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SUMMARY 
The Lewis and Clark National Forest (LCNF) proposes to revise Travel Management in the 
Little Belt, Castle, and north half of the Crazy Mountains. This Biological 
Evaluation/Assessment analyzes the potential impacts of the Proposed Plan on four species with 
status under the endangered species act: grizzly bear (threatened), gray wolf (endangered), 
Canada lynx (threatened), and sage grouse (candidate); and eleven species designated as 
sensitive by the Regional Forester: bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, flammulated owl, 
burrowing owl, black-backed woodpecker, Townsend’s big-eared bat, wolverine, northern bog 
lemming, westslope cutthroat trout, boreal toad, and greater short-horned lizard.  
 
Grizzly bear do not inhabit the project area, and the Decision Alternatives reduce the miles of 
motorized trails and roads available and the total area open to snowmobiling.  The proposed 
travel plan would have no effect on grizzly bears or their habitat. 
 
Gray wolves are transient visitors to the project area. The Decision Alternatives would reduce 
the total mileage of motorized routes and the total area available to snowmobiles in the area. The 
Decision Alternatives reduce the road densities, increase elk security habitat, decrease the 
density of trails in elk calving areas and elk and mule deer wintering areas, and improve elk 
habitat effectiveness.  Motorized and non-motorized recreation still has the potential to cause elk 
and deer to leave forest lands for private lands.  Therefore the Proposed Plan is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of gray wolves in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 
 
The Winter Decision Alternative would decrease the total area available to snowmobiles in 
winter, thus reducing the potential for dispersed snow compaction and for fragmentation of 
Canada lynx travel and foraging habitat. The Winter Decision Alternative would slightly 
increase the existing mileage of designated over-the-snow routes and roads used regularly by 
snowmobiles in order to decrease the area open to snowmobiles. Because this project is within 
secondary, unoccupied habitat for lynx and habitat values are being maintained or improved, 
there would be no effect on Canada lynx or their habitat.  
 
There are no known sage grouse leks in the project area. The Decision Alternatives would not 
alter sage habitat. Therefore the proposed plan would have no effect on sage grouse or their 
habitat. 
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DETERMINATION OF EFFECTS 
 

 SUMMER WINTER 

SPECIES ALT 1 ALT 3 ALT 4 ALT 5 Decision ALT 1 ALT 2 ALT 3 Decision
1.  Grizzly Bear NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE 
2.  Gray Wolf NLJ NLJ NLJ NLJ NLJ NLJ NLJ NLJ NLJ 
3.  Canada Lynx NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE 
4.  Sage Grouse NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE 
5.  Bald Eagle NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 
6.  Peregrine Falcon MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH NI NI NI NI NI 
7.  Flammulated Owl NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 
8.  Burrowing Owl NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 
9.  Black-backed Woodpecker  MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH 
10.  Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 
11.  Wolverine MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH 
12.  Northern Bog Lemming NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 
13.  Westslope Cutthroat Trout WIFV WIFV MIIH MIIH MIIH     
14.  Boreal Toad MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH MIIH     
15. Greater Short-horned Lizard NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

NE = No Effect 
NLAA = Not Likely To Adversely Affect 
NLJ = Not Likely to Jeopardize  
NI = No Impact 
MIIH = 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 
WIFV* = 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  
*Trigger for a Significant Action 

 
CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS 
In accordance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), its implementation regulations, and FSM 
2671.4, the Lewis and Clark National Forest is not required to request written concurrence from 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) with respect to determinations of no effect on 
gray wolf, Canada lynx, grizzly bear, and sage grouse.  
 
NEED FOR RE-ASSESSMENT BASED ON CHANGED CONDITIONS 
The Biological Assessment findings are based on the best current data and scientific information 
available.  A revised Biological Assessment must be prepared if: (1) new information reveals 
affects, which may impact threatened, endangered, and proposed species or their habitats in a 
manner or to an extent not considered in this assessment; (2) the Proposed Plan is subsequently 
modified in a manner that causes an affect, which was not considered in this assessment; or (3) a 
new species is listed or habitat identified, which may be affected by the action. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of this Biological Assessment/Evaluation (BA/BE) is to review certain USDA 
Forest Service actions on the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  The Forest proposes to determine 
which roads, trails, and airfields will be part of the designated transportation system and what 
restrictions on types of travel and/or seasons of travel will apply.     

The project area includes all National Forest System lands within the Little Belt Mountains 
(900,310 acres), Castle Mountains (79,820 acres), and north half of the Crazy Mountains (69,980 
acres) on the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  The 1,050,110 acres encompassed by the 
analysis comprise about 86% of the lands within the Jefferson Division of the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest, or 53% of the entire area managed by the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  

The effects of the proposed action on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and species 
proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act are evaluated.  A determination is made 
as to whether any of the alternatives would lead to a trend in Federal listing or in a loss of 
viability of any sensitive species or if the project may affect any U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate species. 
  
This document will consider the following threatened, endangered and sensitive species that 
either occur or have the potential to occur or be affected by the Little Belt, Castle, and North 
Half Crazy Mountains Travel Management Plan: 
 
 grizzly bear   (Ursus arctos horribilis  – threatened) 
 gray wolf   (Canis lupis – endangered) 
 Canada lynx   (Lynx canadensis – threatened) 
 sage grouse   (Centrocercus urophasianus – candidate, sensitive) 
 bald eagle    (Haliaeetus leucocephalus - sensitive) 
 American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum - sensitive) 

flammulated owl  (Otus flammeolus – sensitive) 
burrowing owl   (Athene cunicularia – sensitive) 
black-backed woodpecker (Picoides arcticus – sensitive) 
Townsend’s big-eared bat  (Corynorhinus townsendii - sensitive) 
wolverine    (Gulo gulo - sensitive) 
northern bog lemming  (Synaptomys borealis – sensitive) 
westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi – sensitive) 
western toad   (Bufo boreas – sensitive) 
greater short-horned lizard (Phrynosoma hernandesi - sensitive) 

 
The following threatened, endangered and sensitive species occur on the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest, but are not considered under the Little Belt, Castle, and North Half Crazy 
Mountains Travel Management Plan because the project area does not contain suitable habitat 
for or sightings of mountain plover (Charadrius montanus – proposed threatened), harlequin 
duck (Histrionicus histrionicus – sensitive), fisher (Martes pennanti - sensitive), or northern 
leopard frog (Lithobates pipiens – sensitive). 
 
 



CONSULTATION TO DATE 
 
On August 8, 2007, the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) website 
(http://www.fws.gov/montanafieldoffice/Endangered_Species/Listed_Species.html) provided a 
list of threatened and endangered species and species proposed for listing that may occur in or be 
affected by projects on the Jefferson Division of the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  The 
species list includes the nonessential, experimental Yellowstone population of gray wolf. 
 
CURRENT MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 
 
Programmatic management direction for the Forest is provided by the Lewis and Clark Land and 
Resource Management Plan (LRMP) (USDA Forest Service 1986), as amended.  The LRMP 
was developed using the guidelines provided by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource 
Planning Act of 1974, as amended by the National Forest Management Act of 1976.   
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

The project area includes all National Forest System lands within the Little Belt Mountains 
(900,310 acres), Castle Mountains (79,820 acres), and north half of the Crazy Mountains (69,980 
acres) on the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  The 1,050,110 acres encompassed by the 
analysis comprise about 86% of the lands within the Jefferson Division of the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest, or 53% of the entire area managed by the Lewis and Clark National Forest.  

The vicinity map (Map 1) shows the location of the Little Belt, Castle, and north half Crazy 
Mountain ranges in relation to other landmarks in Montana.  
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In December 2005, a new travel management rule took effect for all National Forest System 
lands.  The new Federal regulation directs National Forests to restrict motorized travel to 
designated roads, trails, and areas only.  All National Forests are expected to complete a planning 
process by the end of 2009 to determine what roads, trails, and areas would be designated for 
motorized travel.  This analysis is part of the planning process to select routes for designation as 
motor vehicle roads, trails and areas under the new regulation.    

Given the purpose and need, the deciding official would review the existing condition, all action 
alternatives analyzed in detail and the environmental consequences in order to make the 
following decision(s): 

Restrictions on types of travel and/or seasons of travel.   
Identify areas, roads and trails that are appropriate for various motorized modes of 
travel, and identify areas, roads, and trails that are appropriate for various non-
motorized modes of travel.   Impose seasonal or yearlong restrictions on any 
particular mode of travel based on considerations of safety, administration, public 
access, disabled access, recreational use, conflicts between uses, water quality, soil 
erosion, noxious weeds, wildlife and fisheries habitat, cultural resources and law 
enforcement.   

Roads, trails, and airfields to be part of the designated transportation system.   
Designate roads, trails, and airfields that would be recognized as system routes for 
management as part of the Forest transportation system.  

                                                              
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 
 
Under all alternatives, motorized wheeled vehicle travel off designated system roads and trails 
for parking or dispersed camping would be allowed within one vehicle (and attached trailer) 
length.  Mitigation measures developed by the interdisciplinary team would be carried out under 
all alternatives. These measures are listed in Appendix D to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS).  The Best Management Practices listed in Appendix G to the FEIS would be 
applied under all alternatives, and would help mitigate potential impacts of any alternative 
chosen.  
 
Table 1 shows the proposed miles of roads and trails by summer alternative.  Summer – 
Alternative 2 was the “proposed action” released in September 2005 for public comment.  
Summer – Alternative 2 was not analyzed in detail.  Table 2 displays the miles of over-the-snow 
routes for winter alternatives. 
 
No Action Alternatives 
 
SUMMER - ALTERNATIVE 1 
The No Action alternative provides a baseline for estimating the effects of other alternatives.  
The No Action alternative means no change from current management direction.  The 1988 
Travel Plan and the 2001 Three-State OHV Decision define travel management that is currently 
enforced on the ground.  This is the existing condition, and it would be carried forward if there 
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were no decision made to change travel management.  Under this alternative the season and type 
of use currently allowed on existing roads, trails, and areas in the Little Belt, Castle, and north 
half Crazy Mountains would not change.  Opportunities for motorized wheeled vehicle travel are 
widely dispersed throughout the three mountain ranges and vary in type and season.   
 
WINTER - ALTERNATIVE 1 
The 1988 Travel Plan defines over-snow travel management that is currently enforced on the 
ground.   This is the existing condition that most people are familiar with, and establishes a basis 
to compare the effects of other alternatives.  Under this alternative the season and type of use 
currently allowed during the winter months in the Little Belt, Castle, and north half Crazy 
Mountains would not change.  Opportunities for motorized over-snow travel are widely 
dispersed throughout the three mountain ranges and vary in type and season.   
 
Action Alternatives 
 
SUMMER - ALTERNATIVE 3 
This alternative features a network of single-track loop trails for motorcycles, and loop trails for 
ATVs in all three mountain ranges.  Non-motorized foot and horse travel is accommodated in the 
upper Tenderfoot Creek, Hoover Creek, Sawmill-Wagner Gulch, Lost Fork Judith River, Steiner 
Creek, and Yogo Creek areas of the Little Belt Mountains.  Four airstrips are also proposed in 
the Little Belt Mountains.   
 
SUMMER - ALTERNATIVE 4 
This alternative features large blocks of “quiet” non-motorized areas in the Middle Fork Judith 
Wilderness Study Area, Tenderfoot-Deep Creek, Eagle Creek, Pilgrim Creek, Hoover-Big 
Baldy, Daisy Dean-Nevada Creek, Haymaker Creek, and East Fork Spring Creek areas in the 
Little Belt Mountains.  It also features large non-motorized blocks in the west half of the Castle 
Mountains, and north half of the Crazy Mountains.  Single-track loop trails for motorcycles, and 
loop trails for ATVs are accommodated in the Calf Creek, Jumping Creek, Jefferson Creek, 
Smoky Mountain, Dry Wolf Creek, South Fork Judith River, Spring Creek, and eastern portion 
of the Little Belt Mountains.  No airstrips are proposed.   
 
SUMMER - ALTERNATIVE 5 
This alternative attempts to blend public preferences with resource concerns for all three 
mountain ranges.  It includes actions not directly considered in Alternatives 1, 3, or 4 to help 
display and compare the effects of options to address some specific issues.  It features a network 
of single-track loop trails for motorcycles, and loop trails for ATVs in the Little Belt Mountains.  
The Castle Mountains accommodates one ATV loop trail in the west half, and a network of roads 
in the east half.  One loop ATV trail in conjunction with the Gallatin National Forest is provided 
in the Crazy Mountains.  Non-motorized foot and horse travel is promoted in large blocks of 
quiet areas along the Smith River, upper Tenderfoot Creek, Pilgrim Creek, Lost Fork Judith, and 
South Fork Judith river in the Little Belt Mountains.  In the Castle Mountains there would be 
large quiet areas in the Beartrap Peak-Woodchuck Mountain area, and the Castle Mountain area; 
and the north half of the Crazy Mountains is predominantly a large area for non-motorized travel.  
Two airstrips are proposed in the Little Belt Mountains. 
 



Biological Evaluation/Assessment  ROD – Appendix C 
69 

   

Table 1:  Miles of Roads and Trails by Summer Alternatives and Decision 
 Alt. 1 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Decision 
Roads 1546.7 731.1 974.6 934.7 740.3 
Motorized Trails 703.0 787.9 422.1 545.8 625.2 
Non-Motorized Trails 346.9 361.7 781.7 519.5 573.8 
TOTAL 2596.6 1880.7 2178.4 2000 1939.3 
Eliminated roads/trails 10.2 513.7 537.4 651.3 706.0 
 
 
WINTER - ALTERNATIVE 2 
This alternative depicts an agreement between the Montana Snowmobile Association, Montana 
Wilderness Association, and other organizations for management of winter recreation in the 
Little Belt Mountains.  Forest Service managers developed the “proposed winter recreation 
action” for the Castle and north half Crazy Mountains.  This alternative is the “proposed action” 
for winter over-snow travel management that was released in September 2005 for public 
comment.  It features maintenance of the existing groomed and designated snowmobile trail 
system in the Little Belt Mountains, and provides for open snowmobiling in about half of the 
Little Belt Mountains.  Similarly, about two-thirds of the Castle Mountains, and half of the Crazy 
Mountains would remain open to snowmobiling.  Developed cross-country ski areas would be 
promoted in the Mizpah, Deadman, O’Brien Park, and Jefferson Creek areas.  Big-game winter 
ranges currently closed to snowmobiling would continue to be restricted.  Large blocks of non-
motorized quiet areas would be provided in the Middle Fork Judith WSA, Tenderfoot-Deep 
Creek-Pilgrim Creek-Dry Wolf area, and northeast end of the Little Belt Mountains.  The east 
one-third of the Castle Mountains, and the east half of the Crazy Mountains would also provide 
quiet areas.   
 
WINTER - ALTERNATIVE 3 

This alternative was developed by Forest Service managers and specialists for all three mountain 
ranges to protect big-game winter ranges, wolverine denning habitat, and cross-country ski areas.  
It includes actions not directly considered in Winter Alternatives 1 or 2 to help display and 
compare the effects of options to address some specific issues.  It features maintenance of the 
existing groomed and designated snowmobile trail system in the Little Belt Mountains, and 
provides for open snowmobiling in about two-thirds of the Little Belt Mountains.  Similarly, 
about two-thirds of the Castle Mountains, and one-third of the Crazy Mountains would remain 
open to snowmobiling.  Developed cross-country ski areas would be promoted in the Mizpah, 
Deadman, O’Brien Park, and Jefferson Creek areas.  Large blocks of non-motorized quiet areas 
would be provided in the Smith River-Deep Creek area, Thunder Mountain, Barker Mountain, 
Peterson Mountain, Big Baldy Mountain, Kelly Mountain, Bluff Mountain, and northeast end of 
the Little Belt Mountains.  The Four Mile Creek area and east one-third of the Castle Mountains; 
and the northwest corner and east half of the Crazy Mountains would also be quiet areas.   
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Table 2:  Miles of Over-The-Snow Routes by Winter Alternative 

Alternative Miles 

1 322.3 

2 431.2 

3 510.9 

Decision 438.3 
 
DECISION ALTERNATIVES 

The Summer Decision incorporates public comments and evaluation of effects documented in 
the FEIS analysis.  It is based on Summer Alternative 5 blended with parts of other alternatives.  
The Winter Decision is Winter Alternative 2 with a few minor changes. 
 
MITIGATION COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

The Interdisciplinary Team developed mitigation measures to be used as part of all the action 
alternatives.  These mitigation measures would be applied to all alternatives to minimize, reduce, 
rectify, eliminate, avoid, and/or compensate for some of the impacts to resources.  Those 
mitigation measures relevant to wildlife and fish resources are listed here. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE RESPONSIBLE OR  
AFFECTED GROUP INTENT 

Apply applicable Soil and Water Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). 

Forest Service. Minimize effects on soil and water 
resources. 

Apply applicable Noxious Weed 
Prevention Best Management Practices 
(FSM-2080, R1). 

Forest Service. Minimize spread of noxious 
weeds. 

 
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

The Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan (page 2-50, F-1) states that the Forest will “utilize 
adequate soil and water conservation practices to protect soil productivity and to control non-
point water pollution from project activities, using as a minimum, practices specified in any State 
developed “Best Management Practices”.   A project which causes excessive water pollution, 
undesirable water yield, soil erosion, or site deterioration will be corrected where feasible, or the 
project will be reevaluated or terminated.   Montana State Water Quality Standards require the 
use of reasonable land, soil, and water conservation practices as the controlling mechanism for 
non-point pollution.  Use of BMPs is also required in the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between the Forest Service and the State of Montana as part of our responsibility as the 
Designated Water Quality Management Agency on National Forest System lands.  

The practices described in Appendix G of the FEIS are tiered to the practices in FSH 2509.22 
(Soil and Water Conservation Practices Handbook) and would be incorporated into all project 
activities.  The practices were developed as part of the NEPA process, with interdisciplinary 
involvement, and meet Forest and State water quality objectives.    
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 
 
The following sections provide species and habitat accounts for the species considered in this 
document. 
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
Grizzly Bear 
Species Account 
There are no recent records of grizzly bear within the project area (Montana Natural Heritage 
Tracker database 2007). 
  
Habitat Account 
In Montana, grizzlies primarily use meadows, seeps, riparian zones, mixed shrub fields, closed 
timber, open timber, sidehill parks, snow chutes, and alpine slabrock habitats. Habitat use is 
highly variable between areas, seasons, local populations, and individuals (Servheen 1983, 
Craighead 1982, Aune 1984). Historically, the grizzly was primarily a plains species occurring in 
higher densities throughout most of eastern Montana.  There is habitat for grizzly bear in the 
project area.  This area is outside the recovery zone for grizzly bear in Montana. 
 
Gray Wolf 
Species Account 
According to the Montana Natural Heritage Tracker database (2007), there is one sighting of 
gray wolf near the project area.  On March 12, 2001 a wolf was observed in the Smith Creek 
area, off forest lands.  Wolf have also been reported from the Blacktail Hills and other locations 
in the project area. 
 
Habitat Account 
The gray wolf exhibits no particular habitat preference except for the presence of native 
ungulates within its territory on a year round basis. In Minnesota and Wisconsin, wolves usually 
occur in areas with few roads and human disturbance (Thiel 1985, Mech et al. 1988, Mech 
1989). Wolves establishing new packs in Montana have demonstrated greater tolerance of human 
presence and disturbance than previously thought characteristic of this species. They have 
established territories where prey are more abundant at lower elevations than expected, 
especially in winter (Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 2003).  There is habitat for gray wolf in 
the project area.  The project area is part of the non-essential, experiemental Yellowstone 
population area. 
 
Canada Lynx 
Species Account 
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) are known to inhabit the Little Belt Mountains. Verified lynx 
occurrence records (trapping records, museum specimens, etc.) indicate lynx historically 
occurred within the Little Belt Mountain Range (Ruggerio et al. 2000). Montana Fish, Wildlife 
and Parks (MFWP) records indicate that the last legally trapped lynx in the Little Belts occurred 
in 1980 and 1981, when three individuals were taken. However, and as is the case with many 
occurrence data in the lower 48 states, researchers are currently unsure if these data represent the 
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presence of persistent populations, or if they are simply immigrating individuals from known 
populations in northwestern Montana, Canada, or Alaska (Ibid).  
 
Furbearer snow track surveys conducted by U.S. Forest Service and MFWP biologists in various 
locations within the Little Belt Mountain Range since 1994 have found three separate track sets 
believed to be that of lynx. One of those was recorded in April 2001 was located near Hunter 
Springs (upper Lost Fork Drainage). Wildlife Biologists on the Lewis and Clark National Forest 
have been participating in a National Lynx Survey project the past three years that includes the 
Little Belt Mountain Range. The hair snagging survey in the Little Belt Mountains covers 
approximately 64,000 acres of contiguous lynx habitat. DNA results indicate that no lynx where 
found in the Little Belts during the 1999, 2000, or 2001 surveys. A Forest Wildlife Technician 
conducting this survey reported visually sighting what he thought was a lynx in September of 
2001. However, this visual observation (as well as the snow track observations mentioned 
earlier) lacks positive validation, and it is therefore uncertain if lynx individuals occur anywhere 
within the Little Belt Mountain Range at the present time.  If lynx do exist in the Little Belts, 
they likely occur at very low densities.  
 
Habitat Account 
Canada lynx require a mosaic of forest conditions, from early succession to old-growth 
coniferous and deciduous forest stands. They use areas with dense undergrowth for hunting and 
mature spruce and fir forest for denning (Koehler et al. 1979; Koehler and Brittell 1990; 
Ruggiero et al. 2000). Lynx habitat is closely associated with their primary prey, snowshoe hare. 
Lynx have special adaptations that enable them to live at high elevations and endure the cold 
winters and deep snows of the high mountains. Lynx are known to occur above 4,000 feet in 
Idaho and Montana. However, based on lynx track occurrences and the elevation break for the 
subalpine fir habitats in the Little Belts, lynx typically use habitats above 6,500 feet in elevation 
in the region. Denning habitat is described as dense, mature spruce or subalpine fir forest, with a 
high density of downfall logs (Koehler and Brittell 1990; Ruggiero et al. 2000). Minimal 
disturbance from human activities is an important feature of denning sites. The selection of 
habitat by lynx is closely linked with the habitat of its primary prey, snowshoe hare (Lepus 
americanus). In general, hares prefer mixed conifer stands for cover, with openings of shrubby 
hardwoods for feeding (Koehler 1990; Koehler et al. 1979; Ruggiero et al. 2000). 
 
The project area is considered secondary, unoccupied habitat for lynx.  The Northern Rockies 
Lynx Amendment (USDA Forest Service 2007) contains Management Direction that sets forth 
objectives, standards and goals.  In secondary, unoccupied habitat the management direction 
should be considered, but it is not required (USDA Forest Service 2007, Attachment 1, page 1) 
 
Sage Grouse 
Species Account 
There are several leks recorded in areas surrounding forest lands (Montana Natural Heritage 
Tracker database 2007).  There are; however, no records of sage grouse leks within the project 
area (Grove, personal communication 2007). 
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Habitat Account 
Sagebrush is the preferred habitat (FWP). They use 6 to 18 inch high sagebrush covered benches 
in June to July (average 213 acres); move to alfalfa fields (144 acres) or greasewood bottoms (91 
acres) when forbs on the benches dry out; and move back to sagebrush (average 128 acres) in 
late August to early September (Peterson 1969).  There is sage habitat in the project area at lower 
elevations. 
 
Sensitive Species 
 
Bald Eagle 
Species Account 
The Montana Natural Heritage Tracker Database (2007) reports breeding bald eagles along the 
Sun River, Missouri River, Dearborn River, Smith River, and Musselshell River.  Only the Smith 
River falls within the project area, however the nest is not located on Forest Service lands.  Bald 
eagle also winter on the major rivers surrounding the forest, and will opportunistically forage on 
forest lands during winter months. 
 
Habitat Account 
In Montana, as elsewhere, the Bald Eagle is primarily a species of riparian and lacustrine habitats 
(forested areas along rivers and lakes), especially during the breeding season. Important year-
round habitat includes wetlands, major water bodies, spring spawning streams, ungulate winter 
ranges and open water areas (Bureau of Land Management 1986). Wintering habitat may include 
upland sites. Nesting sites are generally located within larger forested areas near large lakes and 
rivers where nests are usually built in the tallest, oldest, large diameter trees. Nesting site 
selection is dependent upon maximum local food availability and minimum disturbance from 
human activity (Montana Bald Eagle Working Group 1994).  
 
American Peregrine Falcon 
Species Account 
There is a peregrine falcon nesting along the Smith River, at the Sunset eyrie.  This eyrie is 
located approximately 0.3 miles from trail 331.  In 2007 a possible peregrine was sighted in the 
Belt Creek Canyon between the town of Monarch and the Pilgrim Creek trailhead. 
 
Habitat Account 
Nests typically are situated on ledges of vertical cliffs, often with a sheltering overhang. Ideal 
locations include undisturbed areas with a wide view, near water, and close to plentiful prey. 
Substitute man-made sites can include tall buildings, bridges, rock quarries, and raised platforms.  
There is nesting habitat within the project area. 
 
Flammulated Owl 
Species Account 
There are no records of this species in the project area (Montana Natural Heritage Tracker 
database 2007).  No flammulated owls have been recorded on call playback surveys conducted 
on the Jefferson Division in the past twelve years. Surveys have been conducted in old-growth 
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir habitats in the project area (2002). On other Forests east of the 
Continental Divide in Montana, communal nest sites have been documented in old growth, 
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ponderosa pine and old growth Douglas-fir (in the northern Flint, east Pioneer, southeast Pintler, 
and north Sapphire Mountains). In the project area much of the low-elevation, old-growth forest 
is present with dense understories of young regenerating trees which perhaps explains the 
absence of flammulated owls in the area (Hayward and Verner 1994). 
 
Habitat Account 
Flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus) is a Forest Service sensitive species that is typically 
associated with mature to old-growth ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir habitat. Flammulated owls 
prefer open mature to old-growth forests for foraging. Foraging occurs in the lower two-thirds of 
tree crowns or more typically prey (insects) is taken from ground, grass, and shrubs (Hayward 
and Verner 1994). These owls are secondary cavity nesters (Hayward and Verner 1994). Pileated 
woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) or northern flicker (Colaptes auratus) cavities would be the 
primary cavity source in the project area. This species is adapted to forests that were historically 
maintained by fire.  Fire suppression has resulted in conversion of many ponderosa forests to 
shade-tolerant fir forests and increased the density of smaller trees.   
 
Burrowing Owl 
Species Account 
There are no records of burrowing owl within the project area (Montana Natural Heritage 
Tracker database 2007). 
 
Habitat Account 
Burrowing owls are found in open grasslands, where abandoned burrows dug by mammals such 
as ground squirrels (Spermophilus spp.), prairie dogs (Cynomies spp.) and badgers (Taxidea 
taxus) are available. Black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludoviscianus) and Richardson's ground 
squirrel (Spermophilus richardsonii) colonies provide the primary and secondary habitat for 
burrowing owls in the state. The burrows may be enlarged or modified, making them more 
suitable. Burrowing owls spend much time on the ground or on low perches such as fence posts 
or dirt mounds.  The lower elevations of the project area provide suitable habitat for this species. 
 
 
Black-backed Woodpecker 
Species Account 
Annual land bird monitoring surveys conducted in the Little Belts since 1994 detected black-
backed woodpeckers in the Little Belt Mountains in 1998 (Montana Natural Heritage Tracker 
database 2007). Surveys were completed in wildfire areas located in the Little Belt Mountains in 
1998 and again in 2001. The Harrison Wildfire of 1991 was surveyed during both years, and 
recorded sightings of black-backed woodpeckers.  The 2001 surveys of the Lost Fork Ridge 
Wildfire (2000) recorded several northern three-toed woodpeckers, but no black-backed 
woodpeckers. The 2001 surveys of the Spring Creek Wildfire of 1999 recorded multiple 
sightings of black-backed woodpeckers.  
 
Habitat Account 
The black-backed woodpecker (Picoides arcticus) is found only in North America.  Black-
backed woodpecker spend the vast majority of their feeding time excavating (Cherry 1997).  
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Black-backed woodpeckers forage primarily on wood-boring beetle larvae by utilizing 
excavation techniques to extract larvae from sapwood.  
 
The Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan identified the black-backed woodpecker as a species 
representative of cavity dependent species in mixed conifer forest types (Forest Plan, p.  2-35).  
Most research on black-backed woodpeckers indicates that they are dependent upon fires, 
particularly in the Northern Rockies which is most likely due to the abundance of wood-boring 
beetles that soon inhabit fire-killed stands. The abundance of wood-borers begins to decline after 
three years post-fire however, and the value for large numbers of black-backed woodpeckers 
appears to significantly decline after five to six years (Hutto 1995b; Powell 2000). Hutto (1995b) 
indicated that periodic fires may be critical for the long-term viability of black-backed 
woodpeckers. Although there are many bird species associated with post-fire habitats, research 
indicates that it would be difficult to find a forest bird species more restricted to a single 
vegetation cover type in the Northern Rockies than the black-backed woodpecker is to early 
post-fire habitats (Ibid).  Bark beetle infestations in stands unaffected by fire may also be 
important to black-backed woodpeckers. 
 
There is suitable habitat for black-backed woodpecker within the project area.  Most notably, the 
Middle Fork and Rugby wildfires of 2007 are expected to provide habitat for the next several 
years. 
 
Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
Species Account 
Townsend’s big-eared bat were located in Lick Creek Cave in August 1999 (Montana Natural 
Heritage Tracker database 2007).  Recent surveys have documented Townsend’s big-eared bats 
in the nearby Judith and Little Rocky Mountain Ranges (MT Natural Heritage Program 1997, 
2000).     
 
Habitat Account 
Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus tendsendii) is a Forest Service sensitive species. The 
species is considered globally secure in population numbers and distribution, but locally 
imperiled because of its rarity and specialized habitat needs (MT Natural Heritage Program 
2002). Townsend’s big-eared bats feed on insects, often showing an affinity for riparian areas 
(Torquemada and Cherry 1995).  This species occurs in a wide variety of habitats.  Its 
distribution tends to be geomorphically determined and is strongly correlated with the 
availability of caves or cave-like roosting habitat (e.g., old mines). This species is colonial with 
relatively strict roosting requirements, unlike species that seek refugia in crevices; they form 
highly visible clusters on open surfaces (e.g., domed areas of caves or attic ceilings). The most 
significant roosts, those having the largest aggregations and those most critical to population 
survival, are the winter hibernacula and the summer maternity roosts. Summer roost sites are 
typically caves or cave-like structures, but Townsend’s big-eared bat has also been observed 
using large, hollowed boles of snags. Townsend’s big-eared bats have been found at locations in 
western and south-central to eastern Montana.   
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Wolverine 
Species Account 
There are records of wolverine sightings or harvest within the project area dating from 2004, 
2001, 2000, 1999, 1998, 1996, 1994, 1992, 1991, 1990 and farther back (Montana Natural 
Heritage Tracker database 2007). 
 
Habitat Account 
Wolverines (Gulo gulo) range widely, from subalpine talus slopes to big game winter ranges at 
low elevations. A distinct seasonal, elevation pattern was documented in Montana, with 
wolverines occupying higher ranges during the snow-free season as compared to winter. 
However, through track surveys and visual sightings, wolverines appear to use high elevations 
(greater than 6,500 feet) in the Little Belts yearlong.  In the spring, wolverines may frequent 
riparian habitats (Hornocker and Hash 1981).  Seventy percent of 576 radio-relocations of 
wolverines studied in the South Fork of the Flathead River were "in medium or scattered mature 
timber, with strong selection for forests featuring alpine fir, while the rest were primarily 
ecotonal areas. Dense young timber, burns, and wet meadows were rarely used, and there were 
no relocations in logging clearcuts” (Hornocker and Hash 1981). Food availability seems to have 
been the primary factor determining movements and habitat use. Mature or intermediate timber 
stands, especially edge and ecotonal areas such as around cliffs, slides, basins, and meadows, 
were preferred habitat. Wolverine have been reported to: "...occasionally cross clearcuts, but 
usually in a straight line and at a running gait, as compared to more leisurely and meandering 
(hunting) patterns in timber" (Hornocker and Hash 1981). 
 
Wolverine are primarily scavengers. Many authors report carrion as a significant portion of 
winter diet, while other food items may include ground squirrels, marmot, snowshoe hares, mice 
and voles, and blueberries. Common winter foraging behavior involves searching for caches 
made by itself, other wolverines, or other carnivores. The presence of other predators is 
important to wolverine because of their reliance on carrion. There does not appear to be any 
single habitat type that can be identified as critical for the species, but large, isolated areas 
supporting a diverse prey base and diversity of habitats are believed to be required. However, 
forest cover may be important in some areas to escape predation by other predators.   
 
Wolverines breed from late spring to early fall, but most breeding occurs during early summer. 
From one to five kits, generally two or three, are born from February through April. The kits 
grow rapidly, are weaned beginning in 7 to 8 weeks, and leave the den at 12 to 14 weeks. They 
reach adult size by early winter (Rausch and Pearson 1972; Wright and Rausch 1955). Den sites 
have been found in a variety of situations. Dens may be made under tree roots, under fallen logs, 
under boulders, in caves, in burrows under overhanging banks, talus habitats or in deep snow.   
Potential denning habitat is identified as those areas above 6,500 feet elevation lacking 
vegetation; these areas were classified as rock or snow/icefields in the Forest’s landcover 
database (source: MT Gap Analysis; Wildlife Spatial Analysis Lab, The University of Montana 
2002). 
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Northern Bog Lemming 
Species Account 
There are no sightings of northern bog lemming within the project area (Montana Natural 
Heritage Tracker database 2007). 
 
Habitat Account 
Northern bog lemmings in Montana have been found in at least nine community types, including 
Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir, birch, willow, sedge (Carex), spike rush (Eleocharis), or 
combinations of the above, often occurring in wet meadows, fens, or bog-like environments. 
Wright (1950) captured lemmings in a swampy area containing spruce trees, timothy, alder and 
other moist-site plants (Wright 1950). The Upper Rattlesnake Creek specimen was captured in a 
wet-sedge/bluejoint meadow near subalpine fir (Adelman 1979). Areas with extensive moss 
mats, primarily sphagnum, are the most likely sites in which to find new populations (Wright 
1950, Reichel and Beckstrom 1994, Reichel and Corn 1997, Foresman 2001a).  
 
Throughout their range a variety of habitats are occupied, especially near the southern edge of 
the global distribution, and include sphagnum bogs, wet meadows, moist mixed and coniferous 
forests, montane sedge meadows, krummholz spruce-fir forest with dense herbaceous and mossy 
understory, alpine tundra, mossy streamsides, and even sagebrush slopes in the case of S. b. 
artemisiae in British Columbia (Clough and Albright 1987). Typically, occupied habitat has high 
moisture levels. The northern bog lemming occupies burrow systems up to a foot deep, and also 
surface runways. Young are born in nests that may be underground or on the surface in 
concealing vegetation. 
 
Westslope Cutthroat Trout 
Species Account 
Westslope cutthroat trout (WCT) are the only trout species native to the project area and occur in 
the upper reaches of approximately 50 streams in the Belt Creek, Smith River and Judith River 
drainages.  WCT occupy less than 10% of their estimated historical range in this part of 
Montana.  The remaining populations are typically isolated in less than 5 miles of habitat and 
many are vulnerable to ongoing threats from hybridizing and competing non-native fish, 
primarily rainbow and brook trout.  Anglers are required to release all cutthroat trout, but some 
hooking mortality, misidentification and poaching is likely occurring. The Forest Service is a 
signatory to a Conservation Agreement for cutthroat trout in Montana, and the Lewis and Clark 
Forest is actively engaged in numerous partnership projects to monitor, protect and where 
feasible, restore WCT (Moser et al. 2007).  Consequently, the status of most WCT populations is 
known from surveys within the last ten years, and many populations are surveyed annually.   
 
Habitat Account 
WCT prefer coldwater streams with relatively clean substrates, particularly in spawning areas, 
and sufficient flows from late summer through winter to maintain pool depths.  Native WCT 
have been largely hybridized in or completely displaced from the lower reaches of project area 
streams, partly due to habitat changes such as warmer water temperatures and higher sediment 
levels that create competitive advantages for non-native trout.  Even headwater streams are 
vulnerable to being taken over from WCT by brook trout.  Although displacement of WCT has 
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also occurred in near-pristine streams, human activities including the development of the travel 
system has adversely affected some WCT habitats. 
 
Western Toad 
Species Account 
There are several known breeding sites for western toads in the Smith River and Judith River 
basins.  Breeding is sporadic and inconsistent from year to year.  Adult toads have been observed 
along riparian areas and occasionally in the uplands within the project area.  Local population 
trends are unknown, but abundance of the species in Montana is believed to have declined from 
historical levels (Werner et al. 2004).  
 
Habitat Account 
All breeding sites are associated with riparian areas and are typically shallow silt-bottom ponds 
with mostly open canopies that allow for quick solar warming in spring.  Fish are usually not 
present at the site but may occupy adjacent waters.  Adult toads can migrate considerable 
distances to gather at spawning sites, but no distinct migration corridors have been identified in 
the project area.  Multiple spawning episodes are known to occur, and tadpoles of different sizes 
are often present at a single site.  Success of later spawning efforts is dependent on breeding sites 
retaining adequate water levels through the larval development and metamorphosis period.  
Juvenile toads disperse widely from breeding sites.  Adult toads seek cover and refuge in 
vegetation, woody debris and animal burrows between foraging periods. 
 
Greater Short Horned Lizard 
Species Account 
There are no records of greater short horned lizard within the project area (Montana Natural 
Heritage Tracker database 2007). 
 
Habitat Account 
Habitat use in Montana is poorly described, but appears to be similar to other regions. Reports 
mention individuals on ridge crests between coulees, and in sparse, short grass and sagebrush 
with sun-baked soil (Mosimann and Rabb 1952, Dood 1980). On the southern exposures of the 
Pryor Mountains, Carbon County, individuals occur among limestone outcrops in canyon 
bottoms of sandy soil with an open canopy of limber pine-Utah juniper, and are also present on 
flats of relatively pebbly or stony soil with sparse grass and sagebrush cover 
(http://fwp.mt.gov/fieldguide/). 
 
 
EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The proposed project is analyzed for its effects to both the species considered, and to the species 
habitat and habitat components.  The analysis area used will be the watershed or watersheds for 
most species; the hunting district for game species; and the Lynx Analysis Unit (LAU) for lynx.  
Effects are described in general for all alternatives.  Specific differences between alternatives are 
also described. 
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Grizzly Bear 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
The project area supports potential habitat, but habitat is outside the Recovery Zone and the 
current known distribution of grizzly bear.  Populations do not exist in the Little Belt, Castle, or 
Crazy Mountains.  Implementation of the project would have no effect on grizzly bear or its 
habitat for any alternative. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
There are no cumulative effects to grizzly bear, as there are no direct or indirect effects for any 
alternative. 
 
Gray Wolf 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
The main direct effect to any individuals passing through the project area would be disturbance.  
At the current time there are no known rendezvous or den sites in the Little Belt, Castle or Crazy 
Mountains.  Individuals located in the project area are likely transient, migratory individuals.  
Disturbance due to motorized or non-motorized use may result in an individual leaving an area 
or moving away from the source of disturbance.  This could result in increased energetic costs 
and movement into less suitable habitat.   
 
Table 3 shows the acres, by sixth code watershed, of land that will be impacted by new trail and 
road construction.  The total acres impacted are very small for each alternative.  The Decision 
impacts just under 30 acres, with no more than 7.1 acres in any one watershed.  These newly 
constructed trails and roads would results in small, linear openings in habitat, and would slightly 
increase habitat fragmentation in the watersheds where they occur.  The exact type of habitat 
impacted is unknown at this time.  Alternative 1 proposes no new road or trail construction and 
therefore would not impact additional habitat.  Alternative 3 proposed the most new 
construction.   
 
As wolves are habitat generalists the impacts of new construction would primarily come from 
impacts to prey species.  The impacts to big game is analyzed in the FEIS, and summarized here.  
Each action alternative reduces the miles of open roads, to various degrees, over the existing 
condition; eliminates roads and trails; and changes the miles of motorized and non-motorized 
trails as shown in Table 1.  This changes impact elk security and habitat effectiveness, as 
discussed in the EIS, with the intent of keeping elk on the forest for longer periods.  If gray wolf 
recolonize the project area alternatives that keep ungulates on forest lands would benefit the 
species. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
Timber harvest activities within one mile of den and rendezvous sites have the potential to 
displace wolves.  Since there are no known den or rendezvous sites, no cumulative affects are 
expected related to timber harvest activities. 
 
 Grazing activities could negatively impact prey of grey wolves.  At this time, elk populations in 
all hunting districts within the project area are at or above objective levels. 
 



Table 3:  Acres of Land Impacted by New Trail and Road Construction by Sixth Code 
Watershed and Alternative 
 

 

Watershed 
number 

Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Decision 

100301030701 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.4 
100301030702 0 0 0 0.4 
100301030703 2.3 0 2.8 3.0 
100301030901 1.5 0 0 0 
100301030902 1.0 0 0 0 
100301031005 2.2 2.1 3.3 3.3 
100301031006 1.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 
100301050101 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 
100301050102 2.1 0 0 0.4 
100301050104 0 0 0.3 0.5 
100301050203 1.9 0 1.5 7.1 
100401030101 6.5 0 0 0 
100401030104 2.8 0 3.8 4.6 
100401030105 11.8 0 0 0 
100401030106 12.1 6.8 6.2 5.1 
100401030203 3.6 0 1.3 1.4 
100401030204 1.6 0 1.6 1.6 
100401030303 0.2 0 0.2 0.2 
TOTAL 52.6 10.8 23 29.5 

 
Canada Lynx 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Motorized and non-motorized recreation has the potential to disturb lynx in the project area.  
Disturbance would be most detrimental during the breeding and kitten rearing season.  At this 
time, the project area is considered unoccupied; therefore, disturbance is not anticipated. 
 
The FEIS includes an analysis of the effects of the winter alternatives on snow compaction by 
looking at area open to snowmobiling and miles of roads and routes available by alternative.  
Each of the action alternatives reduces the area open to snowmobiling by Lynx Analysis Unit 
(LAU), and reduces, overall, the miles of roads and routes available to snowmobiling.  There a 
several specific LAUs where the miles of roads and routes available to snowmobiling increases 
in order to reduce the area open to snowmobiling.  This follows Objective HU O1 and Guideline 
HU G10 in the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction Record of Decision (USDA 
Forest Service 2007). 
 
Table 4 shows the acres of land impacted by the summer Decision Alternative for new trail 
construction.  There are no new roads proposed within any LAUs.  Loss of 9.9 acres of habitat 
across 7 LAUs is a minor impact to lynx habitat.  In three of the LAUs (LB1, LB13, and LB20) 
there may be a localized reduction in snowshoe hare habitat, depending on the existing habitat 
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type at the new trail construction site.  Again, this is a minor habitat area and the loss of habitat 
will occur in a linear, six foot wide strip. 

 
Table 4:  Acres Impacted by Trail Constructed, Decision Alternative 

LAU LB1 LB4 LB8 LB9 LB13 LB14 LB20 TOTAL 
acres 2.2 0.5 0.4 0.7 3.5 0.4 2.3 9.9 

 
Cumulative Effects 
Timber and fuel reduction activities in the project area have the potential to reduce available 
habitat for lynx and snowshoe hare.  Standards and Guidelines in the Northern Rockies Lynx 
Management Direction, although not required, will be followed and will maintain habitat for 
lynx in this unoccupied habitat. 
 
Sage Grouse 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
There are no known sage grouse leks within the project area, therefore there will be no 
disturbance to this species during the breeding season.  There is habitat for this species, however, 
trail and road construction is not planned through sage habitat, and therefore there will be no 
change to habitat for sage grouse. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
There are no direct or indirect effects to sage grouse from any alternative, therefore there are no 
cumulative effects. 
 
Bald Eagle 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
There are no nesting bald eagles within the project area, therefore there will be no disturbance to 
breeding bald eagles.  Foraging eagles may use the project area, especially during the winter.  A 
primary source of food found on the forest during winter months is carrion.  Disturbance from 
motorized or non-motorized recreation could displace eagles from prey.  Because the availability 
and location of carrion is unpredictable in relation to roads and trails this effect can not be 
quantified.  The localized nature of recreation activities in comparison to the foraging area of 
bald eagles limit the degree of this impact.  It is likely that eagles disturbed from a carcass will 
return when the disturbance is past. 
 
None of the alternatives will result in changes to nesting habitat for eagles.   
 
Cumulative Effects 
There are no direct or indirect effects to bald eagle habitat, therefore there are no cumulative 
effects to bald eagle habitat.  Any activities that result in increased energetic demands during 
winter, for example extreme cold weather or iced over rivers, will contribute to impacts 
associated with disturbance of winter foraging due to recreation activities.   
 



Biological Evaluation/Assessment  ROD – Appendix C 
82 

   

Peregrine Falcon 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Peregrine are susceptible to disturbance at the eyrie (nest site) both from above and below.  
Disturbance from below (rock climbers, boaters, etc.) is generally more of a concern, however 
common practice is to place a ½ mile closure area around the eyrie location to protect the birds 
from disturbance until the young have fledged.  Road 311 is located approximately 0.3 miles 
from the eyrie in the existing condition and is closed from December 1 to May 15 for elk and 
deer wintering habitat.  This does not protect the peregrine from disturbance during nesting 
under alternative 1.  The action alternatives close the road to vehicles yearlong.  Alternative 3 
allows ATVs and motorcycles to use the trail during the nesting season.  Alternatives 4 and 5 
close the trail to ATVs and motorcycles from September 1 to June 30, which includes most of 
the nesting season.  The Decision Alternative closes the trail to all motorized access.  Non-
motorized use is allowed on the trail year round by all alternatives.  Non-motorized use is likely 
not to disturb nesting peregrine at 0.3 miles distant because the sound would not carry as far as 
motorized recreation. 
 
There would be no loss of peregrine falcon habitat or prey habitat under any of the alternatives. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
This peregrine eyrie is located on the Smith River, which receives a large volume of float traffic 
each year.  It is likely that the peregrine is habituated to the disturbance, due to the persistence of 
the eyrie over time, however the additional disturbance of road 311 adds to the existing 
disturbance of the river. 
 
Flammulated Owl 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Any flammulated owl in the project area could be disturbed by motorized or non-motorized 
recreation occurring in the area.  As there are no known flammulated owls in the project area 
disturbance is not expected. 
 
New trail and road construction under any alternative will not result in loss of flammulated owl 
habitat as old growth or mature forest will not be removed for these activities. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
There will be no cumulative effects to flammulated owls as there are no direct or indirect effects. 
 
Burrowing Owl 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Burrowing owl are not located within the project area, therefore there will be no disturbance to 
this species from any of the alternatives.  There will be no changes to this species habitat from 
the proposed trail and road construction. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
There will be no direct or indirect effects to burrowing owls, therefore there will be no 
cumulative effects to this species from any of the alternatives. 
 



Biological Evaluation/Assessment  ROD – Appendix C 
83 

   

Black-backed Woodpecker 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Black-backed woodpeckers in the vicinity of trails or roads could be disturbed by traffic or 
recreational use of the trails.  This could result in less time spent foraging, increased energy 
expenditure if birds exhibit defensive behavior near a nest, or nest abandonment in extreme 
cases.  Black-backed woodpeckers are considered closely associated with burned areas.  Trails in 
the Rugby and Middle Fork fires of 2007 could disturb black-backed woodpeckers that move 
into these fire areas.  Since it is unknown if black-backed woodpeckers will move into these 
areas this effect is unknown at this time. 
 
None of the alternatives will result in loss of habitat for this species. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
Fire suppression has resulted in loss of habitat for this species over time, and in recent years has 
resulted in large wildfires and a surplus of habitat in large blocks over much of Region 1.  As this 
project will not change habitat it will not add to cumulative impacts of fire suppression. 

General recreation activities (camping, fishing, woodcutting, etc.) can also lead to disturbance to 
this species.  These activities are not concentrated, and the effect would be expected to be minor. 
 
Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Townsend’s big-eared bat roosts in caves, therefore the project will not alter roosting habitat for 
this species.  The species forages over riparian areas.  The removal of habitat under any of the 
action alternatives will not occur in riparian habitat, therefore prey will not be impacted. 
 
Recreational activities will not result in disturbance to foraging Townsend’s big-eared bats, as 
these species forage at night.  It is unlikely that recreational activities will disturb roosting 
individuals, as they roost in caves. 
 
Cumulative effects 
There will be no cumulative effects to Townsend’s big-eared bat, as there are no direct or 
indirect effects to this species. 
 
Wolverine 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Wolverine are present in the project area and may be disturbed by recreational activities.  This is 
especially true of snowmobiling activities near mapped denning habitat.  This was analyzed in 
the FEIS.  Winter Alternative 3 provides the least amount of snowmobile activity within 1 km of 
mapped denning habitat.  Winter Alternative 2 and the Winter Decision Alternative provide for 
less snowmobile activity within 1 km of mapped denning habitat than the existing condition.   
 
Because wolverine is such a wide ranging species, the habitat impacts due to new trail 
construction under any alternative will be of no consequence to any wolverine in the area. 
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Cumulative Effects 
Concentrated winter recreational use, such as occurs in play areas or ski areas, can also cause 
disturbance to wolverine.  Showdown Ski Area is located within the project area.  It is likely any 
wolverine avoid this area due to the concentrated use it receives. 
 
Northern Bog Lemming 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
There are no known bog lemmings within the project area, therefore there will be no disturbance 
to this species from any of the alternatives.  There will be no effect to this species habitat, as we 
avoid boggy, wet areas when constructing trails and roads. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
There are no known direct or indirect effects to this species from any alternative, therefore there 
are no cumulative effects. 
 
Westslope Cutthroat Trout 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Travel management affects WCT directly and indirectly because roads and trails can deliver 
sediment to streams, which degrades habitat quality.  When roads and trails cross streams, they 
inevitably alter natural channel morphology or disrupt stream stability.  The transportation 
system can also reduce security for WCT populations, resulting in more fishing pressure and risk 
of disease or unwanted species introductions.  Potential habitat impacts were evaluated by 
considering length of roads and trails within 100 feet of WCT streams and number of stream 
crossings for each alternative.  Effects from known (surveyed or observed) problem roads or 
trails were also considered.  This analysis is described fully in the FEIS.  Winter travel 
management would have only minor effects on aquatic habitats and is therefore not believed to 
have significant effects on WCT.     
 
Cumulative Effects 
Effects from recreation, grazing, mining, logging and non-native fish are acknowledged and 
listed for each WCT watershed in the FEIS.  These past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions can tip the balance of viability for WCT populations in the project area.  In fact, 
hybridization with and competition from non-native trout may ultimately determine viability for 
some WCT populations, regardless of impacts from roads and trails or other human actions that 
affect habitat conditions.  The complexity of these interactions and lack of quantitative 
information on magnitude of effect makes analysis very difficult.  Ultimately, professional 
judgment on risk levels must be used to make a determination.  
 
Western Toad 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Although survey information is limited, there is no evidence that travel management is affecting 
distribution or abundance of western toads in the project area.  Motorized travel would need to 
be concentrated near a breeding site or across a migration corridor in order to cause enough 
mortality to potentially affect population viability of western toads.  This is not believed to be the 
case.  Instead, availability of suitable breeding ponds and seasonal precipitation to sustain water 
levels through larval development periods are likely the major factors affecting toad populations 
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in the project area.  Other factors such as increased ultraviolet radiation and chytrid fungus 
disease may also be influencing western toad abundance in Montana, although no obviously sick 
or dying toads have been found in the project area.  Winter travel management would have only 
minor effects on aquatic habitats and is therefore not believed to have significant effects on 
western toads which would be secure in hibernacula at that time. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
Because direct or indirect effects on western toads have not been detected for travel management 
in the project area, the potential for cumulative effects was determined to be insignificant. 
 
 
Greater Short-horned Lizard 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
Any individuals of this species located near motorized trails or roads could be killed if hit by a 
vehicle, or could be disturbed by recreationists.  If disturbed lizards could pay energetic costs in 
terms of thermoregulation or foraging.  There are no known greater short-horned lizards in the 
project area, therefore, this effect is not anticipated.   
As is the case for sage grouse, there will be no habitat loss for this species with habitat changes 
for new trail construction.  
 
Cumulative Effects 
There will be no cumulative effects as there are no direct or indirect effects for this species. 
 
Compliance with Management Direction 
 
The proposed project meets standards and guidelines for wildlife and fish as set forth in the 
Forest Service Manual and the Lewis and Clark LRMP of 1988, as amended. 
 
DETERMINATIONS 
 
Threatened/Endangered Species 
 
The proposed project has no habitat for the mountain plover in or near the project area.  There 
will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects to grizzly bear, Canada lynx, or sage grouse, 
therefore it is my determination that the Little Belt, Castle, and North Half Crazy Mountain 
Travel Management Plan will not affect these species. 
 
In the final rule for reintroduction of wolves to Yellowstone National Park and Central Idaho, 
published in the Federal Register on November 22, 1994, the USFWS concluded that the gray 
wolf reintroduction does not conflict with existing or anticipated federal actions (Federal 
Register vol. 59, No. 224, page 60252).  Specifically, the USFWS stated, “…there are no 
conflicts envisioned with any current of anticipated management actions of the Forest Service…”  
Therefore, implementation of any of the alternatives is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the gray wolf in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 
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Sensitive Species 
 
The proposed project has no habitat for the harlequin duck, fisher, or northern leopard frog in or 
near the project area.  There will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects to bald eagle, 
flammulated owl, burrowing owl, Townsend’s big-eared bat, northern bog lemming, or greater 
short-horned lizard; therefore, it is my determination that the Little Belt, Castle, and North Half 
Crazy Mountain Travel Management Plan will have no impact on these species. 
 
The project may cause disturbance to peregrine falcon, black-backed woodpecker, or wolverine.  
For these reasons, it is my determination that the Little Belt, Castle, and North Half Crazy 
Mountain Travel Management Plan 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 for all alternatives for black-backed woodpecker and wolverine, and for Alternatives 1, 3, 
4, and 5 for peregrine falcon.  Because it closes road 311 to motorized traffic, it is my 
determination that the Summer Decision Alternative has No Impact to peregrine falcon. 
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