forest, Montana.

	Species  

	Type of Indicator 1
	Suitable habitat on R.D.
	Present on R.D.
	Present in project area 3
	Description of Effect
+ = Positive
0 = Neutral
- = Negative

	HABITAT INDICATORS 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Northern goshawk
	Forest: old growth
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	0 4

	White-tailed deer
	Forest: dog hair ponderosa pine
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	0

	Ruffed grouse
	Forest: aspen
	Yes
	No
	No
	0

	Western kingbird
	Forest: open savanna
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Northern oriole
	Riparian: tree
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Yellow warbler
	Riparian: shrub
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Ovenbird
	Hardwood draw: tree
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Spotted (Rufous-sided) towhee
	Hardwood draw: shrub
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Brewer sparrow
	Evergreen shrubs: sagebrush
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Sharp-tailed grouse
	Prairie grasslands
	Yes
	Yes
	Potential
	0

	Cutthroat trout
	Aquatic: cold water
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Largemouth bass
	Aquatic warm water
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	KEY SPECIES  2
	
	
	
	
	

	Elk
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	Potential
	0

	Golden eagle
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	0

	Merlin
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	Potential
	0

	Mule deer
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	0

	White-tailed deer
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	0

	Bighorn sheep
	Key (Major Interest)
	No
	No
	No
	N/A

	Pronghorn antelope
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	0

	Sharp-tailed grouse
	Key (Major Interest)
	Yes
	Yes
	Potential
	0

	Yellowstone cutthroat trout
	Key (Major Interest)
	No
	No
	No
	N/A


1  Management Indicator Species include the categories of Habitat Indicator and Key (Major Interest) Species.  Habitat Indicator species are based on the Custer Forest Plan (USFS 1986, p. 18).
2  The Key (Major Interest) Species are based on the Custer Forest Plan (USFS, Oct. 1986, see list on p. 17 and 180 of the Forest Plan; USFS, Oct. 1986b. FEIS, p. 121.  See Direction; USFS, Oct. 1986, p. 18.)  Management Indicator Species include the categories of Habitat Indicator and Key (Major Interest) Species.
3  The determination is based on the presence of suitable habitat.
4  See Forest Service sensitive species, Table 4.1.2.
Overall, no measurable direct or indirect wildlife effects are expected except for possible temporary wildlife displacement during the intermittent occupation of the camp facility that occurs mostly during the summer.  Negligible cumulative effects are anticipated because of the following:  limited size of the area; insignificant amount of habitat located on the site (<10 acres), and no critical habitat is located within the SU permit area. This project does occur within the project area boundary of Ekalaka Hazardous Fuels Project EA, where fuels treatments that may include logging and prescribed burning are currently under investigation for resource opportunities and effects.  Due to the limited affects of the SU permit issuance no additive cumulative effects are expected.    
4.1.6  Cultural Resources:  Camp Needmore was orginally constructed for CCC in the 1930’s.  Some structures remaining at the site may have been constructed by the CCC and would be considered significant in terms of NRHP.

TABLE 4.1
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES' EFFECTS, BY ISSUE
	Issues
	ALT. 1  No Action
	ALT. 2 Proposed Action

	ISSUE # 1.
Heritage Resource
	Under Alternative 1, a 10-year special use permit would not be issued to Carter County, MT to operate Camp Needmore; therefore, no unknown cultural or historical resource would be damaged below the soil surface.
	Under Alterative 2, a 10-year special use permit would be issued to Carter County, MT to operate Camp Needmore.  With the mitigation measure listed under 2.2 requiring a survey and SHPO concurrence, there would be no significant effects to undiscovered cultural or historical resources below the soil surface, and no significant effects to Camp Needmore. 


4.2  Required Disclosures and Unique Characteristics:  This section discloses information and impacts to unique characteristics of the proposed special use permit and the Ekalaka Hills Land Unit.  In addition, required disclosures are listed and impacts are noted.    

4.2.1  Congressionally Designated Areas:    Review of the Custer National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan determined that Camp Needmore is not located within or adjacent to a congressionally designated areas such as wilderness study areas or national recreation areas. (Reference CNFLRMP PG 69 and PG 67 and Appdendix C of the CNFLRMP FEIS).

4.2.2 Inventoried Roadless Areas:  Review of the Custer National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan determined that Camp Needmore is not located within or adjacent to an inventoried roadless area.  The review also indicated that the there are no inventoried roadless area on the Sioux Ranger District.  (Reference CNFLRMP, ROD, PG 22; Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation FEIS, Vol-2, PG 103). 

4.2.3  Research Natural Areas:  Review of the Custer National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan determined that the Camp Needmore is not located in a research natural areas (Reference FEIS ROD, pgs 12 and 13).

4.2.4  Native American Religious or Cultural Sites, Archaeological Sites, or Historic Properties or Areas:  Cultural and historical properties below the surface of the soil will be protected under Alternative 1 (No Action) and Alternative 2 with a mitigation measure.

4.2.5  Parklands:  The Ekalaka Hills Land Unit and the proposed project would not affect any parklands (Project File).

4.2.6  Prime Farmlands, Rangelands, and Forestlands
· Prime farmland:  The Ekalaka Hills Land Unit including the proposed special use permit area is not located in or adjacent to prime farmlands; therefore, there would be no impacts to prime farmland (Project File).

· Prime rangelands:  The Ekalaka Hills Land Unit would not contain prime rangeland because of soils and climate, and none of the proposed special use permit area would convert rangelands to other uses.  Therefore, there would be no impacts on rangelands (Project File).

· Prime forestland:  The Ekalaka Hills Land Unit including the proposed special use permit area would not convert forestlands to other uses.  All lands designated as forested would be retained as forested; therefore, there would be no impacts on prime forestlands (Project File).
4.2.7  Wild and Scenic Rivers:  There are no lands designated or proposed for Wild and Scenic Rivers on the Sioux District including the Ekalaka Hills Land Unit and project area; therefore, the proposed special use permit would not impact any wild and scenic rivers (Project File).

4.2.8  Landmarks:  The Eklaka Hills Land Unit including the proposed special use permit area does not contain a National Natural Landmark.  The closest National Natural Landmark is located in the Long Pines Land Unit located 24 airmiles southeast of Camp Needmore (Project File).

4.3  Unavoidable Adverse Effects:  There are unavoidance adverse effects in terms of soil disturbance, soil displacement, and minor soil compaction within the developed areas of the special use permit.  These effects would be centered along foot paths and around buildings.  There would be no effects outside the special use permit area.   

4.4  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources:  There are no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources as a result of implementation of the project alternatives.  No new expansions are planned under this environmental assessment nor are there plans in the foreseeable future.  

4.5  Relationship of Short-Term and Long-Term Productivity:  The Camp Needmore 10-year special use permit will not have either a short-term or long-term effect on productivity.    

4.6  Air Quality:  This proposal would not have any short-term or long-term impacts on air quality standards due to camp fires or fireplace fires inside buildings.  
4.7  American Indian Treaty Rights:  This proposal would not conflict with any treaty provisions of any tribal group.
4.8  Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential of Alternatives:  The energy consumption associated with the special use permit is insignificant.
4.9  Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations:  Executive Order 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) requires all Federal Agencies to make environmental justice part of each human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income populations affected by the permit.  There would be no adverse effects on minority or low-income populations by the issuance of the SU permit.
4.10  Water Quality:  Past and current activities at Camp Needmore has not had an effect on water quality, there issuance of the special use permit would have no effect on water quality. 
5.0  LIST OF PREPARERS
The following people contributed to this analysis:

	Name
	Description

	George Foley
	Sioux District Ranger, Custer NF

	Mark Slacks
	Custer NEPA Coordination

	Laurie Walters-Clark
	Recreation, Special Uses, Range, Minerals, and Sioux District NEPA Coordinator

	Tom Whitford
	Custer Wildlife Biologist

	Halcyon LaPoint
	Custer Archaeologist
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