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Chapter 1  Purpose of and Need for Action

Introduction

T

he Forest Service has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal and state laws and regulations.  This document discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action and alternatives.  

Specifically, this EA describes the environmental effects of a proposal to make changes to the motorized travel system on the Fort Pierre National Grassland (FPNG). The FPNG has had an order in place since 1977 addressing the existing Forest Developed Roads (FDRs, which are the same as Forest System Roads/Routes and designated roads/routes for this document).  The order restricts motorized vehicles to FDRs from September 1 to November 30 annually.   The reason for this three month restriction was to protect various resources and improve recreational experiences for users at that particular time of year.  The three month restriction coincides with the greater part of the big game and upland game bird hunting seasons that result in a particularly heavy public use period for the grassland.  However, the designated road system was poorly marked and difficult for the public to determine access points to the public land for a number of years.   Public use and awareness has increased over the years to bring added impacts from motorized travel throughout the year.
The National Travel Management Rule (TMR) became effective on November 9, 2005 requiring that motorized travel be restricted to designated routes.  Therefore, this EA proposes changes to the Fort Pierre National Grassland’s existing designated route system, which includes selecting additional routes to be a part of the final designated road system, and closure of undesignated routes.  User-created or non-system roads are created primarily by people driving motorized vehicles off designated roads.  Travel off designated routes can and does create impacts on the landscape even with very little repeat travel.  This document also describes methods for closing routes that are not designated as part of the system. Map 1 Vicinity shows the area within which these changes will occur.  All maps can be found in Appendix B.
The TMR exempts over-snow vehicles (i.e. snowmobiles) from the mandatory designation theme; yet the Fort Pierre National Grassland believes that cross-country use of snowmobiles presents a similar set of management issues and environmental impacts as cross-country use of other types of motorized vehicles.  Furthermore, there is nothing in the final rule that prohibits the ability of Forest Service managers to take appropriate action to regulate over-snow vehicle use, and the TMR retains the manager’s ability to allow, restrict, or prohibit over-snow vehicle use at a Forest or District level (Final Rule, 2005).  Therefore, this document also analyzes the effects of such vehicles.    

In addition to the Proposed Action, the EA also describes and compares environmental consequences of implementing the No Action Alternative and an additional action alternative (Additional Recreational Access).  Alternatives were designed to address issues raised during the scoping process (40 CFR 1501.7); to help achieve the goals and objectives of the Nebraska National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FLRMP); and to implement the 2005 National Travel Management Rule.  The final Nebraska National Forest and Grassland Plan directs the Fort Pierre National Grassland to continue with motorized restrictions (Standard, Chapter 2, page 71).  As stated in Chapter one of the FLRMP “Management requirements set minimum standards that must be met or exceeded while achieving the goals and objectives.”
This EA is tiered to the Forest Plan and to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Forest Plan. Tiering means that Forest Plan and Forest Plan FEIS information is incorporated by reference in this document rather than repeated. Tiering is used to reduce paper work as stated in 40 CFR 1500.4 and 40 CFR 1502.20. The Forest Plan and the FEIS are on file at the Nebraska National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 125 N. Main St., Chadron, NE  69337.  They are also available on the Internet at:  http://www.fs.fed.us/ngp/docs.html.

An EA is not a decision document. It is a document disclosing the environmental effects of implementing the Proposed Action and alternatives to that action. The EA will be available for a 30- day public review and comment period beginning the day after a legal notice announcing the availability of the EA is published in the newspaper of record Capital Journal (Pierre, SD).  The purpose of the comment period is to provide an opportunity for the public to provide meaningful comments on this EA prior to a decision being made.  Following public review, a decision will be documented in a separate Decision Notice (DN) signed by District Ranger, Anthony W. DeToy. The DN will specify which alternative was selected for implementation and the rationale for the decision.  
Definition of Commonly Used Terms
All-terrain Vehicle (ATV) Trail – A motorized trail designed to accommodate vehicles 50 inches or less in width.

Closed Roads/Routes – Roads that are closed to the public, but open for administrative or permitted use.

Decommission – Activities that result in the stabilization and restoration of unneeded roads or trails to a more natural state. The road or trail is permanently removed from the transportation system and closed to all motorized vehicles. Activities range from blocking the entrance, scattering boughs on the roadbed, revegetating and water barring, to removing fills and culverts, reestablishing drainage-ways, pulling back shoulders, and recontouring the slopes.

Designated Route/Road – A National Forest System Road that is designated for motor vehicle use pursuant to 36 CFR 212.51 in a use map.

Level 2 Roads – a travel lane, a 50 inch vehicle width or two tracks wide with no improved surface (i.e. gravel).
Motor Vehicle – Any vehicle which is self-propelled, other than:

(1) A vehicle operated on rails; and

(2) Any wheelchair or mobility device, including one that is batter-powered, that is designed solely for use by a mobility-impaired person for locomotion, and that is suitable for use in an indoor pedestrian area.

Motor vehicle use map (MVUM) – A map reflecting designated roads, trails, and areas on an administrative unit or a Ranger District of the National Forest System.

Motorcycle Trail – A single-track motorized trail whose tread is generally between 12 to 18 inches in width.
National Forest System Road/Route (FSR) – Any road that is wholly or partly within, or adjacent to, and serving the National Forest System. FSRs are necessary for the protection, administration, and utilization of the National Forest System and the use and development of its resources.  Also known as Forest Developed Roads.
Off-road Vehicle (ORV) (Also known as Off-highway Vehicle (OHV) - Any motor vehicle designed for or capable of cross-country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other natural terrain. Examples of ORVs include motorcycles, ATVs, and 4-wheel drive vehicles.  
Over-snow vehicle – A motor vehicle that is designed for use over snow and that runs on a track or tracks and/or a ski or skis, while in use over snow (i.e. snowmobile).
User-Created Routes/Roads – Any routes on National Forest System lands that are not managed as part of the forest designated route system, such as unplanned roads, abandoned travelways, and off-road vehicle tracks that have not been designated and managed as routes.  They are also known as undesignated routes.  
Background Information

Fort Pierre National Grassland (FPNG) is comprised of approximately 116,000 acres of federal land located south of Pierre, South Dakota, north of Interstate 90, and west of the Lower Brule Indian Reservation.  Topography ranges from flat to gently rolling hills to large drainages with relatively steep slopes to creeks flowing toward the Bad and Missouri Rivers.  Average precipitation is about 19.8 inches annually, which supports a prairie of mixed grasses.

Historically through a special order, the Fort Pierre National Grassland has been limiting motorized travel to Forest Development Roads on the grassland from September 1 to November 30 annually.  This seasonal restriction has been in effect since 1977.  Currently the FPNG manages approximately 64 miles of National Forest System Roads (FSRs).  These roads are open year-round to motorized travel, and are the only motorized travel routes available during the seasonal restriction.

Motorized travel is unrestricted from December 1 through August 31, on the entire grassland except for two areas which are closed year round.  These areas are the 320 acre Richland Wildlife Area and the 1030 acre Mallard South Research Natural Area (RNA).  In addition to the managed road system, the grassland contains roughly 172 miles of user-created or undesignated roads (see Map 2 Alternative 1 – No Action).  
Presently there are no specialized ORV trails (i.e. ATV, motorcycle, etc) for recreational motorized travel located on the grassland.  However, the designated roads on the grassland are considered Level 2 roads, which means they are simply two tracks of dirt with no improved surface (i.e. gravel).  These minimum standard roads are presently open to recreational motorized vehicles.  Several roads in the vicinity of the grassland under other jurisdictions such as county, state and township have gravel and paved surfaces.   
While most people do not intend to create a route while enjoying the freedom of exploring the National Grasslands, by the time several vehicles cross the same path, a “user-created” route becomes visible.  These user-created routes can result in environmental impacts such as soil compaction and erosion, reduced water quality, vegetation damage, wildlife disturbance and fragmentation of wildlife habitats.  
Motorized use on and off these routes also has the potential to impact the public’s recreational experiences in various ways such as people looking for quiet, peaceful recreation experiences, quality uninterrupted hunting, and scenic value.  Thus motorized travel has the potential of increasing conflicts between grassland users, and there is always the question of how much access is enough.

Currently, over-snow vehicle use has mainly been located in the ditch in the Right-of-Way of HWY 83 (the main highway that runs North/South roughly through the middle of the FPNG).  This area has always collected more snow and provided adequate snow depth for a minimum of 1 to 2 days.  However, the general FPNG landscape has not held or retained adequate snow depth for over-snow vehicles either in cross-country travel or in a trail system for many years.

Environmental and social impacts associated with unmanaged motorized vehicle use are a nation-wide problem. Consequently, in January of 2004, the former Chief of the Forest Service recognized unmanaged recreation – especially impacts from Off-Road Vehicles (ORVs) – as one of the four major threats to the nation’s forests and grasslands.  At that time, he expressed concern about the number of unplanned roads and trails, soil erosion, and watershed and habitat impacts from ORV use.  He also proposed amending regulations regarding travel management on National Forest System lands to clarify policy relating to ORVs.

On November 9, 2005, “36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 Travel Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule” went into effect. The Final Rule requires designation of roads, trails, and areas that are open to motorized vehicle use. It also prohibits use of motorized vehicles off of the designated system, as well as the use of motorized vehicles on routes and in areas that are not consistent with the designations. While not establishing a date by which such designations are to be completed, the Final Rule emphasized the importance of completing route and area designations as quickly as possible (Final Rule, 2005).
Within the Nebraska National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FLRMP) Goal 4 Effective Public Service defines the need for an efficient travel management system.  In general, under Objectives 1, 2 and 3 the FLRMP requires that within 5 years of plan approval, the district must identify travel opportunities and restrictions; provide site specific maps and information showing closures, restrictions, and opportunities for motorized and non-motorized use; and identify a system that protects National Forest and Grassland resources while providing safe and efficient travel and minimizing adverse environmental effects. 
The FLRMP also states in Chapter 2 (page 2-67) a standard for the FPNG is to “continue with the current travel restrictions for recreation travel between the dates of September 1 and November 30 that requires motorized vehicles to stay within 30 feet of the designated roads on the FPNG”.  On page 1-1 of the FLRMP it explains that “management requirements set minimum standards that must be met or exceeded while achieving the goals and objectives”.  The plan also states that the current travel management strategy remain in effect until additional travel management analysis is completed.  The National Travel Rule is requiring that analysis at this time, and both action Alternatives will meet or exceed the Forest Plan Standard for the FPNG.  
This EA for Travel Management on the FPNG implements the requirements of the November 9, 2005 Final Rule.  Any decision associated with this analysis will result in a designated system of roads open to motorized vehicle use on the FPNG.  Such a decision will also prohibit the use of motorized vehicles off of the designated system.  The decision will result in the production of a motor-vehicle use map (MVUM), showing the designated routes and will be available to the public free-of-charge.  This map may be updated each year depending on adjustments to the travel routes.  While adjustments are not intended to be common place, the TMR recognizes that designations of routes for motor vehicle use are not permanent.  Unforeseen environmental impacts, changes in public demand, route construction, and monitoring may lead the responsible official to consider reviewing and revising route designations in the future. 
Existing Condition
As mentioned above, the Fort Pierre National Grassland covers close to 116,000 acres with approximately 64 miles of Forest System Roads (designated routes).  While the grassland is not large by most public land standards, it is an oasis of important wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities surrounded by a ranching and farming community.  Presently, there are approximately 172 miles of user-created roads on the FPNG. While it is difficult to determine the origin of some of the user-created roads, we believe that many of them were developed by grassland users such as recreationists accessing hunting areas, fishing ponds, and camping sites, and livestock permit holders accessing livestock improvements including fences, tanks, pipelines and stock dams. Some routes provide multiple access opportunities to the same location.  
The Fort Pierre National Grassland is nationally known for its dispersed recreation opportunities which include both viewing and hunting opportunities for the nationally known greater prairie chicken.  There are several other hunting opportunities as well.
Antelope and deer populations are directly regulated by the South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks (SDGF&P).  Under SDGF&P hunting regulations, the Fort Pierre National Grassland, which falls in three counties, is considered a single unit for big game hunting rather than divided by county like the majority of the rest of the state.  Therefore, SDGF&P can more appropriately regulate licenses on the grassland and improve the quality of hunting.  Because of these improvements, the FPNG big game unit is one of the more sought after units in the state.  
Bird watching, horseback riding, and mountain bikes are also becoming more popular.  There are no developed campsites on the Fort Pierre National Grassland but adequate camping facilities are available within 30 minutes in Fort Pierre and Pierre, and in communities located along the Interstate 90 corridor such as Kennebec, Vivian, and Presho, South Dakota.       
Fisheries on the grassland also offer an important part of the recreational experience for many people using the FPNG.  For that reason, the current designated route system has a network of routes that directly access a lot of the ponds that are actively managed by SDGF&P.  
Prairie dogs provide another important recreational opportunity on the grassland.  Hunters from across the country come to the grassland to shoot prairie dogs, which occupy approximately 2000 acres of the FPNG.  While the three month travel restriction is in effect, not all of the prairie dog colonies are accessible from the current designated route system.  However, the rest of the year these prairie dog colonies are accessed via designated and/or user-created routes.  SDGF&P sets a season for shooting prairie dogs on public land.  The season is closed from March 1 through June 14 annually.  
Another current concern of cross country motorized travel on the FPNG is the spread of invasive species, especially sickleweed (Falcaria vulgaris).  New areas of sickleweed infestation, which are miles away from the primary infestation, have recently appeared.  These new infestations are believed to have resulted from grassland users driving through pastures with sickleweed, getting the seeds on the vehicle, and subsequently transporting them to other areas of the grassland.  Other invasive species, such as Canada thistle and sulfur cinquefoil are also easily transported via motorized vehicles and both are found on the FPNG.    
The current road restriction for the period of September 1 to November 30 was initiated for several reasons.  The major hunting seasons are in effect during this time of year (i.e. upland bird, waterfowl, deer, antelope, etc), which creates the greatest exposure for the National Grassland to people and vehicles.  The intent of the restriction was to reduce the chance of wildfire potentially created by vehicles; to reduce the impacts to soil resources from the increased vehicle traffic; to help protect big game species from harassment and chasing by people using vehicles; and to help reduce conflicts between walk-in hunters and those who use vehicles to locate game.  
The Fort Pierre National Grassland mows the vegetation along designated routes to reduce grass fuels that could come in contact with hot vehicles and ignite a wildfire.   The mowed area also provides a place to park vehicles and helps to identify designated routes.   
Desired Condition

The FPNG provides a road system that offers a variety of experiences for both motorized and non-motorized users. The system is designed to protect physical, biological, and social values of the FPNG while meeting the standards, guidelines and management objectives of the Forest Plan. A wide range of users was encouraged to actively participate in system planning, design, and implementation in an attempt to address and reduce potential conflicts.

A standard for the FPNG as described in the Forest Plan states “continue with the current travel restrictions for recreation travel between the dates of September 1 and November 30 that requires motorized vehicles to stay within 30 feet of the designated roads on the FPNG”.  Both action alternatives would result in meeting or exceeding this standard.
The road system is clearly marked so that allowed uses are easy to identify.  Designated roads require minimal maintenance. These routes are also able to withstand repeated use in order to provide a quality recreation experience and remain visually pleasing for years to come. Policies and procedures are in place to protect natural resources, promote safety of all users, and minimize conflicts among various uses of the FPNG.

Proposed Action

The Fort Pierre National Grassland is proposing to implement changes to its motorized travel system. Specific changes include:

· Restricting motorized travel to the current designated route system year-long (64 miles).
· Approximately 8 miles of roads would be added to the route system under permit to specific individuals, but closed to the general public.  These permitted routes are needed by individuals to access private land adjacent to or surrounded by the FPNG.  
· Out of the 236 miles of routes on the FPNG, 64 miles would be open year-round; 8 miles would be open to permitted users only; and 164 miles of user-created routes would be closed to all motorized vehicles.  
· The FPNG would be closed to over-snow vehicles, except for the right-of way of Highway 83. 

A more detailed description of the proposed action can be found in Chapter 2 of this document.  If approved, the FPNG would begin implementing the Proposed Action during the summer of 2008.  (See Map 3 Alternative 2 - Proposed Action).  
Purpose of and Need for Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to:  

· Respond to the 2005 National Travel Management Rule requiring that motorized travel be restricted to designated areas and routes.

· Help achieve the goals, objectives, strategies, and desired condition for travel management, as identified in the FLRMP.
This action is needed to:

· Ensure safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and protection of National Forest System lands.

· Comply with Nebraska National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FLRMP), Goal 4a, Objectives 1, 2, and 3, which discuss identifying the minimum road system and identifying and designating motorized and non-motorized opportunities while minimizing adverse environmental effects. 

· Comply with the “36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 Travel Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule”.  This rule, which went into effect on November 9, 2005, requires designation of those roads, trails, and areas that are open to motor vehicle use. It also states that the use of motor vehicles will be prohibited off of the designated system, with exceptions (36 CFR 212.51(a)).

· Reduce adverse resource impacts caused by user-created routes.  Maintenance and restoration of healthy ecosystems and watersheds is a national goal articulated by the Chief of the Forest Service.  The intent is to provide adequate access while minimizing impacts on resources of the Fort Pierre National Grassland.  Resource impacts may include, but are not limited to, increased sedimentation due to lack of vegetation or vegetation damage, lack of wildlife security/habitat areas, stress to wildlife during difficult environmental conditions such as heavy snow or during breeding seasons, and impacts to riparian and wetland areas.  Another resource impact is the spread of invasive species due to transporting the seed from user-created routes (or areas) to other areas of the national grassland and adjacent private land.  Invasive species treatment is another of the Chief’s four threats to the National Forests.  
· Ensure access for existing property rights are recognized and authorization is granted to adjacent landowners.  Access across national grassland to their properties may not be available on existing public roads and as a whole may be more environmentally friendly by crossing the national grassland.  Also, to ensure access for permitted uses on the FPNG.
Other Management Requirements

Additional direction for travel management and the development of Forest transportation systems is found in the National Forest Roads and Trails Act of October 13, 1964 as amended (16 U.S.C. 532- 538, P.L. 88-657), the Highway Safety Act of 1966 (23 U.S.C. 402, P.L. 89-564), the National Trails System Act of October 2, 1968 (16 U.S.C. 1241-1249, P.L. 90-543), and the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978 as amended (23 U.S.C. 101a, 201-205, P.L. 95-5999 and 97-424). The Surface Transportation Assistance Act corresponds to policy and direction in Forest Service Manuals 2300 and 7700.

Forest Service regulations at “36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 Travel Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule” (November 9, 2005) further clarified policy related to motor vehicle use, including the use of ORVs. The final rule requires designation of those roads, trails, and areas that are open to motor vehicle use. According to the rule, designations will be made by class of vehicle and, if appropriate, by time of year. The rule also prohibits the use of motor vehicles off the designated system, as well as use of motor vehicles on routes and in areas that are not consistent with the designations. 
These regulations implement Executive Order 11644 (February 9, 1972), “Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public Lands,” as amended by Executive Order 11989 (May 24, 1977).  These Executive orders direct Federal agencies to ensure that the use of off-road vehicles on public lands will be controlled and directed to protect the resources of those lands, to promote the safety of all users of those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of those lands.  Direction for off-road travel management is found in Forest Service Manual 2350.  
Decision Framework

Given the purpose and need for action, the Responsible Official will review the Proposed Action and alternatives before making the following decisions:

· Which routes will make up the forest transportation system for motorized travel on the Fort Pierre National Grassland.
· Which uses will be allowed on specific roads (including but not limited to OHV’s and over-snow vehicles).
· What special seasonal or timing restrictions will be applied to specific routes.
· What mitigation and/or monitoring measures will be implemented as part of the selected action/alternative.
Public Involvement

From 2005 to 2007, the staff at the Fort Pierre National Grassland office had distributed travel management comment sheets to the public both in the office and through contacts made while personnel were in the field.  The same comment sheets were mailed out with any information or map requests that the office received during the same time period.  The comment sheets briefly explained the national rule and requested that people submit their names to the Nebraska National Forest’s Supervisor’s Office to be informed of upcoming information regarding the travel management process.  

The specific proposal for the FPNG was first listed in the Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) for the Nebraska National Forests in January 2007.  During Legislative Day, held on January 25, 2007 in Pierre, SD, the Forest Service had maps on display and provided information regarding the existing designated roads system and travel management process to approximately 50 individuals.  On January 29, 2007, during AgFest, which was held in Pierre at the Ramkota Hotel, the Forest Service again had maps on display and provided the public with information regarding the travel management planning process.  

On January 31, 2007, a formal scoping letter describing the Proposed Action, purpose and need for the action, nature of decisions to be made, and comment opportunities was mailed to 174 interested and potentially affected individuals, groups, organizations, tribes, and agencies. In addition to describing the proposal and requesting comments on it, the scoping letter informed the public of two Open House meetings on February 14 and 15, 2007 hosted at the FPNG office located in Fort Pierre, South Dakota. A Forest Service news release was published in area newspapers to notify the general public of the proposal and of the Open House meetings.  Information about the meetings was also distributed to the public through several other methods including:  newspaper articles in the Capital Journal and South Dakota Outdoors (River Life Publication), a radio broadcast, and a posting on outdoor writer Tony Dean’s website. 

The purposes of the Open Houses were threefold:  1) to provide information about the analysis process; 2) to discuss options of the proposed action; and 3) to display maps showing existing roads as delineated by digital ortho-quads (aerial photographs).  Approximately 37 entities attended the Open House meetings.  Also, 10 public comment letters and 55 emails were received regarding the Proposed Action. 

In addition to the public notices and Open Houses, a note was included with the minutes of the Central South Dakota Grazing District’s (CSDCGD) monthly meetings (October 2006 through February 2007) to inform all grazing district permittees of the upcoming travel management process.  An invitation was extended so that anyone who wished to discuss the process with the Forest Service could contact the FPNG staff.  Twelve permittees contacted the office with their issues and concerns.  The FPNG staff also contacted all six direct permittees (not members of CSDCGD) to discuss any issues or concerns they have with the proposed changes.  

The Forest Service used comments received from the public, other federal and state agencies, permittees, and local groups to develop a list of significant issues to be addressed during the analysis process.

Scoping Issues

The Forest Service separated the issues into two groups: key and non-key issues. Key issues were defined as those directly or indirectly caused by implementing the proposed action. Non-key issues were identified as those: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence. The Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations require this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, “…identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not key or which have been covered by prior environmental review (Sec. 1506.3)…”

Consistent with these regulations, the interdisciplinary (ID) team assigned to this project reviewed the public comments received in response to this proposal and identified the issues raised in compliance with FSH 1909.15, Section 12.32.  All of the issues associated with this project are categorized and listed below:

Key Issues identified through scoping
· The public voiced opposing values; recreational use whether it be hunting, fishing, prairie dog shooting, or scenic/recreational aesthetics will be too limited, and people also voiced a concern about having adequate large uninterrupted blocks of land for either recreation or general open space.
· Potential for motorized access to disturb wildlife and/or alter wildlife/fishing habitats particularly in relation to density of designated roads.

· People with reduced mobility for whatever reason having less opportunity to recreate on the National Grassland.  
· Land owners need access to private land that is either adjacent to or surrounded by public land administered by the Forest Service.
· Growing popularity of OHVs requires added recreational opportunities.

· Need an alternative that emphasizes roaded natural and semi-primitive motorized opportunity settings.

· Rapid expansion of noxious and invasive species correlated with motorized recreational uses.
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Chapter 2  proposed action and Alternatives

Introduction

This section describes and compares the Proposed Action and alternatives considered for Travel Management on the Fort Pierre National Grassland. In addition to describing the Proposed Action and alternatives, this section also compares them and defines the differences between each, providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker. Finally, it outlines decision criteria under the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Design criteria are employed to protect other resource uses and values.

The alternatives were developed in response to the key issues described in Chapter 1. While many potential options for road designation exist, it is neither practical nor feasible to consider every possible combination. Therefore, the Proposed Action and alternatives described here represent a range of management options, which address the issues raised and meet the purpose of and need for the proposal.

Alternatives Considered in Detail

The Proposed Action and two alternatives were studied in detail and are presented here for consideration in the decision-making process. The alternatives were developed from a unique combination of options, as described in the Decision Framework section outlined in Chapter 1.

Alternative 1: No Action; Current Management

National Environmental Policy Act regulations require the Forest Service to analyze a No Action alternative as a baseline for comparing the effects of other alternatives (40 CFR 1502.14(d) and Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, 23.1). 
The No-Action alternative would result in continuing the current management of the national grassland designated road system.  Over-snow vehicles would be allowed even though adequate snow and depth has not been present for many years.  However, wind deposited snow has created adequate snow depth for over-snow vehicles use in the right-of-way of HWY 83 on various occasions.  Since 1977, the Fort Pierre National Grassland has required that all motorized travel be on designated forest routes from September 1st to November 30th of each year.  Reasons for the restriction include reducing fire danger by limiting vehicle exposure to tall vegetation beyond the road prism; helping protect big game species from harassment and chasing by people using vehicles; reducing the impacts to soil resources from the increased vehicle traffic; and helping reduce conflicts between walk-in hunters and those who use vehicles to locate game.  Outside of the September 1st to November 30th time period, motorized travel was not restricted unless unfavorable resource impacts occurred or could occur.  While a travel restriction has been in place since 1977, it has only been the last ten years that the roads have been signed and a more managed effort has been made to control both public and farm/ranch equipment traffic.  
The Fort Pierre National Grassland currently has 64 miles of designated roads in the grassland travel system out of a total of 236 miles of roads which have a status of Level 2 or less.  A Level 2 road is a two track dirt surface road with minimum maintenance.  The designated roads are signed with carsenite posts identifying the road number that also corresponds with the current visitor map.  Also, there are no specialized developed trail systems (i.e. motorcycle or ATV) currently found on the Fort Pierre National Grassland (see Map 2 Alternative 1 - No Action).  There are two concentrated use areas on the National Grassland where motorized vehicles are allowed to drive/park in the entire area:  Sheriff Dam and Richland Dam (you can see these areas on Maps 2, 3 & 4).  
This alterative does not meet the national direction requiring motorized travel be on designated routes year-long, and therefore would not meet the Purpose and Need for the Proposal, as outlined in Chapter 1 of this EA.  It is included for comparative analysis purposes.

Alternative 2: Proposed Action; Motorized Travel Restricted to Current Designated Route System Year Round

Alternative 2 (See Map 3 Alternative 2 - Proposed Action) proposes to restrict motorized vehicles to the current designated route system year-long.  There are currently 64 miles of designated routes that motorized vehicles would be allowed to travel on.  Additionally, 8 miles of routes would be permitted to individuals under Special Use Permits in order to access their private land or permit area via the grassland.  These routes, however, would be closed to the public.  This responds to issues raised that private land owners would be land-locked without this type of access.  This alternative would also close the other 164 miles of undesignated routes to all motorized traffic.  The FPNG would be closed to over-snow vehicles, except the right-of-way of Highway 83.

This alternative would comply with the national travel rule requiring that motorized travel be restricted year long to the designated routes.  This alternative would provide the lowest road density of all the alternatives and have the least impacts on resources such as wildlife habitat fragmentation, the least impacts to big game both during and outside the big game seasons, and the least impacts to soil and vegetation.   This alternative also responds to the issue raised about having large uninterrupted areas for recreation and wildlife protection.  While this alternative meets the national travel rule, it makes no compromises related to the public’s concerns/comments for adequate access for various reasons to the national grassland.  However, in many cases not all of these concerns/comments can be satisfied.  

Alternative 3:  Additional Recreational Access

The Fort Pierre National Grassland is proposing to designate and authorize a system of roads for motorized travel.  All routes not included on the designated system would be closed to motorized use.  

If implemented as proposed, the FPNG transportation system would include 82 miles of National Forest System Roads open to motorized use, plus an additional 8 miles of roads permitted to individuals (but closed to the public) in order to access their private land or authorized permit area.  In addition, approximately 146 miles of user-created routes would be closed to motorized vehicles. The FPNG would be closed to over-snow vehicles, except the right-of-way of Highway 83. (See Map 4 Alternative 3 - Additional Recreational Access).
This alternative responds to the national rule and to issues raised from the public regarding limited access to several types of recreational activities (i.e. fishing ponds, prairie dog towns, hunting areas, etc), and at the same time responds to the issue raised about people with reduced mobility having less opportunity to recreate on the national grassland by providing additional access.  This alternative also responds to issues raised by the public and the effects to natural resources including wildlife due to motorized travel across the grassland.   

Specific actions associated with this alternative include:

· Designating a total of approximately 18 miles (explained below) of user-created roads as part of the FPNG transportation system.  There will be no construction needed as these roads have been traveled by the public during the period of December 1st to August 31 under the current travel order.  

· 6.4 miles of roads would be added to the current 64 miles of designated routes open year-long.  These miles are considered important for various reasons for public access and had been shown to be used on a consistent basis by the general public.  

· 8.5 miles of the above-mentioned roads would be added to the system to provide additional access for recreational fishing.  The roads would be open for motorized travel from December 1 to August 31 (closed during the major hunting season to help reduce impacts on all game species during this time frame).  The additional access to ponds for fishing was suggested by the South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks (SDGF&P).  Nearly all the ponds suggested by the SDGF&P have the potential to be successful fisheries and an agreement was reached to put added emphasis on management of these fisheries.  In fact, sixty-six percent of the ponds identified by SDGF&P would be accessed by this proposed road system.  This figure does not include several other ponds that would also be accessed by the proposed route system, but are not included on SDGF&P’s fisheries list.  In addition, there are other impoundments available for fishing as “walk in” opportunities and can be accessed year-round.  

· 3.4 miles of roads would be added to provide additional access for prairie dog shooting.  These routes would be open June 15 through August 31.  This coincides with the opening of the prairie dogs season and closes August 31 for the same reasons as listed above.   This access does not allow hunters to travel throughout the prairie dog town but to one access point.  There are however, some existing designated roads that traverse prairie dog towns at the present time.  With the addition of these proposed roads, approximately 83% of the prairie dog acreage on the National Grassland can be accessed via road (either FSR, county or other public roads).    

· There are several large acreages that would not be traversed by designated routes.   The Mallard Dam Area and Nels Area combine for coverage of approximately 5,000 acres not traversed by roads.  There are several other areas with 1500 to 2500 acres not traversed by roads as well.  This responds to the issues raised during scoping where recreationists wanted large blocks of land in order to have a quality hunt without being interrupted by travel on roads.

· 8 miles of roads would be under Special Use permits to individuals.  These roads are necessary for individuals to reach their authorized permit area or their private land, which is either located adjacent to or surrounded by the National Grassland.  These 8 miles of road will not be open to the public. This responds to the issues raised during scoping about adjacent land owners having access to their private land.
· Appropriate signing and traffic control measures would be installed on all roads.

· Grass fuels will be reduced along all designated routes open year-long to reduce contact with vehicles and also to provide an identified area for grassland visitors to park vehicles.  
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study:

Specialized looped trail system– This alternative would have designated a specialized looped trail system.  In a looped trail system, motorized vehicles start at one point and travel on routes without back-tracking, basically making a loop back to their starting point.  The current roads located on the grassland are Level II roads, which mean the roads are two track dirt roads that have no other improvements to the surface.  The roads will be open to motorized vehicles including specialized recreational vehicles (i.e. motorcycles, ATVs, etc).  If a separate trail system were to be developed for specialized recreational vehicles, these trails would also be two track dirt trails.  Right now it is feasible to travel from one end of the grassland to the other by using the designated road system and some of the county/township roads, which means there is already a looped system in place.  Consequently, with the proposed road system available to all recreational vehicles there would be no additional specialized trails developed because of the similarity to the existing road system.  

An area open to OHV’s – This alternative would have designated an area open to motorized travel on the grassland.  The Fort Pierre National Grassland is 116,000 acres and is intermingled with private, state and tribal land.  The FPNG is relatively small in comparison to most public land tracts, and wildlife habitat has been, and will continue to have an emphasis on the Fort Pierre National Grassland.  In addition there is an off-road vehicle area called the Oahe Downstream ORV area in close proximity to the grassland.  This area is located on State Highway 1806 just south of the Oahe Dam (Missouri River) or approximately 6 miles north of the Fort Pierre National Grassland office.  This area is located on public land managed by the South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks and contains 400 acres of hills, bluffs and shale slopes, has a motocross race track and is open to the public.  There are no designated trails, but boundaries are marked and vehicles are allowed within this area of Oahe Downstream.  Consequently, with this type of area in close proximity to the national grassland, and because the FPNG is relatively small with an emphasis on wildlife habitat, it is not desirable to designate additional land within the national grassland as an “open” area of recreational motorized travel.  Furthermore, the TMR (in the response to comments) specifically says that the rule never intended to require each National Forest to have areas designated for motor vehicle use.  It simply requires designation of those roads, trails, and areas that are open to motor vehicle use.  (Final Rule 2005)  
Features Common to the Proposed Action and Alternative 3:  Additional Recreational Access

· All motorized vehicle use would be restricted to the routes designated as part of the FPNG transportation system.  All routes designated for motorized use will be identified on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM), which will be provided at the district office, and other appropriate locations, including the following website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r2/nebraska/maps/.

· All routes not designated as part of the National Forest System Roads (FSRs) will be administratively closed and signed as such.  

· Motorized routes would not be designated in the Richland Wildlife Area and Mallard South Research Natural Area (RNA).

· Existing FSRs would remain open to ATVs and motorcycle operators.  Since these designated roads are considered public roads, state traffic laws apply on them as provided for in 36 CFR 212.5(a)(1). 
· Over-snow vehicles would not be allowed on FPNG except for in the right-of-way of Highway 83.
· Access for permitted activities (i.e. livestock management, maintaining water developments, recreation events, research, and other uses under permit) on NFS lands is independent of general public access. Individuals or groups with special permits (called permittees) would be allowed to conduct their business according to their permits; however, the Forest Service reserves the right to manage when and how access is achieved through the approval of annual operating plans. It is the responsibility of all permittees to follow the terms of their permits.  Specific access requests for business not covered under a particular permit could be authorized by permit issued by the district ranger.

· Access routes available to permittees, but closed to general public motorized use, would be signed according to Forest Service guidelines or policy.  Once the decision has been made, roads available for the public’s use will be identified on the free MVUM.

· The Forest Supervisor can implement special orders to restrict public use of roads, trails, and/or areas where substantial resource damage is occurring or where implementation of other management activities is deemed necessary. This may include seasonal restrictions on an annual basis (e.g. for grouse leks or active raptor nests) as well as temporary restrictions for short-term conditions (e.g. wet conditions following rain or snow, etc.). Part of Federal Regulation 36 CFR Part 261 prohibits damage to the land, wildlife, or vegetative resources even if traveling on a designated route.

· Motorized travel for game retrieval will not be allowed outside the right-of-way of designated routes.

· Emergency activities (e.g. fire response vehicles) would continue to be exempt from travel restrictions.

· Any federal, state, tribal, or local office, in the performance of an official duty, could receive permission to use motorized vehicles off the designated route system.
· Forest Service personnel will be allowed administrative use off the designated route system for protection and management of resources and for managing authorized permits.

· Routes on private land within the National Grassland boundary would be open to public use only through rights-of-way, easements, or written permission obtained for the purposes of public access.  Travel management analysis considered in this document relates only to NFS lands.

·  Any travel management decision that results from this analysis would be made with the understanding that individuals may have valid existing rights as documented in a conveyance document, such as a Warranty Deed, when the land they owned was conveyed to the United States; and public road authorities may have valid existing rights under existing state laws and county resolutions. While the courts have established that the Forest Service has the authority and duty to manage these rights, the Forest Service would recognize the validity of such rights when right holders provide adequate evidence as to their existence (see Washington County v. United States, 903 F. Supp. 40 (D. Utah, 1995).  Forest Service regulation of any occupancy occurring under these valid rights would be adjusted to a level consistent with the full protection and recognition of R.S. 2477 rights and consistent with current applicable law once those roads are identified, proposed, and validated. This may entail an amendment or modification of the travel management decision at that time.

· Law enforcement efforts would be focused on areas of greatest concern for potential resource damage from unauthorized travel.

· Additional involvement would be requested from Law Enforcement/Investigations and cooperating agencies such as South Dakota Conservation Officers to provide a greater field presence during the spring/summer/fall field seasons.

· Emergency closures may occur for a specified period of time depending on the conditions that warrant such action.

Design Criteria and Monitoring Elements Common to the Action Alternatives

· The right-of-way limit will be the same as set forth in the Forest Plan and the previous travel order that has been in place for 30 years.  The right-of-way will be within 30 feet of the outside track of designated routes.  Designated routes that will be open year-round will have mowed borders, however the mowed areas will not be the entire width of the ROW. 

· The Fort Pierre National Grassland would develop a motorized vehicle use map (MVUM) to correctly show the FPNG designated route system, with route specific travel regulations, Grassland access routes, and land ownership.

· Signs prohibiting motorized use would be erected where motorized use off designated roads is expected to be a problem.  However, the legal document for enforcement is the motor vehicle map (MVUM) which the public will be responsible to understand for allowable travel routes.

· All roads not identified as open will be closed and allowed to naturally rehabilitate.  Rehabilitation success has been achieved in the past by removing traffic from the roads and the two track dirt surface seeding in from adjoining vegetation.  There is reason to believe that this type of natural rehabilitation would be successful in the future as well.  If this method is not successful, more stringent methods will be initiated.   

· All routes designated as part of the FPNG transportation system would be given a system number.

· User education and information would be emphasized as management tools to inform the public of appropriate uses, ethics, and interactions with other users. 

· Road maintenance costs are not expected to increase over current levels.  The majority of the funds spent by the Forest Service for road maintenance have been for gravel on county or township roads that support a lot of FPNG recreationists.  This cooperation has been occurring for the past three years in an effort to be a responsible neighbor to these local communities.  There is also a potential expense involved in upgrading or removing some autogates (also known as cattleguards) in the future.  This expense would be on roads that are part of the current road system.   
Monitoring is on-going as Forest Service personnel travel the designated routes as part of the general administration of the National Grassland.  If sensitive species are encountered during project implementation, the wildlife biologist/botanist will be notified.  Likewise, although heritage surveys were completed for the project area, the South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) requests that the area be monitored for potential sites that may have been overlooked during project implementation.

Comparison of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing the Proposed Action and each alternative. Table 2-1 compares alternative components; Table 2-2 compares how the alternatives address the Purpose and Need and scoping issues; and Table 2-3 displays the effects of implementing each alternative by resource area.
Table 2-1:  Comparison of the Alternatives in terms of mileage.   

	Proposed Activity
	Alternative 1: No Action
	Alternative 2: Proposed Action
	Alternative 3: Additional Recreation Access

	National Forest System roads (FSRs) -motorized travel restricted to
	64 miles – 9/1-11/30
	64 miles year-round
8 miles permitted - (closed to public) 
	70 miles year-round

12 miles seasonal

8 miles permitted - (closed to public)


	Special-Use Permitted Roads
	0 miles
	8 miles
	8 miles

	User-created routes open to public
	172 miles
	0 miles
	18 miles

	FSR closures
	0 miles
	0 miles
	0 miles

	User-created route closures
	0 miles except during seasonal closure 9/1 – 11/30 annually
	164 miles 
	146 miles

	User-created routes designated as part of transportation system
	0 miles
	8 permitted miles
	26 miles (12 seasonal, and 6 year long, 8 permitted miles)


Table 2-2:  Comparison of Alternatives:  Purpose and Need and Scoping Issues

	Proposed Activity
	Alternative 1, No Action
	Alternative 2: Proposed Action
	Alternative 3: Additional Recreation Access

	Comply with 2005 Travel Management Rule
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Comply with Forest Plan
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Recreational use will be too limited.
	Provides for the greatest amount of recreational opportunities.
	Provides for the least amount of recreational opportunities of the three Alternatives.
	Provides for more  recreational opportunities than the Proposed Action, but less than Alt 1.

	Having adequate large uninterrupted blocks of land for either recreation or general open space
	Provides the least amount of uninterrupted areas.
	Provides the greatest amount of uninterrupted areas.
	Provides more than Alt 1 and slightly less, but very close to Alt 2’s amount of uninterrupted areas.

	Potential to disturb wildlife or affect habitat.
	Has the greatest potential to affect wildlife.
	Has the least potential to affect wildlife.
	Has greater potential to affect wildlife than the Proposed Action, but less potential than Alt1.

	People with reduced mobility having less opportunity to recreate on National Grassland. 
	Provides for more opportunities than the other two alternatives.
	Provides the least amount of opporunities.
	Provides more opportunities than the Proposed Action, but less than Alt 1.

	Private land access for adjacent landowners.
	Not restricted.
	Will be administered through a permit system.
	Will be administered through a permit system.

	Growing popularity of OHVs requires added recreational opportunities
	Provides for the most recreational opportunities.
	Provides the least amount of added recreational opportunities.
	Provides more than the Proposed Action, but less than Alt 1.

	Need an alternative that emphasizes roaded natural and semi-primitive motorized opportunity settings (discussed in general terms of road density for comparison purposes only because some areas have higher road densities and some have very little road density)
	Provides a road density of 1.3 miles rd/mi2 of land – provides the greatest amount of road density
	Provides a road density of 0.39 mile rd/mi2 of land – provides the least amount of road density.
	Provides a road density of 0.49 mile rd/mi2 of land – provides less density than Alt.1, and just slightly more than Alt 2.

	Rapid expansion of noxious and invasive species correlated with motorized recreational uses.
	Greatest potential for noxious and invasive species expansion.
	Least potential for noxious and invasive species expansion.
	More potential for noxious and invasive species expansion than the Proposed Action, but less than Alt 1.


Table 2-3:  Comparison of Alternatives by Resource Area  

	Proposed Activity
	Alternative 1, No Action
	Alternative 2: Proposed Action
	Alternative 3: Additional Recreation Access

	Recreation
	Most variety and opportunity for recreation.
	Some variety and opportunity for recreation.
	More variety and opportunity for recreation.

	Social and Economics
	No change.
	Possible slight change in social use.
	Possible slight change in social use.

	Heritage
	Most potential to damage heritage resources.
	Least potential to damage heritage resources.
	Less potential to damage heritage resources.

	Soil and Water
	Most impact to soil and water.
	Least impact to soil and water.
	Less impact to soil and water.

	Vegetation
	Most impact on vegetation including the greatest potential to spread noxious weeds.
	Least impacts on vegetation and least potential to spread noxious weeds.
	Less impact on vegetation and less potential to spread noxious weeds.

	Wildlife
	Most impacts to wildlife.
	Least impacts to wildlife.
	Less impact to wildlife.

	Fire and Fuels
	No impacts on fire suppression efforts because travel management restrictions are waived
	No impacts on fire suppression efforts because travel management restrictions are waived.
	No impacts on fire suppression efforts because travel management restrictions are waived


Forest Plan Amendment Requirements

Forest Service requirements for amending forest plans are included in agency regulations and policies. These require that land uses be consistent with forest plans and that proposed activities that would conflict with the plan either be denied or modified (so as to be consistent) or that the forest plan be amended. Regulations at 36 CFR 219.10(f) directs the Forest Service to consider whether a proposed amendment to a forest plan would be considered a significant change. This intent of this section is to determine whether or not the amendment proposed under the Proposed Action would be a significant change to the Nebraska National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).

The Forest Service is authorized to implement amendments to forest plans in response to changing needs and opportunities, information identified during project analysis, or the results of monitoring and evaluation. The process to consider forest plan amendments, review them for significance, document the results, and reach a decision is contained in Forest Service Manual (FSM) 1922 (USDA-FS 1992a) and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12, Chapter 5 (USDA-FS 1992b). An assessment of a proposed amendment’s significance in the context of the larger forest plan is a crucial part of this process.

It is important to note that the definition of significance for amending a forest plan (36 CFR 219.10(f) and FSH 1922.5) is not the same as the definition of significance defined by NEPA. Under NEPA, significance is generally determined by whether a proposal is considered to be a “major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” (40 CFR 1502.3), or whether the relative severity of the environmental impacts would be significant based on their context and intensity (40 CFR 1508.27). On the other hand, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires that proposed forest plan amendments be evaluated for whether they would constitute a significant change in the long-term goods, outputs, and services projected for an entire National Forest. 

Amendments that are not significant may be adopted following disclosure and notification in an environmental document, such as an Environmental Assessment or EIS. Amendments that are deemed significant must be processed under the more intensive requirements for developing and approving a forest plan. This process includes preparation of an EIS (FSH 1909.12, 5.34(4)). This EA addresses significance only from the perspective of amending the Forest Plan, consistent with requirements of NFMA and agency policy.

Need for Forest Land & Resource Management Plan Amendments

No amendments to the FLRMP are required.  The current Nebraska National Forest and Grassland Plan states “continue with the current travel restrictions for recreation travel between the dates of September 1 and November 30 that requires motorized vehicles to stay within 30 feet of the designated roads on the FPNG”.  On page 1-1 of the FLRMP it explains that “management requirements set minimum standards that must be met or exceeded while achieving the goals and objectives”.  The plan also states that the current travel management strategy remain in effect until additional travel management analysis is completed.  The National Travel Rule is requiring that analysis at this time.  Also, both action Alternatives will meet or exceed the Forest Plan Standard for the FPNG.  
Within the Nebraska National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FLRMP) Goal 4 Effective Public Service defines the need for an efficient travel management system.  In general, under Objectives 1, 2 and 3 the FLRMP requires that within 5 years of plan approval, the district must identify travel opportunities and restrictions; provide site specific maps and information showing closures, restrictions, and opportunities for motorized and non-motorized use; and identify a system that protects National Forest and Grassland resources while providing safe and efficient travel and minimizing adverse environmental effects. 
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Chapter 3  environmental consequences

Introduction

This Chapter summarizes recreational, social, economic, physical, and biological aspects associated with the project, and presents potential effects of implementing each alternative on these environments.  It also presents the scientific and analytical basis for the comparison of alternatives presented in Chapter 2, which describes the alternatives in detail.

Following each resource description (affected environment) is a discussion of potential effects (environmental consequences) associated with implementation of each alternative.  All significant or potentially significant effects, including direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, are disclosed.  Effects are quantified where possible.  Qualitative discussions are also included.  

Only information necessary to understand the environmental consequences is included in the affected environment discussions.  Discussions of resources and potential effects take advantage of existing information included in the Forest Plan EIS (USDA 2001) and other sources as indicated.  Where applicable, such information is briefly summarized and referenced to minimize duplication.  The planning record contains all project-specific information, including resource reports and results from public involvement efforts.  The planning record is located at the Fort Pierre National Grassland (FPNG) District Office, Fort Pierre, South Dakota and is available for review during regular business hours.  Information from the record is available upon request.

Road Management

All of National Forest system (NFS) roads on the FPNG are managed for Maintenance Level 2, to be maintained and recommended for use by high-clearance vehicles. The recommendation does not preclude use by other motorized vehicles.  An interdisciplinary team (IDT) completed a Roads Analysis (USDA 2008a) to identify a transportation system that meets resource and public access needs for the grassland. This process was completed through a series of meetings starting in April of 2007. Levels of use and resource conditions associated with each road were reviewed. A summary of this review can be found in Appendix A.   The roads analysis identifies situations on roads that the district will monitor.  Some changes in these roads will be required over time, but no significant changes are deemed necessary at this point.  
Affected Environment

The Roads Analysis was used to guide the design of Alternatives 2 and 3. All roads were rated medium to high for human uses.  All roads were also rated for resource impacts which include drainage, alignment, association with invasive plant species, potential disturbance to wildlife, and habitat fragmentation.  Mitigation measures such as realignment or decommissioning were considered for roads with medium use and medium to high resource impacts. A definition for decommissioning can be found in Chapter 1. In most cases, road maintenance and design criteria described in Chapter 2, were found to effectively reduce resource impacts.

The following are Forest Plan (Revised Version on Internet, page 1-9) road management objectives (RMOs).

1. Within 5 years, identify travel opportunities and restrictions, including designating travelways, to meet land management objectives. Provide reasonable access for use of National Forest System Lands. Provide site specific maps and information showing closures, restrictions and opportunities for motorized and non-motorized use.

2. Within 15 years, annually maintain at least 20 percent of the Forest Development transportation system roads.

3. Within 15 years, complete at least 10 percent of high-priority facility reconstruction projects.

4. Within 5 years, manage to standard at least 20 percent of buildings, bridges, and other facilities.

Environmental Consequences

All alternatives implement recommendations from the roads analysis and meet RMOs.

Alternative 1 (No Action)
Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternative 1, would involve implementation of more specific actions to control the spread of invasive species from cross-country travel of motorized vehicles in order to meet recommendations of the Roads Analysis.  Seasonal road and area closures are already part of current management to enhance conditions for wildlife and habitat.

Since current management includes designated travelways to meet land management objectives, Alternative 1 would meet RMOs. With continued seasonal motorized access to undesignated routes and areas, Alternative 1 is not in compliance with the Travel Management Rule (TMR).

Alternatives 2 and 3
Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternatives 2 and 3, would be increased responsiveness to the Roads Analysis due to reduction of risk of introduction/spread of invasive species (see Vegetation section of this EA). Reduced invasive species risk would also reduce need for monitoring and treatments. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would meet RMOs through management and maintenance of roads and associated facilities to standard and designating travelways to meet land management objectives. With closure of undesignated routes and areas to motorized access, Alternatives 2 and 3 are in compliance with the TMR.

Recreation

Affected Environment

The following excerpt from the Forest Recreation Strategy (USDA 2004, page 8) provides a general description of recreation uses on the Nebraska National Forest. 

Overall, Nebraska National Forest units provide a quiet, undeveloped, unrestricted, natural setting offering opportunities for solitude within all modes of travel. The dominant market is adults who sightsee either on horse, foot, bicycle, or motorized vehicle and they come to the Forest to view wildlife and history in a vast landscape. Within this market are two dominant niche markets. 

Hunting - Big game and upland game bird hunting along with prairie dog shooting is a seasonal niche market. Most hunters are from the Midwestern area of the U.S. and they come to Nebraska National Forest units because they are large areas of accessible public land that is within reasonable driving distance of their homes.  However, the FPNG begins to receive calls in July from hunters throughout the country asking about potential of fall hunting seasons. There is similar interest throughout the country in opportunities to shoot prairie dogs.
Independent Travel -The majority of visitors come to Nebraska National Forest units to enjoy relatively unrestrained travel across a large area. All modes of ground-based transportation are used and enjoyed by visitors across the Forest.  It should be noted that on the FPNG, the majority of OHV traffic has been associated with other activities such as hunting, fishing, and ranching. OHV use for pleasure riding has been minimal or unobserved by FPNG staff while working on the grassland. The opportunity does exist; existing designated travel routes and county roads provide a variety of trip lengths.
There are presently 236 miles of Maintenance Level II roads (two tracks of dirt with no improved surface such as gravel) on the FPNG. This includes 64 miles of road that are presently designated open. A Forest Order has been in place to seasonally restrict off-road access and has been effective over the past 15 years. Off-road motorized access is not restricted between December 1 and August 31. Compliance with the seasonal restriction is high. The following is a summary of public contacts made by Forest Protection Officers from June 14th to September 30, 2006:

· 114 vehicle contacts (most vehicles had 2 or more people)

· 21 verbal warnings (off road travel during closure season)

· 6 written warnings (off road travel during closure season, blocking gates)

· 4 violation notices (off road travel during closure season)

· 7 investigations (off road travel, campfires, cut fences, posting material)

· Contacts included people from: South Dakota, Iowa, Indiana, Wisconsin, Texas, Minnesota, Missouri, Illinois, Colorado, Montana, Virginia, Massachusetts, Florida, Wyoming, California, North Dakota, Idaho, Kansas, Nebraska, Ohio, and Michigan.

Recreational uses on the FPNG are primarily hunting and fishing.  FPNG boasts a rich diversity of big and small game (PACC 2006). Small ponds and lakes dot the FPNG, offering excellent fishing from shore and small craft (PACC 2006). 

Recreation visitors 12 years and older were surveyed between May 1994 and October 1994 for the Customer Report. For FPNG, surveys were conducted along roads as there are no developed recreation sites. Of the 25 persons surveyed, all were male with 24 of them engaged in prairie dog hunting (USDA 1995, page iii) and one in freshwater fishing (USDA 1995, page 31). Most persons surveyed (76%) were from Pierre or other parts of South Dakota with all but one of the remaining persons surveyed from Minnesota (USDA 1995, pages 34 &39). 

Over two thirds of the people who attended public meetings for this route designation process expressed interest in hunting and fishing. A few felt that restrictions to cross-country travel would enhance the hunting and fishing experience but most wanted to retain current road and off-road travel by motorized vehicles.

Recreational use is dispersed across the grassland. With no developed recreation sites, drinking water, or campfires, most recreation use is day use. Most concentrated use areas are associated with access points off county roads, state highways, and fishing ponds. Reconstruction of Highway 83 was completed in 2006. The highway conversion from two lanes to four lanes took out approaches for some access points due to concerns for safety related to site distances.  However, all approaches to designated routes were retained from the highway with some being relocated.
There are two concentrated public use areas, one at Sheriff Dam and the other at Richland Dam, plus a parking lot 0.5 miles north of Richland Dam (each of these areas can be found on each of the Alternative Maps). These areas are mowed and provide more open space for campers to park. Portable outhouses are provided for two months at Sheriff and Richland during the height of hunting season. Open fires are not permitted and potable water is not available. 

In late summer, after the growing season, roadsides are mowed 10 feet on each side to reduce grass fuels and provide a place for vehicles to park with less exposure to tall vegetation and thus provide for improved fire protection. Mowed areas also provide a place for grassland visitors to park. All designated routes have signs that are checked throughout the year. 

South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks (SDGF&P) conservation officers cooperate extensively with FPNG staff during high use times. The National Grassland is designated by SDGF&P as a separate hunting unit. Species hunted and hunting seasons are shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Species Hunted on Fort Pierre Grassland and Hunting Seasons. 

	Species
	Season

	Antelope
	Archery – August 18 to September 28; 

Rifle – September 29 to October 14

	Deer
	Archery – September 22 to January 31

Rifle – November 17 to December 9; January 1 to 9

	Grouse
	September 15 to January 6

	Pheasant
	October 20 to January 6

	Waterfowl
	Various seasons from early October to February

	Dove
	September 1 to October 31

	Rabbits
	September 1 to February 28

	Prairie Dog
	June 15 to February 29

	Coyote, Raccoon
	Year Round


Over the last 12 years, a letter has been sent by the District to all persons successful in drawing a big game license for the FPNG unit to inform them of travel and access policy that includes seasonal restrictions off designated routes. Forest Service wildlife biologists found current seasonal restrictions to have enhanced quality of the hunting experience. This is primarily due to reduced pressure on wildlife because of a reduction in vehicle use to locate and harvest big game. Along with this, SDGF&P created a separate hunting unit that includes the majority of the FPNG. The old system used the three counties; Jones, Lyman, and Stanley for big game unit boundaries. Successful permit holders from all three counties heavily used the grassland because it was public land open to hunting. This put heavy pressure on big game species and herds had reduced numbers. Development of a separate hunting unit with a set number of big game licenses along with travel management on the grassland from September to December has greatly increased the quality of big game herds and the hunting experience. 

Training of dogs is popular on the grassland. Various breeds of hunting dogs can be trained to “hold on point” more easily on grouse because they have a tendency to hold in cover better than pheasants. A popular activity is to train far running and fast “setters” that cover a lot of country. For trainers to keep up with dogs, they follow on horseback. The State limits this type of dog training from horseback to 30 permits.  The season is for five weekends prior to hunting season. Dog training ends two weekends prior to the opening of grouse hunting season which begins on the third Saturday of September.  This activity to this point has been considered a non-commercial activity which does not require a special use permit from the National Grassland.

Another activity that is growing in popularity is the training and hunting with falcons.  This activity has even brought people from other countries to the National Grassland.  

There is high demand for prairie dog hunting areas and the National Varmint Hunters Association is located in Fort Pierre. Approximately 2,000 acres of identified prairie dog towns are available for shooting on the grassland. Prairie dog hunters prefer motorized access to hunting sites to transport heavy guns, shooting benches, and ammunition. Motorized access is also important to Coyote hunters who use hounds to run down coyotes.

Fishing for largemouth bass, perch, crappie, and sunfish occurs in the more than 150 ponds. Some ponds are stocked by SDGF&P. In response to concerns about fishing access issues associated with this route designation project, the FPNG requested an increase in management from SDGF&P in ponds which appear to have a greater chance of sustaining fisheries over a long period of time. The following are FPNG ponds that the SDGF&P had identified in the past as potential sustainable fisheries with access roads under the current designated route system. 

· Richland Dam -Access off of 286th Street, improved gravel road for access
· Sheriff Dam -Access by Forest Service Road 233 
· Booth Dam -Access by Forest Service Road 227 –A
· Smith Dam -Access by Forest Service Road 242
· Alkali West Dam -Access by Forest Service Road 235
· Garber Dam -Access off of 290th or 29th Street approximately. 75 mile
· Webb Dam- Access off of 228th Street approximately .1 mile
· Bass Dam- Access by Forest Service Road 275
· Cookstove Dam -Access by Forest Service Road 231
· Cottonwood Dam -Access by Forest Service Road 219-A
The following are other fisheries on FPNG listed by distance from access roads:

· Six sites are accessed from Forest Service designated roads

· Six sites are adjacent to and up to l00 yards from a road

· Eight sites are located 100 yards to ¼ mile from a road

· Three sites are located 1/4 mile to 1/2 mile from a road

· three sites are located 1/2 mile to 1 mile from a road

· Three sites are located 1 mile or more from a road

Bird watching is becoming a more popular form of recreation. In the spring (several weeks in April and first part of May) the Forest Service puts up three blinds for wildlife watching. They are set up close to prairie chicken and sharp-tailed grouse leks. People are advised to park 200-300 yards from blinds. Upland sandpiper along with other grassland birds can be watched from county roads.  A large variety of waterfowl species can also be viewed on the FPNG.

There is interest in roaded access to Mallard Dam. Past access through private property has been closed and efforts to acquire right-of-way for access have not been successful. The adjacent research natural area (Mallard South) is designated non-motorized and does not have any designated or undesignated routes. 

Snowmobile (or over-snow vehicle) access is currently not restricted to roads. For at least ten years there has not been adequate snow for snowmobile use on the grassland. Snowmobiles can disturb wildlife already stressed from winter conditions.  Effects are further discussed in the Vegetation, Wildlife and Fisheries portion of this chapter.

Other recreational activities include recreational driving (on and off-road), hiking, mountain biking, and horseback riding (certified weed-free hay required).  Highway 83 which transects the National Grassland from north to south provides visitors traveling to the capital of South Dakota a tremendous view of the rolling open prairie.  Route 1806 is a designated Native American Scenic Byway which borders the very northeast corner of the National Grassland.  

The entire area provides a tremendous dispersed recreation experience, especially when tied to developed sites managed by the State and Army Corps of Engineers located on the Missouri River in the Pierre/Fort Pierre area. There is a State managed OHV use area by Lake Oahe just north of the FPNG that encompasses approximately 400 acres. 

As described in the Forest Plan EIS (2001 Hard-Copy page 1-18) user preferences vary widely over available recreational opportunities. Some users desire primitive recreation experiences with restricted motorized travel, while others, such as all-terrain vehicle users, prefer motorized access. However, on the FPNG, uses of OHV have, for the most part, been associated with other activities such as hunting, fishing, and ranching. Recreational riding for the sole purpose of OHV riding has not been witnessed by FPNG staff. A minimal amount of this type of riding does occur. Because recreation use on these public lands has increased over the last decade, conflicts are also expected to increase.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)

ROS offers a framework for defining classes of recreational settings, opportunities, and experiences. ROS classifications for Fort Pierre National Grassland are 9,780 acres (8%) of Rural; 98,810 acres (85%) Roaded Natural; and 7,480 acres (7%) Semi-primitive motorized (Forest Plan 2001 Hard-Copy page 3-304).

Accessibility

With no developed recreational sites, dispersed recreation is provided to all persons without accessibility accommodations.  Fishing access for persons with disabilities is provided north of the FPNG near Pierre at LaFramboise Island causeway and Lake Oahe tailwaters.

Trends

The following excerpts from the Forest Plan (2001 Hard-Copy) describe future trends associated with recreation uses:

Recreation on public lands in the prairie ecosystem is increasing dramatically. Contributing factors are: 1) national grasslands have been recognized for hunting opportunities; 2) the public has increased appreciation for the beauty of the prairie; 3) more people are taking short vacations to the closest public lands; and 4) there has been a loss of solitude in mountain areas (page 1-18).

Most activities for which survey information has been collected are projected to continue long-term moderate growth, while more rapid growth is expected for technology-driven activities, such as mountain biking. Fastest growing activities include bird watching, hiking, backpacking, primitive area camping, and off-highway driving (page 3-305). 

Fishing participation is expected to increase nationally by 36 percent over the next 55 years with the Rocky Mountain/Great Plains Region seeing as much as a 55 percent increase. Fishing currently accounts for twice as many "primary purpose trips" as non-consumptive wildlife activities and nearly three times as many as all forms of hunting combined. Nationally, hunting is projected to continue to decline over time. [Some of this decline may be attributed to fewer acres open to hunting. In South Dakota, a large increase in “pay for hunting/access” has reduced desirability for some hunters to pursue this type of access. This has made FPNG an even more important area for production of excellent wildlife cover and habitat for recreational public hunting.] However, the 12 Rocky Mountain/Great Plains states (from Nevada east to Kansas) are projected to see a 20 percent increase in hunting participation. Participation in non-consumptive wildlife activities is expected to increase 64 percent over the next 55 years, while days spent participating are projected to double. The most prominent factor contributing to this increase appears to be the increasing age of the population (page 3-305).
Desired Condition

The desired condition for recreation as described in the Forest Plan (2001 Hard-Copy) and Recreation Strategy is to provide the public a cost effective range of recreational experiences that are within the land's capability, and commensurate with current and future demands. Based on public input, the Forest Plan recognizes the need for the Forest to address resource impacts and recreational desires for solitude in relation to motorized access and provide improved direction on access and travel management (page 1-18). The desired condition is also to implement the TMR by designating routes and areas open to motor vehicle use and prohibiting use of motor vehicles off designated routes.

With 85% of the FPNG classified as Rural ROS, desired conditions are characterized by natural environment that has been substantially modified by pastoral agricultural development. As described for Roaded Natural ROS, the area is characterized by predominantly natural-appearing environments with moderate evidence of sights and sounds of people. As described for Semi-primitive Motorized ROS, concentration of users is low, but there is often evidence of other users (Forest Plan, 2001 Hard-Copy, pages G-43 and G-44).

Environmental Consequences

Design Criteria and Monitoring

Based on public input already received, recreation users that prefer motorized access are likely to be dissatisfied by any alternative that implements the TMR. Ongoing National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) will be a good tool to monitor how recreation on the FPNG is affected by this project. Ongoing contacts by a Forest Service officer with individuals recreating on the grassland will also provide feedback on how well implementation is working and level of compliance.

Alternative 1 (No Action)
The FPNG currently has 64 miles of roads designated open for motorized public access.  The No Action Alternative would result in no change from the present forest designated road system and unrestricted motorized travel off the designated road system between December 1 and August 31 unless unfavorable resource impacts occur. This alterative does not meet national direction provided by the TMR to designate routes and areas open to motor vehicle use and prohibit use of motor vehicles off designated routes.

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Alternative 1 would not change the 64 miles of designated road access and seasonal off-road access. Road and off-road access for recreation activities would remain unchanged. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect effects associated with recreation with this alternative. With no direct or indirect effects, there would be no cumulative effects associated with this alternative. 

Alternative 1 provides the same road access as Alternative 2 and less road access than Alternative 3. Alternative 1 provides the most off-road access compared to the other alternatives. Recreation users that prefer motorized access are likely to be most satisfied with Alternative 1.  Recreation users who desire solitude and quiet settings would be the least satisfied with this alternative. With unrestricted off-road access, this is the only alternative that is not consistent with the TMR.  

Effects Common to Alternatives 2 and 3

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 meet desired conditions of implementing the TMR and maintaining ROS classifications. By restricting motorized travel to designated routes, ROS is likely to become more primitive and hunting and fishing opportunities may be enhanced in areas further from designated routes. There will be more opportunity for recreation use associated with quiet, peaceful recreation experiences and quality uninterrupted hunting.  These alternatives would also reduce potential for conflicts between grassland users.

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 meet desired conditions to provide improved direction on access and travel and meet Forest Plan direction to provide the public a cost effective range of recreational experiences that are within the land's capability, and commensurate with current and future demands.

Since seasonal closures have previously enhanced the hunting experience by reducing the advantage of using motorized vehicles to harvest big game it is likely that restrictions to off-road motorized access would further reduce disturbance to all species and further enhance development of game species populations by reducing habitat fragmentation and improve the quality of the hunting experience. Walk-in fishing could improve quality of fishing experience in some impoundments. Northern pike are being put into some ponds by the public.  Restricting off-road travel may help stop this inappropriate fish stocking.
In regard to over-snow vehicles, there has not been adequate snow depth to sustain a developed snow trail system in the past several years.  Consequently, snowmobile use as a regular recreational activity on the FPNG has not been prevalent.  Therefore, if restrictions are implemented on over-snow vehicles, minimal effects will occur to this type of recreational user.  

Alternative 2

This alternative maintains the current designated road system of 64 miles and eliminates the off road travel year-round. This action would eliminate all other travel routes on the FPNG except currently designated routes. 
Alternative 2 includes eight miles of road where access to private land adjacent to or surrounded by the PFNG will be permitted to specific user(s). Permittee(s) of these roads would be required, through the permit, to maintain permitted roads as directed by the District. Permitted roads would not be open to the public. Vehicles associated with the permitted user’s business would be allowed on these routes. 

Direct Effects

This alternative would provide the fewest miles of designated road access of any of the alternatives. There would be no off-road access except for permitted uses requiring travel by motorized vehicles to conduct approved activities on the FPNG. This alternative would provide the lowest road density of all the alternatives and have the least impacts on wildlife habitat fragmentation and the least impacts to big game both during and outside hunting seasons.  While this alternative does meet the national travel rule, it makes no compromises related to the public’s concerns/comments for adequate motorized recreation access. This alternative would have the most affect on recreation users that prefer motorized access and is most responsive to recreation users that desire solitude and more primitive settings. This alternative is also the least responsive to desires for motorized access by the recreating public, including persons with disabilities.

Indirect Effects

Indirect effects of Alternative 2 are similar to those of Alternative 3 which would be a possible improvement in hunting and fishing at sites further away from motorized access due to reduced disturbance/pressure. 

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects would be similar to those described as direct and indirect effects. There would be a reduction in motorized recreation off designated routes but not necessarily a reduction in motorized recreation in total. The designated route system would continue to provide a variety of motorized recreational opportunities. Opportunities for primitive/solitude types of recreation off the designated system would increase. 
Alternative 3

Alternative 3 proposes to add 6.4 miles to the current designated road system for year-round motorized travel. The following additional seasonal routes would also be added to the current designated system for a total of 82 miles of roads open year-round or seasonally to the public:

· 8.5 miles of road for fishing access, open from December 1st to August 31st and closed the remaining three months; and

· 3.4 miles of road to access prairie dog towns, open from June 15th (State opening for prairie dog shooting on public land) to August 31st.

Seasonal closures are proposed to protect wildlife from unnecessary vehicle disturbance during the majority of small and big game seasons and reduce wildfire fuel management costs (seasonal road right-of-ways will not normally be mowed because traffic has been reduced).
Alternative 3 includes eight miles of road where access to private land adjacent to or surrounded by the PFNG will be permitted to specific user(s). Permittee(s) of these roads would be required, through the permit, to maintain permitted roads as directed by the District. Permitted roads would not be open to the public.  Only vehicles associated with the permitted user’s business would be allowed on these routes. 

Direct Effects

This alternative would provide the most miles of designated road access on the FPNG than any of the other alternatives. There would be no off-road access except for permitted uses requiring travel by motorized vehicles to conduct approved activities on the FPNG.  Although this alternative would provide the highest road density of all the alternatives, impacts to wildlife habitat fragmentation and big game would be minimized due to seasonal closures and restrictions to off-road travel.  This alternative is responsive to the public’s concerns/comments for adequate motorized recreation access while meeting desired conditions to implement the TMR. Additional routes would be designated for hunting and fishing access. Similar to Alternative 2, recreation users who desire off-road motorized access are likely to be dissatisfied with this alternative. Again similar to Alternative 2, this alternative is responsive to recreation users that desire solitude and more primitive settings. Alternative 3 is more responsive than Alternative 2 to desires for motorized access by the recreating public including persons with disabilities and less responsive than Alternative 1 that doesn’t meet the travel management rule.

Indirect Effects

Indirect effects of Alternative 3 are similar to those of Alternative 2 which would be a possible improvement in hunting and fishing at sites further away from motorized access due to reduced disturbance/pressure. 

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects would be similar to those described as direct and indirect effects. The designated route system would continue to provide a variety of motorized recreational opportunities. Opportunities for primitive/solitude types of recreation off the designated system would increase.
Social and Economic Environment
Affected Environment

Demographics for South Dakota counties that make up the economic impact area (EIA) for the FPNG are shown in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2. Demographics for Counties in EIA. 

	County/State
	1990

Population1/
	% Change

(1990-1999)1/
	Median Household

Income (1997)2/
	Average Age2/

	Hughes
	14,817
	4.3
	40,724
	34.3

	Jones
	1,324
	-9.1
	30,038
	37.5

	Lyman
	3,638
	4.0
	27,283
	33.8

	Stanley
	2,453
	18.0
	33,630
	31.6

	South Dakota
	639,000
	8.5
	31,354
	35.5

	National
	
	9.0
	37,005
	35.3

	1/ Forest Plan FEIS Page 3-58 (Revised 2002 Internet Version)

2/ Forest Plan FEIS Page 3-60 (Revised 2002 Internet Version)


As shown in Table 3-2 there is wide variety in population and growth in the EIA. High population growth in Stanley County is likely due to proximity of the State Capitol in Pierre, South Dakota. Likewise, high median household income for Hughes County is likely due to government sector jobs associated with the State Capitol. The State Capitol is located in Hughes County where it borders Stanley County. None of the EIA counties are considered low income. South Dakota is expected to grow another 16% by 2025. Economic diversity is up in all counties (Revised Forest Plan 2002 Internet Version, page 3-19).

According to the Pierre Chamber of Commerce, an overnight stay in Pierre costs the tourist an average of $220 per day. Dispersed recreation on the FPNG contributes substantially to this source of income to the local community. Most hunters stay for a 3 to 10 day period while using the grassland. This area has also become a destination for fishing and dog training. Wildlife viewing has also become so popular that the FPNG is building a third grouse viewing blind. The following excerpts from the Forest Plan (Revised 2002 Internet Version) illustrate the importance of motorized access to the FPNG for recreation and livestock grazing.
DeVilbiss (1992) shows that the contribution from recreation, wildlife, and fish activities on Ft. Pierre National Grassland comprise $750,000 of income and 31 jobs in the Ft. Pierre area. By contrast, the livestock-related activities generate slightly more dollars but fewer jobs. (It should be noted that activities associated with the national grassland in either industry combined do not contribute more than 6% of jobs and income to affected counties however, the activities do add diversity to the local economies). (Page 3-14)
In another study of the Ft. Pierre area, Beutler (1991) compares the total annual economic impact from recreation on the Ft. Pierre National Grassland ($1.9 million) with the total economic impact from livestock grazing on the Ft. Pierre National Grassland ($2.6 million). These studies and observations support the conclusion that recreation use of National Forest System lands contributes jobs and income to local economies comparable to levels contributed by livestock grazing on National Forest pastures. (Page 3-15)
A trend analysis completed by Schumacher (Schumacher, 1997) does suggest that recreation and tourism will continue to grow in the Northern Great Plains, with some activities predicted to have more increases than others. In particular, the activities that show the greatest increases in recreation use are: fresh water fishing, non-consumptive wildlife activities, small game hunting, big game hunting, and migratory bird hunting. (Page 3-39)
Environmental Consequences

Although several studies show the recreation/tourism industry does contribute considerably to income, employment, and diversity in local economies, there is little data available on the dependency of each county on recreation/tourism activities linked to national grasslands or forests. No alternative would have a substantial effect on economics or demographic trends within the assessment area. Equal access by minorities and people with disabilities is maintained, created, or improved through the Proposed Action and alternatives.
Alternative 1 (No Action)
No changes to motorized use would occur. Seasonal motorized access to most of the FPNG would be maintained. Recreation/tourism related income to the local economies would not be affected.
Alternatives 2 and 3
Reduction of off-route motorized travel may deter some visitors who prefer cross-country motorized access for their recreational activities. Designated routes will continue to provide a variety of recreational experiences.  Increased management of ponds is expected to provide a sustainable fishery over a longer period of time. With these factors, recreation/tourism would increase over time and continue to provide important jobs and income to local communities. Limitations to cross-country motorized access could expand opportunities for recreational visitors seeking non-motorized experiences.  However, recreationists wishing to experience a motorized activity can still plan a travel route, loop system using township, county and designated roads on the grassland.  

Cumulatively, the expected increase in population and related increase in both motorized and non-motorized recreation activities in the State would, in general, be expected to result in more spending in the local communities when added to Forest recreation activities. Other recreation opportunities in local communities would also attract visitors and therefore add to local economy budgets.

In compliance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, the FPNG Route Designation project was analyzed to determine if minority and/or low-income populations would experience disproportionately high adverse effects due to project implementation. Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide equal access to National Forest System Lands to all persons and would not disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income populations.

Heritage Resources

In accordance with the USDA Forest Service Policy for Section 106 of the NHPA Compliance in Travel Management:  Designated Routes for Motor Vehicle Use (FS NHPA TM Policy 2005) prepared by the Forest Service in consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the area of potential effect is limited to travel routes proposed to be added to the existing official motorized travel system.

Heritage resources were reviewed in relation to this project to determined potential for impacts from alternatives. The analysis is documented in the Heritage Resource Report (USDA 2008a). Forest archaeologists and para-archaeologists conducted an intensive survey of the project area where additional routes are proposed (Alternative 3).  A total of 52 person-hours were used to conduct the survey. The project area was surveyed by meandering down the two-track roads and scrutinizing areas with highest visibility.  All areas of soil disturbance, including drainage cuts, animal burrows, and similar areas, were intensively scrutinized.  A total of 628 acres were intensively surveyed (Pry 2007).

Forest Archaeologists completed a records search of all previous surveys and sites recorded within one mile of the project area prior to field work.  Forest heritage program files maintained at the Supervisor’s Office in Chadron, Nebraska and the online Archaeological Resources Management System (ARMS) for the South Dakota State Historical Society Archaeological Research Center (SARC) were examined.
Affected Environment

A total of 25 cultural resource inventories have been conducted within the project area. During the previous investigations, three cultural resources were identified within the project area.

The present condition of heritage resources on the Forest is on course with the desired condition described in the Land and Resource Management Plan, Nebraska National Forest and Associated Units (Goal 2b, Heritage Sites, and Standards and Guidelines, Section N, Heritage Resources) (Forest Plan 2001).

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 – No Action

Direct Effects

Currently, cross-country motorized travel is allowed December 1st through August 31st. Unmanaged cross-country travel has the potential to damage cultural resources. Immediate, irreversible damage to the integrity of a cultural resource could result if a heavy or tracked vehicle were to drive across a shallow archaeological feature in wet conditions.

Indirect Effects

Unmanaged cross-country travel has potential to damage and/or eliminate vegetation cover, which may lead to erosion that could indirectly affect the integrity of a cultural resource by exposing buried features and/or displacing individual artifacts.

Cumulative Effects

A single vehicle traveling cross-country in dry conditions may only bend vegetation, and otherwise not harm natural or cultural resources located along the route.  If other users notice the route due to the bent vegetation and choose to travel the same route, this may lead to vegetation damage and/or elimination, exposing bare ground along the vehicle track-way of the route. Long-term, repeated use of a cross-country route will eventually lead to development of a user-created route or road. In this scenario, development of a user-created route may impact the integrity of a cultural resource located along the route by damaging or destroying shallow archaeological features such as hearths or displacing individual artifacts.
Alternative 2– Proposed Action

Direct Effects

Alternative 2 proposes to restrict motorized travel to the current designated route system year-round. By eliminating non-permitted cross-country motorized travel, overall potential for damage to cultural resources, caused by this activity, would be reduced. This alternative continues to allow travel and parking within 30 feet of the outside track of the designated routes (travel ROW). Potential for immediate, irreversible damage to the integrity of a cultural resource located along the ROW would continue if a heavy or tracked vehicle were to drive across a shallow archaeological feature in wet conditions. 
Indirect Effects

Continued vehicle travel along the travel ROW has the potential to damage and/or eliminate vegetation cover. Potential for erosion that could indirectly affect the integrity of a cultural resource located along the ROW by exposing buried features and/or displacing individual artifacts would continue.
Cumulative Effects

It is possible that a long-term result of eliminating cross-country travel would be an increased and more intensive use of the designated system.  According to the FS NHPA TM Policy, no new field inventories were completed along the current designated route system. More intensive use of the designated system may increase potential for exposing buried features and/or displacing individual artifacts not previously detected.  In accordance with the final travel management rule, 36 CFR Part 212.57, the Forest will monitor effects of motor vehicle use to cultural resources located on the designated route system as appropriate and feasible.
Alternative 3– Action

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Alternative 3 proposes to restrict motorized travel to the current designated route system plus an additional 18 miles (12 miles seasonal and 6 miles year-round).  Another 8 miles would be permitted to specific users for private land access.  According to the FS NHPA TM Policy, an intensive inventory of the newly proposed 26 miles (includes 8 miles of permitted routes) has been completed.  No significant cultural resources were identified.  Otherwise, direct, indirect, and cumulative effects are similar to Alternative 2.

Soil and Water Resources

This section summarizes the Sedimentation Analysis (USDA 2008b) on file at the FPNG District office. The FPNG is drained by the Bad River, Medicine Creek, and other tributaries of the Missouri River between Big Bend and Oahe Dams in central South Dakota. The Cities of Pierre and Fort Pierre lie at the upper end of Lake Sharpe, the Missouri River Reservoir impounded by the Big Bend Dam.  Sedimentation at the upper end of Lake Sharpe, primarily from sediment input from the Bad River, causes an increased risk of flooding of low-lying areas in the Pierre and Fort Pierre vicinity. Since roads are known to increase sedimentation in many watersheds, a sedimentation analysis was conducted to determine the effect of transportation management alternatives on stream sedimentation.

Affected Environment

In the 1960s the United States Geological Survey (USGS) divided the United States into Hydrologic Units for purposes of cataloging watershed conditions.  This system involves nesting watersheds i.e., dividing the nation into relatively few very large watersheds (such as the entire Missouri River Basin), then subdividing those units into smaller watersheds, then dividing the smaller units again, and so forth. The largest watersheds are 1st level and original delineations stop at the 4th level.  The FPNG lies within the Missouri River 1st level delineation and includes parts of the Bad River, Medicine Creek, and Fort Randall Reservoir (other tributaries to the Missouri River between Fort Randall Dam and Oahe Dam) 4th level delineations. Since 4th level delineations are generally too large for analysis purposes (Fort Randall Reservoir extends from Oahe Dam just north of Pierre to Fort Randall Dam near the Nebraska border, including Lake Sharpe), guidelines have been written for watershed delineation to the 5th and 6th level (NRCS 2004). The primary delineation used for this analysis are 6th level watersheds (referred to as sub-watersheds), between 10,000 and 40,000 acres in size.  A list of affected watersheds can be found in Table 3-3. A map of watershed boundaries used for the Sedimentation Analysis is in the project file available for review at the Fort Pierre District Office. 

Table 3-3 Affected Watersheds in the FPNG
	4th Level Watershed 
	5th Level Watershed 
	6th Level Watershed
	Acres

	Fort Randall Reservoir
	Antelope Creek
	Antelope Creek Headwaters
	25,491

	
	
	Antelope Creek- Unnamed Tributaries
	21,788

	
	
	Timber Creek
	11,407

	
	
	Antelope Creek- Sand Creek
	13,433

	
	Cedar Creek
	South Branch
	15,403

	
	
	Upper Cedar Creek
	12,226

	
	
	Cedar Creek- Dripping Tank Creek
	33,016

	Bad River
	War Creek
	Upper East Branch War Creek
	13,601

	
	
	West Tributary East Branch War Creek
	13,136

	
	
	Lower East Branch War Creek
	17,483

	
	Mouth of the Bad River
	Porcupine Creek
	15,920

	
	
	Gray Blanket Creek- Bad River
	22,388

	Medicine Creek
	Upper Medicine Creek
	Lower North Fork Medicine Creek
	17,004

	
	
	Medicine Creek- Hope Township Tributary
	10,662

	
	Middle Medicine Creek
	Upper Stony Butte Creek
	16,163

	
	
	Unnamed Tributary to Upper Stony Butte Creek
	14,635

	
	
	Unnamed Tributary to Lower Stony Butte Creek
	22,683

	
	
	Lower Stony Butte Creek
	14,328


Environmental Consequences

The sedimentation model used for this analysis is derived from the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee (PSIAC) report on erosion and sediment yield methods (PSIAC 1974).  It has been used by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) in South Dakota and is adequate for watershed-scale analysis (Cindy Steele, pers. com. 2007).  It depends on nine factors; surface geology, soils, climate, runoff, topography (slope), ground cover, land management, upland erosion, and channel erosion.  Each of these is given a numeric value based on sensitivity to erosion.  Numeric values are added to arrive at a total rating.  The total rating then indicates predicted average annual sediment yield.

For this analysis, four of the nine factors are considered the same across the analysis area; surface geology (all Pierre Shale), soil (derived from Pierre Shale), climate (prone to heavy thunderstorms), and runoff (high potential peak flows). Other factors vary based on inherent conditions and land use.  Topography (slope) is an inherent condition derived from a Digital Elevation Model (DEM), which is used to divide the land into gentle slopes (less than 6 percent), moderate slopes (6 to 20 percent), and steep slopes (greater than 20 percent).  

The land is also stratified as National Forest grassland, non-National Forest grassland, cropland, pseudo-badlands or road.  National Forest grassland was given a lower predicted erosion rate (reduced by a factor of 1.4) than Non-National Forest grassland due to reduced intensity of grazing pressure to meet standards on National Forest system lands. Land ownership and air photos were used to stratify the landscape.  Pseudo-badlands are those areas with a high percentage of naturally barren ground, typically on steep slopes.  They are not true badlands because they contain barren ground interspersed with vegetated slopes. The following road widths were used to create the road stratification: 30 feet for highways, 20 feet for county roads, and 14 feet for other roads.

All land within each of the 6th level watersheds is stratified, both within and outside the National Grassland boundary. A Geographic Information System (GIS) model is used to process the data and calculate results.  Table 3-4 shows model predicted erosion rates for each land stratification in cubic yards per acre per year.  Table 3-5 shows acreage for each land stratification by watershed.

Table 3-4 Predicted Erosion Rates for Each Land Stratification

	Land Use Category
	Predicted Erosion Rates (cu-yd/acre-year)

	
	Gentle Slopes
	Moderate Slopes
	Steep Slopes

	National Forest Grassland
	0.353
	0.504
	0.731

	Non-National Forest Grassland
	0.504
	0.731
	1.058

	Cropland
	0.731
	1.058
	1.512

	Pseudo-Badlands
	1.512
	2.167
	3.100

	Paved Road
	1.512
	2.167
	3.100

	Other Road
	2.167
	3.100
	4.435


Table 3-5 Acres of Each Land Stratification by Watershed

	6th Level Watershed Name
	National Forest Grassland 
	Non-National Forest Grassland 
	Cropland 
	Pseudo-Badlands 
	Paved Road 
	Other Road 

	Antelope Creek Headwaters
	15,511
	4,033
	5,782
	0
	38
	127

	Antelope Creek- Unnamed Tributaries
	3,940
	15,782
	1,789
	192
	6
	80

	Timber Creek
	8,300
	1,614
	1,432
	18
	0
	44

	Antelope Creek- Sand Creek
	4,873
	6,092
	1,510
	879
	24
	55

	South Branch
	11,548
	2,419
	1,383
	0
	0
	53

	Upper Cedar Creek
	5,825
	4,471
	1,875
	0
	0
	56

	Cedar Creek- Dripping Tank Creek
	2,554
	25,450
	4,630
	293
	0
	90

	Upper East Branch War Creek
	7,960
	3,925
	1,621
	0
	0
	95

	West Tributary East Branch War Creek
	1,484
	7,379
	4,216
	0
	10
	47

	Lower East Branch War Creek
	9,955
	6,799
	637
	0
	15
	77

	Porcupine Creek
	6,468
	8,180
	1,177
	0
	5
	90

	Gray Blanket Creek- Bad River
	4,297
	15,436
	1,987
	503
	74
	91

	Lower North Fork Medicine Creek
	4,427
	8,450
	4,056
	0
	18
	53

	Medicine Creek- Hope Township Tributary
	4,231
	4,228
	2,140
	0
	16
	46

	Upper Stony Butte Creek
	9,536
	3,370
	3,159
	0
	13
	84

	Unnamed Tributary to Upper Stony Butte Creek
	8,319
	3,940
	2,275
	0
	26
	75

	Unnamed Tributary to Lower Stony Butte Creek
	5,074
	5,604
	11,919
	0
	0
	86

	Lower Stony Butte Creek
	586
	3,667
	9,998
	0
	0
	77


Consequences Common to All Alternatives
Actions associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives for route designation on the FPNG would either close user-created routes to motorized use on the National Grassland or designate roads open to use. This analysis does not involve areas affected by state highways, county roads, and private roads.  The differences between alternatives are associated with miles of road (translated into acres by a value of 1.7 acres per mile) designated as open.  The assumption used for sedimentation analysis is that unclassified roads have “Other Road” erosion rates from Table 3-4.  But all unclassified roads that do not become a designated or permitted road in Alternatives 2 and 3 revert back to the erosion rate of “National Forest Grassland”.  Table 3-6 shows miles of FSR designated open by watershed by alternative and Table 3-7 shows predicted sedimentation rates by watershed by alternative.

Table 3-6 Miles of Designated Open Road Alternative for Each Watershed*
	6th Level Watershed Name
	Alternative 1 Road Miles*
	Alternative 2 Road Miles*
	Alternative 3 Road Miles*

	Antelope Creek Headwaters
	30.6
	8.0
	12.5

	Antelope Creek- Unnamed Tributaries
	6.6
	2.0
	2.3

	Timber Creek
	9.6
	6.5
	6.5

	Antelope Creek- Sand Creek
	9.0
	6.0
	7.6

	South Branch
	17.4
	9.3
	9.9

	Upper Cedar Creek
	11.1
	2.8
	4.0

	Cedar Creek- Dripping Tank Creek
	0.9
	0.0
	0.0

	Upper East Branch War Creek
	27.3
	8.4
	9.4

	West Tributary East Branch War Creek
	2.0
	0.2
	0.2

	Lower East Branch War Creek
	21.2
	6.0
	7.1

	Porcupine Creek
	30.5
	2.3
	5.6

	Gray Blanket Creek- Bad River
	6.9
	2.7
	3.9

	Lower North Fork Medicine Creek
	11.0
	5.5
	5.9

	Medicine Creek- Hope Township Tributary
	15.1
	6.8
	6.8

	Upper Stony Butte Creek
	11.3
	0.2
	1.3

	Unnamed Tributary to Upper Stony Butte Creek
	18.2
	4.6
	5.6

	Unnamed Tributary to Lower Stony Butte Creek
	6.2
	0.7
	1.4

	Lower Stony Butte Creek
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0

	Total Road Miles
	236
	72
	90

	*Alternative 1 (existing condition) includes 64 miles of designated road plus approximately 172 miles of unclassified road.  Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) includes 64 miles of designated road plus 8 miles of permitted road.  Alternative 3 includes 64 miles of previously designated road, plus 8 miles permitted road, plus 18 miles newly designated road (some year-round, some seasonal).


Table 3-7 Predicted Sedimentation Rates by Alternative*
	6th Level Watershed Name
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2
	Alternative 3 

	Antelope Creek Headwaters
	0.522
	0.516
	0.517

	Antelope Creek- Unnamed Tributaries
	0.659
	0.657
	0.657

	Timber Creek
	0.503
	0.502
	0.502

	Antelope Creek- Sand Creek
	0.760
	0.759
	0.760

	South Branch
	0.519
	0.515
	0.515

	Upper Cedar Creek
	0.527
	0.522
	0.523

	Cedar Creek- Dripping Tank Creek
	0.673
	0.673
	0.673

	Upper East Branch War Creek
	0.521
	0.512
	0.513

	West Tributary East Branch War Creek
	0.654
	0.653
	0.653

	Lower East Branch War Creek
	0.574
	0.568
	0.568

	Porcupine Creek
	0.645
	0.633
	0.634

	Gray Blanket Creek- Bad River
	0.729
	0.728
	0.728

	Lower North Fork Medicine Creek
	0.590
	0.588
	0.588

	Medicine Creek- Hope Township Tributary
	0.570
	0.565
	0.565

	Upper Stony Butte Creek
	0.529
	0.524
	0.525

	Unnamed Tributary to Upper Stony Butte Creek
	0.515
	0.509
	0.509

	Unnamed Tributary to Lower Stony Butte Creek
	0.642
	0.640
	0.640

	Lower Stony Butte Creek
	0.709
	0.709
	0.709

	*Sedimentation rates are cubic yards per acre per year for each watershed and each alternative.  This value is calculated by first computing the total estimated sedimentation for each watershed then dividing by the watershed acreage.


As indicated by Tables 3-6 and 3-7, the model shows a decrease in potential sedimentation rates corresponding to decreased mileage of roads designated as open.  When roads are abandoned or obliterated, the potential for erosion decreases back to a natural, background rate. However, model predicted sedimentation rate decreases are quite small. The watershed with the greatest mileage of closed road, Porcupine Creek, shows a decrease of less that 2 percent between the existing condition (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2.  This does not mean that road-related sedimentation increases are not substantial; rather it shows that the impact of FSRs on sedimentation is small in these large, complex watersheds (with intermixed ownership, cropland, pseudo-badlands, and a large mileage of roads not under Forest Service jurisdiction).

Alternative 1 (No Action)
With this alternative there would be no change in current direction for on road and off-road access. About 236 miles of roads would be open seasonally to motorized use. Access for recreation activities would remain unchanged. Therefore, direct or indirect effects on soil and water resources associated with motorized use with this alternative would continue to increase as use increases. There would be no direct or indirect effects to water resources but potential for erosion would be highest of all alternatives. Cumulative effects of Alternative 1 when added to future trends for increased recreation use would lead to more user created roads and increased potential for sedimentation.
Alternatives 2 and 3
Direct effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be to reduce road miles and potential for additional user-created roads. Currently, there are approximately 172 miles of unclassified roads on the Fort Pierre National Grassland.  With Alternatives 2 and 3, 164 miles and 146 miles respectively of unclassified road would be closed and allowed to revert to grassland. 
With reduced road miles and potential for additional roads, indirect effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be to reduce potential for effects to soil and water resources. Existing roads not designated as open would revert to natural conditions, decreasing potential for sedimentation in affected watersheds. Cumulative effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be a reduction in potential for sedimentation in affected watersheds from 0 to 1.86%.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fishery

Affected Environment

Fort Pierre National Grassland is comprised of approximately 116,000 acres of federal land located south of Pierre, South Dakota, north of Interstate 90, and west of the Lower Brule Indian Reservation. Numerous acres of private property are interspersed with federal land on the FPNG. The grassland is part of the Pierre Hills physiographic division (VanBruggen 1976). Topography is nearly flat to gently rolling, broken by intermittent creeks (several of which have woody draw bottoms) flowing toward the Bad and Missouri Rivers. Average precipitation is about 19.8 inches annually, which supports a prairie of mixed grasses. Wheat, sorghum, alfalfa, sunflowers, and corn are grown on the private range farmland bordering and within the national grassland.

Vehicle travel across the grassland supports a variety of human activities. Livestock grazing on the grassland is part of the operations of about 40 local ranchers, and they travel two-tracks to herd their cattle and to maintain equipment that supports grazing such as fences, water pipelines, livestock water tanks, and stock ponds. 

Hunting is a very popular activity on the grassland, with archery pronghorn antelope season starting in August.  The prairie grouse, archery deer, rifle pronghorn, ring-necked pheasant, and rifle deer, and several other hunting seasons see many hunters using the designated routes in the fall. Since 1977 the Fort Pierre National Grassland has been limiting motorized travel to Forest Development Roads from September 1 to November 30 annually. 
Around 150 ponds on the grassland have potential as bass and pan fish habitat, with about a third being fairly reliable fisheries.  Ice fishermen travel to ponds in the winter, which are also popular angler destinations during other times of the year. In the past, coyote hunters using coursing hounds in late fall and winter have driven extensively off roads on the grassland. Bird watchers, mountain bikers, horseback riders, and hikers also ride over grassland roads. 

Currently, over-snow vehicle use has mainly been located in the ditch in the Right-of-Way of HWY 83 (the main highway that runs North/South roughly through the middle of the FPNG).  This area has always collected more snow and provided adequate snow depth for a minimum of 1 to 2 days.  However, the general FPNG landscape has not held or retained adequate snow depth for over-snow vehicles either in cross-country travel or in a trail system for many years.

The grassland is made up of four major wildlife habitats: upland grasslands, wetlands, deciduous woodlands, and prairie dog colonies. Following is a discussion of these habitat types. 

Upland Grasslands

Upland prairie is by far the most extensive FPNG wildlife habitat.  Clayey soils lie on ridges, flats, and gently undulating sites and support cool-season grasses when the range is high seral.    Important grasses on these sites are western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii) and green needlegrass (Stipa viridula). Buffalograss (Buchloe dactyloides) predominates on low seral sites.  Slopes are overlain with shallower clays that support both warm and cool-season grasses.  Big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), a warm-season grass, is the dominant high-seral grass.  As seral stage decreases, sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula) takes over, followed by western wheatgrass and blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis).  On both topographic sites, moderately tall high-seral grasses provide the best cover for larger ground-nesting birds--prairie grouse (Tympanuchus sp.) and puddle ducks (Anas sp.).  Abundant average rainfall by Great Plains standards makes FPNG a productive grassland compared to most prairies farther west that have survived. 

Wetlands

FPNG has both human-created and natural wetlands.  Ponds created by earthern dams across intermittent drainages comprise the most extensive wetlands.  Total combined surface area of 150 ponds on FPNG that are deep enough to have sport fishery potential is about 735 acres, less than one percent of the total area of the grassland.  Individual pond size varies from less than an acre to 25 surface acres.  Three ponds were cost-shared with Ducks Unlimited specifically for waterfowl (Anatidae): Mallard (25 acres), Bower (15 acres), and County Line (10 acres) Dams.  The prairie immediately around Mallard and Bower Dams has been excluded from regular grazing.  Sixteen-acre Richland Dam and 21-acre Sheriff Dam have also been fenced, and their shores are generally not grazed.  Small dugout ponds have also been constructed in low areas.  The combined surface area of dugouts on the grassland is low.  With the improved grass habitat the last several years, the 150 ponds on the FPNG have become very important for waterfowl and other aquatic birds.  
Natural wetlands sometimes exist as closed depressions that collect water after snowmelt or heavy rain.  They are often dry by mid-summer, except during exceptionally wet years when they are used extensively by waterfowl.  The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (Cowardin et al. 1979) also identifies other types of wetlands. These include shallow palustrine wetlands, and riverine wetlands that are linear in nature.  Some of these support emergent vegetation such as cattail (Typha sp.), bulrush (Scirpus sp.), sedges (Carex sp.) or prairie cordgrass (Spartina pectinata).  Trees or shrubs may grow along the banks of these wetlands, the woody vegetation aspect of these habitat types are considered deciduous woodlands described in the next category. 

Deciduous Woodlands

Although woody vegetation is generally uncommon on FPNG, some trees and shrubs grow in major drainages.  Plains cottonwoods (Populus deltoides) are widespread.  They generally exist as mature trees scattered along a drainage.  There is scattered regeneration of cottonwood.  Peachleaf willow (Salix amygdaloides) and sandbar willow (Salix exigua) also grow, as rarely does green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica).  Shrubs on floodplains include western snowberry (Symphoricarpos occidentalis), chokecherry (Prunus virginiana) and plum (Prunus americana).  Among the woody species, however, usually only snowberry provides extensive low, woody cover along most drainages. Chokecherry and plum grow in scattered patches. FPNG has about 27 miles of drainage bottom that could realistically support woody vegetation (FPNG files). 

Prairie Dog Colonies

Black-tailed prairie dogs (Cynomys ludovicianus) on FPNG occupy over 2,000 acres in more than 35 colonies.  Individual colonies vary in size from less than an acre to over 300 acres.  Prairie dog towns are scattered over the entire grassland, although the highest percentage acres occur in the northeast on heavy clay soils.  Sport shooting of prairie dogs is popular on FPNG.  Many towns expand during dry years when the prairie dogs spread out to make use of more limited food.  Cover for on the ground prairie dog predators is also shorter, perhaps restricting their effectiveness.  However, the FPNG has reduced grazing in several pastures with prairie dog habitat to enhance vegetation production and to provide cover for predators.  New towns occasionally pop up, and small towns sometimes disappear.  The number of acres covered by prairie dog towns more than doubled during dry years the first half of this decade. The Forest Service or its contractors have poisoned about 600 acres occupied by prairie dogs located in the Boundary Management Zones on FPNG since 2005.  Before then, no poisoning had occurred since the early 1980s.

Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species
A Biological Assessment and Evaluation for Vehicle use on the FPNG (BE) (USDA 2008c) was completed in March 2008, and is on file, available for review at the Fort Pierre District office.  The BE presents affects of alternatives on Federally listed Threatened, Endangered, Proposed (TEP) and Regional Forester Listed Sensitive species (RFSS) with potential to occur on the Nebraska National Forest.  One species listed as endangered, whooping crane, had potential for effects from the Proposed Action and alternatives. No other TEP species were found to occupy habitats on the FPNG. 

The BE also assessed effects of Alternatives on Management Indicator Species (MIS) identified by the Forest Plan to reflect the impact of management activities. A list of RFSS and MIS with potential to occur on the FPNG is shown in Table 3-8.

Table 3-8. Sensitive Species and MIS with Potential to Occur on the FPNG.
	Common Name
	Binomial
	Status

	Mammals

	Black-tailed Prairie Dog
	Cynomys ludovicianus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

FPNG M.I.S.

	Swift Fox
	Vulpes velox
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Birds

	American Bittern 
	Botaurus lentiginosus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Bald Eagle
	Haliaeetus leucocephalus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Burrowing Owl
	Athene cunicularia
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Chestnut-collared Longspur
	Calcarius ornatus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Ferruginous Hawk
	Buteo regalis
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Grasshopper Sparrow
	Ammodramus savannarum
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Greater Prairie Chicken 
	Tympanuchus cupido
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

FPNG M.I.S.

	Loggerhead Shrike
	Lanius ludovicianus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Long-billed Curlew
	Numenius americanus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Northern Harrier
	Circus cyaneus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse
	Tympanuchus phasianellus jamesi
	FPNG M.I.S.

	Short-eared Owl
	Asio flammeus
	USFS Region 2 sensitive 

	Amphibian

	Northern Leopard Frog
	Rana pipiens
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Insects

	Regal fritillary
	Speyeria idalia
	USFS Region 2 sensitive

	Ottoe Skipper
	Hesperia ottoe
	USFS Region 2 sensitive


Noxious Weeds

Invasive Species, particularly sickleweed and Canada thistle, are known to occur near roads on the FPNG. Other weeds of concern are hoary cress and sulfur cinquefoil. Vehicles are common sources of weed spread. Feed for horses that are brought onto the National Grassland has been a concern in the past.  Today, there is a weed-free order in place that requires all feed brought onto the National Grassland be certified weed-free.  Those areas of the grassland along highways and high use areas are the most susceptible of introduction/spread of noxious weeds. Potential for spread of noxious weeds is a primary factor in assessing impacts of the transportation system on ecosystem function. Introduction and spread of noxious weeds can rob moisture and nutrients from native plants more beneficial to wildlife.

Environmental Consequences

All alternatives allow some travel by motor vehicles.  All alternatives restrict motorized travel to designated routes, except Alternative 1 from December 1 through August 31. Under Alternative 1 during that period, motorized vehicles can travel over most of FPNG except Richland Wildlife Area and Mallard South.  A major difference in Alternatives 2 and 3 lies in which roads are designated as open to vehicle travel.

Under Alternatives 2 and 3 the FPNG would be closed to over-snow vehicles, except the right-of-way of Highway 83.  Professional Biologist’s opinion is that unrestricted snowmobile use which could occur under Alternative 1 could adversely impact swift fox and ferruginous hawks (which are both considered Region 2 sensitive species) as well as other species.
No new road construction is anticipated.  Routes designated in each alternative were selected from existing user-created two-track vehicle routes.  Routes not designated for travel would eventually grass in and become a natural part of the prairie.  Under Alternative 3 approximately 53 acres will be put back into vegetative production.  This figure was estimated by using 1.5ft for each track over a reduction of 146 miles.
Designated routes open year-round will have approximately 20 feet mowed on each side of the road prism.  The mowed areas of the roads would provide parking and camping areas so sparks or hot vehicle exhaust systems will not ignite tall grass. 

Direct and Indirect Effects Common to All Alternatives

Use of two-track roads for public travel physically alters prairie habitat along the route that vehicles run. With the vehicle tracks and mowed borders, the entire affected area along most roads could be about 48 feet wide.  Roads whose borders are not mowed are estimated to impact an area 12 feet wide. For this analysis it is assumed that all designated roads open year-round for public use will have mowed borders.  Designated seasonal routes and permitted roads will not have mowed borders. Estimated acres of affected habitat by alternative are shown in Table 3-9. 

Table 3-9. Acres of Affected Habitat by Alternative.
	Type of Designated Route
	Affected Width (Feet)
	Miles of Road By Alternative
	Habitat Acres Affected

	
	
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2
	Alternative 3
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2
	Alternative 3

	Road with Mowed Border
	48
	64
	64
	70
	256
	256
	407

	Road without Mowed Border
	12
	172
	8
	20
	258
	12
	30

	TOTAL
	
	236
	72
	90
	514
	268
	437


FPNG supports about 115,000 acres of upland grassland, so the percent area, physically affected by designating vehicle routes, amounts to about half of one percent of the total.  That indicates that physically roads are fairly inconsequential unless tracks interfere with sites of high-value wildlife habitat.

Areas of wetland habitats potentially affected by alternatives are limited. This is partly because such habitat is fairly limited on the grassland and partly because roads were routed to avoid areas where vehicles would bog down.  There are several sites where roads considered for designation would cross major drainages.  Crossings on Antelope Creek and the South Branch of Cedar Creek are examples.  Vehicle tracks often rut aquatic habitat at such crossings, causing some erosion, but damage is localized.  Vehicles tracks could also result in minor erosion where boat trailers are backed into ponds.  Deposition of silt from erosion in streams or ponds could smother small organisms, fish or amphibian eggs. This type of damage would be very limited and confined to a minimal part of the grassland.

Deciduous woodland habitat would not be physically affected by the designation of vehicle routes on FPNG. This is because there is little on the grassland, especially close to vehicle routes.  Prairie dog colonies could be indirectly affected because designated routes will provide better access for shooters.  This could result in a slight reduction of prairie dog numbers.  
Vehicles driven across the prairie, on or off roads, can directly strike and harm wildlife. More mobile species could be hit if they darted into a track after hiding or roosting along road edges with tall, uncut grass or forbs.  Mowed road edges would provide a buffer between vehicles and individuals hiding in tall vegetation.  There is a chance that wildlife individuals could be injured or killed by mowers.  All other factors being equal, the longer the stretch of road or roads, the more opportunity for animals to be hit by a vehicle.

Roads can degrade wildlife habitat through fragmentation of large expanses of prairie into smaller patches of habitat.  This leads to more edge habitat, contributing to increased rates of bird nest parasitism and predation (Herkert et al. 1993 and Suarez 1997).  For the purpose of habitat analysis, highways or maintained gravel roads that traverse through grasslands can be considered barriers that define patch boundaries (Bakker 2007a), but minimum maintenance roads are not considered to be such barriers (Bakker 2007a).  However, there could be some fragmentation and disturbance effects, if high amounts of vehicle travel occur after birds have set up their territories and started nesting (Bakker 2007b).  Heavy travel would probably make two-track roads more of an obstacle for some species (Bakker 2007b).  Mammalian predators probably use them as travel corridors, which may increase predation on some species (Bakker 2007b).  Permitting no vehicle travel during the nesting season would be the perfect situation for birds, but confining vehicles to two-track roads would be a better option for nesting birds than free travel without restrictions (Bakker 2007b).

An indirect effect to wildlife from motorized travel is decreased effectiveness of habitat from invasive species spread by tires or the under sides of vehicles.  Weeds consume water and nutrients that could be used by native grasses and forbs. Weed cover may not be as durable to winter weather as native vegetation.  The result would be shorter, sparser residual vegetation cover that would be less effective for wildlife nesting, roosting or hiding. 

Motorized travel can also result in increased potential for wildfires.  Short-term effects of wildfires remove grass nesting and hiding cover. Long-term effects wildfire are higher, denser grass cover due to recycled nutrients and the consumption of dead vegetative material that ordinarily would slow spring plant growth on the prairie.

Presence of motorized vehicles can have effects that are sometimes not immediately lethal to wildlife but harmful just the same.  Human contacts can cause stress to many species.  Some wildlife may avoid vehicle trails or a corridor of habitat that stretches either side of a trail.  Such effects to wildlife from human disturbance are difficult to quantify.

Fishermen or other people who travel to ponds in vehicles might disturb some wildlife, causing stress that would reduce survival.  For example, fishermen scare young birds from emergent plant cover in a pond, which might make the animals more susceptible to predation.  People might also bring pets that harass wildlife at ponds.   

Some designated routes will allow vehicle access close to areas supporting trees or shrubs.  Disturbances caused by motorized vehicles could disturb wildlife using these woody habitats. 

Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Species (TEP), Regional Forester Sensitive Species (RFSS), and Management Indicator Species (MIS)
There would be no affect to whooping crane because there are only two recorded sightings of this species on the FPNG and potential for disturbance is very slim. There would also be no effect to bald eagle, sightings are rare and potential for foraging is low.

There is potential for impacts as described previously to all other species listed in Table 3-7. Determinations for those species are that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 may impact but are not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability (MINL). Although there is potential for harm or disturbance to individuals, these effects were determined to not be a major factor for populations of these species because they are either rare on the grassland so impacts are not likely, they are well populated so only a small percentage of populations would be impacted, or habitats are limited so their presence is unlikely. 

The highest level of impact is already occurring with Alternative 1. Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to reduce potential impacts to these species.

Invasive Species
With seasonal cross-country access to the FPNG, Alternative 1 is most likely to introduce/spread invasive species. By restricting access to designated routes, Alternatives 2 and 3 greatly reduce risk of introduction/spread on invasive species. Management actions to reduce risk of introduction/spread of invasive species could include closure of specific designated routes.  This was part of the evaluation included in the roads analysis.  
Cumulative Effects Common to All Alternatives

Grassland wildlife habitat has decreased across the middle of the North American continent.  As a result, grassland birds are decreasing faster than birds of any other habitat type.  Agricultural activities on private land accounts for part of this loss.  Increased ethanol production is expected to add to this effect, along with the now higher prices being paid for both soybeans and corn.  In 2008 South Dakota is expected to lose 300,000 acres of conservation reserve program (CRP) lands that are very important to similar species (birds and mammals).  Human development, such as construction of buildings and highways, also destroys habitat.  Energy developments, such as those to produce oil, gas, and wind-generated energy, has also contributed to reduction of wildlife and their habitat on the western Plains.  The FPNG has not been contacted in terms of oil and gas, but questions have been asked about the possibility of wind generated energy.
Wetland drainage destroys habitat for some species.  Aquatic habitats can also be degraded from chemicals and eroded silt. 

Climatic events can influence prairie wildlife habitats.  Thunderstorms with heavy rain and hail kill wildlife directly or destroy their food and cover.  Prairie wildfires temporarily destroy wildlife habitat, too. 

TEP Species, RFSS, and MIS
Incremental effects of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 when added to cumulative effects factors described would be similar to those described previously for direct and indirect effects.

Invasive Species
Incremental effects of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 when added to cumulative effects factors described would be similar to those described previously for direct and indirect effects. Activities on other ownerships are likely to increase risk of invasive species introduction on the FPNG.

Chapter 4 PREPARERS AND CONSULTATION

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.2a, the FPNG District Ranger selected a team of resource specialists to utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach in planning and analyzing projects that may have an impact on the human environment. The following ID Team members participated in the analysis process:
4.1 List of Preparers:

Anthony W. DeToy 
Project Leader/District Ranger

Tonya Weisbeck
Interdisciplinary Range/Wildlife


Glenn Moravek
Wildlife Biologist

Robert Hodorff
Wildlife Biologist

Ruben Mares

Wildlife Biologist

Ryan Cumbow
Fire and Fuels


Mark Reichert

Act II Team Soils/Hydrology & GIS

Annie Buma

Act II Team Recreation

Randy Gage

Forest Engineer

Kim Earney

Forest Engineer Technician

Virginia Emly

Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

Janet Krivacek

Forest Resource Staff

Keri Hicks

Forest Archaeologist

Kevin Heikkila
Forest Lands Specialist

Kelly Phillips

Range Management Specialist

4.2 Consultation:

South Dakota Game, Fish & Parks

South Dakota Dept. of Agriculture

South Dakota State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO)

SD Dept. of Environment and Natural Resources
US Fish & Wildlife Service (informal consultation)
Appendix A
Table A-1. Roads Analysis Ratings and Recommendations.
	Road #
	Road Name
	Operational Maintenance Level
	Proposed Management Actions

	206
	Sand Creek
	2
	Repair washing out CMP; Control drainage.

	210
	Stockton
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; Investigate realignment at fence corner.

	217
	Cedar Creek
	2
	Improve Cedar Creek stream crossing and other crossings or Realign road away from intermittent stream channel (and then decommission old road).

	219
	Engen/ Reed Ranch
	2
	Investigate realignment to avoid areas prone to rutting; Reduce impacts at draw crossings.  Control drainage & rutting.

	220
	Scott
	2
	Control drainage and sedimentation at draw; Add aggregate.

	221
	-
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	227
	Mueller
	2
	Investigate realigning on hill; Control drainage & rutting.

	229
	Mueller North
	2
	Retain with low cost, cost-effective mitigation or management changes.

	232
	Trout Dam
	2
	Reduce impact at drainage crossing.

	233
	Sheriff Dam
	2
	Control drainage & rutting, & sediment delivery to pond.  Add aggregate.  End of road is part of rec. area parking area.

	234
	Richland Dam
	2
	Add aggregate; Control drainage.

	235
	Grass Creek
	2
	Improve drainage crossing for access and reduced impacts; Control drainage & rutting.

	236
	-
	2
	 Relocate to avoid draw Or improve draw crossing to control erosion and sedimentation.  Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	238
	Prairie Dog
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; Reduce impact at drainage crossings.

	239
	Williams Dam
	2
	Retain with low to moderate cost, minor mitigation or mgmt change

	241
	-
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	242
	Bomber (Smith) Dam
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; Stop road at dam; there will be no vehicle access on or across dam.

	243
	
	2
	Improve draw crossing to control erosion and sedimentation; Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	244
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	245
	
	2
	Seasonal opening to allow prairie dog shooting access.

	247
	
	2
	Verify wet area crossing - improve or maintain as needed.

	248
	
	2
	Seasonal opening to allow prairie dog  shooting access.

	249
	Ridge
	2
	Control drainage & rutting.

	250
	
	2
	Control drainage and sedimentation at draw.

	251
	Timber Creek
	2
	Reduce impact at drainage crossing.

	252
	Lower Grass Creek
	2
	Control drainage and sediment delivery to Antelope Creek; Reduce impacts to Antelope Creek crossing and other intermittent stream drainage crossings.

	252 (extension)
	Lower Grass Creek
	2
	Control drainage and sedimentation at draws.

	253
	Alkali #1
	2
	Control drainage & rutting and sediment delivery to pond.

	254
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	255
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for prairie dog shooting.

	260
	Sletto Kennedy
	2
	Retain with minor mitigation or management change.

	270
	50-50 Southwest
	2
	Retain with low to moderate cost, minor mitigation or mgmt change

	270 (Extension)
	50-50 Southwest
	2
	Retain with minor mitigation.

	295
	County Line Dam
	2
	Control drainage & rutting.  

	200B-A
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	202
	Antelope Creek
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; Reduce impacts at drainage crossings and Antelope Creek.

	202-A
	Antelope Creek Spur
	2
	Control drainage & rutting & sediment delivery to dam; Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	203
	Bad River Breaks
	2
	Control drainage (muddy at property gate).

	203-A
	
	2
	Private land access and prairie dog town access. 

	206-A
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	207-A
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for prairie dog shooting.

	207-B
	
	2
	Retain with minor mitigation.

	207-C
	
	2
	Retain with minor mitigation.

	207-D
	
	2
	Relocate to avoid steep slopes/ pond or mitigate erosion potential of steep slope (control drainage, add aggregate, etc.). 

	208-A
	Richland Wildlife Parking
	2
	Add aggregate;  

	210-A
	Kennedy Reservoir
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; Investigate realignment.

	215-B
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	215-C
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	217-A
	(This is the north one)
	2
	Seasonal opening to allow prairie dog  shooting access; control drainage and sedimentation at draw.

	217-B
	(This is the south one)
	2
	Improve draw crossing to control erosion and sedimentation Or use alternate route to avoid drainage crossing. Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	219-A
	Cottonwood Dam
	2
	Control drainage & rutting.

	222
	West Stoney Butte
	2
	Control drainage & rutting.

	222-A
	
	2
	Seasonal opening to allow prairie dog  shooting access.

	224
	War Creek South
	2
	End road at big draw. Retain with other minor mitigation as necessary.

	224-A
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	226-A
	
	2
	Control sedimentation into depression OR relocate road away from depression. Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	227-A
	Lower Booth Reservoir
	2
	Stop road at dam.  There will be no vehicle access on or across dam.

	230
	50-50
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; Reduce impacts at drainage crossing.

	231
	Cookstove
	2
	Control drainage & rutting; reduce impacts at drainage crossings.

	231 (extension)
	Cookstove (extension)
	2
	Get Easement (no mitigation needs noted).  Seasonal opening for fishing access.  Private landowner approval with Forest Service monitoring.

	231-A
	Cookstove Dam
	2
	Control drainage & rutting & sediment delivery to drainage.

	234-A
	Richland Dam parking loop
	2
	Add aggregate; Control drainage & sediment delivery to pond.  Part of Rec. area parking area.

	236-A
	
	2
	Seasonal opening for fishing access.

	237
	Wilbur
	2
	Seasonal closure(s) to protect wildlife.

	251-A
	
	2
	Improve draw crossing to control erosion and sedimentation or use alternate route to avoid drainage crossing

	252-A
	
	2
	Control drainage and sedimentation at draws; Seasonal Opening for fishing access.

	265
	Southwest Number 2
	2
	Retain with minor mitigation as necessary.

	
	
	
	

	275
	Bass Dam
	2
	Control drainage & rutting.

	275 (extension)
	
	2
	Control drainage and rutting near dam; Access to South Dakota School and Public lands.

	P1
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P2
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P3
	
	2
	Permit road or Decommission if alternate access to private land is available.

	P4
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P5
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P6
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P7
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P8
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P9
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P10
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P11
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.  Control drainage and sedimentation or relocate away from stream.

	P12
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.  Control drainage and sedimentation.  

	P13
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.

	P14
	
	2
	Permittee use only & permittee maintenance responsibility.  Control drainage and sedimentation at draw; Gravel base may be required.


Appendix B

Map 1 Vicinity 
Map 2 Alternative 1 – No Action 
Map 3 Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 
Map 4 Alternative 3 – Additional Recreational Access 

References

36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295, Travel management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule, 2005

36 CFR Part 800 Protection of Historic Properties; Final Rule, Revised 2007

Anstey, D.A., S.K. Davis, D.C. Duncan and M. Skeel. 1995. Distribution and habitat requirements of eight grassland songbird species in southern Saskatchewan.  Sask. Wetland Conservation Corp. Pub. Regina. 

Ashton, E.E. and E.M. Dowd. 1991. Fragile legacy. Endangered, threatened and rare animals of South Dakota. S.D. Dept. of Game, Fish and Parks. Pierre. 53 p.  

Bailey, A.M. and R.J. Niedroch. 1965. Birds of Colorado. Vol 2. Denver Mus. Nat. His., Denver.

Bakker, K.K. 2003. A compilation and synthesis of avian research completed in South Dakota.  Report to S.D. Dept. of Game, Fish and Parks. Wildl. Div. Rep. No. 2003-09. 72p.   

Bakker, K.K. 2007a. Personal Communication regarding patch area definition by Regional Grassland Bird Area Sensitivity Group (2001) June 19.  

Bakker, K.K. 2007b. Personal Communication via e-mail about prairie fragmentation and grassland birds.   June 19.  

Baldwin, P.H. and P.D. Creighton. 1972.  Feeding ecology and nesting behavior of grassland birds at the Pawnee sites, 1971. U.S. Untr. Biol. Prog. Tech. Rep. No. 185.

Bovbjerg, R.V. and A.M. Bovbjerg. 1964. Summer emigrations of the frog Rana pipiens in northwestern Iowa. Proceedings of the Iowa Acad. Sci. 71:511-518.  

Brown, M. and J.J. Dinsmore. 1986. Implications of marsh size and isolation for marsh bird management. Jour. of Wildl. Manage.50:392-397.

Clark, R.J. 1975. A field study of the short-eared owl, Asio flammeus (Pontoppidan), in North America.  Wildl. Mon. No. 47. 67 p. 

Cowardin, L.M. and F.C. Golet.  1995.  US Fish and Wildlife Service 1979 wetland classification:  A review.  Plant Ecology  118:1-2.

Eng, R.L., J.E. Toepfer, and J.A. Newell. 1988. Management of Livestock to improve and maintain prairie chicken habitat on the Sheyenne National Grasslands in Bjugstad, A.J., tech. coord. Prairie chickens on the Sheyenne National Grasslands (symposium proceedings). 1987 Sept. 18; Crookston, MN. Gen. Tech. Rep. RM-159. Fort Collins, CO. U.S.D.A. For. Serv., Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Exp. Sta. 73p.  

Finch, D.M. 1991. Threatened, endangered, and vulnerable species of terrestrial vertebrates in the Rocky Mountain Region. Gen. Tech. Rep. RM-215. USDA For. Serv. Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Exp. Sta. 38 p.  

Fredrickson, L. 1996. The greater prairie chicken. S.D. Conservation Digest. Sept./Oct. p. 11-12.  

Harris, R.D. 1944. The chestnut-collared longspur in Manitoba. Wil. Bull. 56:105-115. 

Haug, E.A., B.A. Millsap, and M.S. Martell. 1993. Burrowing Owl. In: A. Poole and F. Gill, eds. Birds of North America, No. 61. Philadelphia: The Acad. of Nat. Sci.; Washington, D.C.; the American  Ornithologists’. Union. 

Herkert, J.R., R.E. Szafoni, V.M. Klenn, and J.E. Schwegman. 1993. Habitat establishment, enhancement and management for forest and grassland birds in Illinois. 

Illinois Dept. of Conservation Natural Heritage Tech. Pub. #1.  in Bakker (2003).  

Higgins, K.F., E.D. Stukel, J.M. Goulet, and D.C. Backlund. 2000. Wild mammals of South Dakota. SD Dept. of Game, Fish, and Parks. Pierre. 279 p.

Hillman, C.N. and J.C. Sharps. 1978. Return of the swift fox to the northern Great Plains.  Proc. S.D. Academy Science 57: 154-162.  

Johnsgard, P.A. 1979. Birds of the Great Plains. Univ. of Nebr. Press. Lincoln. 539 p. 

Johnsgard, P.A. 1983. The grouse of the world. Univ. of Nebr. Press. Lincoln. 413 p. 

Johnsgard, P.A. 1990. Hawks, eagles, and falcons of North America. Smithsonian Institution Press. Washington and London. 403 p.

Johnsgard, P.A. 2002. Grassland grouse and their conservation. Smithsonian Institution Press. Washington and London 157 p.  

Kantrud, H.A. and K.F. Higgins. 1992. Nest and nest site characteristics of some ground-nesting nonpasserine birds of northern grasslands. Prairie Naturalist 24:67-84. 

MacWhirter, R.B. and K.L. Bildstein. 1996. Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) in A. Poole and F. Gill, eds. The birds of North America 210. The Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, PA, and The Am. Ornith. Un., Washington, D.C. 31 pages. 

Maher, W.J. 1973. Birds: Population dynamics. Can. Inter. Biol. Prog. Maqtador Proj. Tech. Rep. No. 34. Saskatoon, Sask.  

Marrone, G.M. 1992. Regal fritillary fact sheet. Prairie Pothole Joint Venture. 2p. 

Marrone, G.M. 1993. A survey to determine the presence of the endangered American burying bettle (Nicrophorous americanus) on the Ft. Pierre National grassland in central South Dakota. Ft. Pierre, S.D. 12p.

Marrone, G.M. 2002. Field guide to butterflies of South Dakota. S.D. Dept. of Game, Fish, and Parks. Pierre. 478 p.  

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

NRCS (Natural Resources Conservation Service), 2004, Federal Standards for Delineation of Hydrologic Unit Boundaries; Version 2.0 August 30, 2004 http://www.ncgc.nrcs.usda.gov/products/datasets/watershed/

PACC 2006. Pierre Area Chamber of Commerce Visitor Guide 2006-2007.

Pry. 2007 Intensive Cultural Resources Inventory of the Fort Pierre National Grassland Travel Management Plan, Nebraska National Forest, Stanley, Jones, and Lyman Counties.  Nebraska National Forest Heritage Program Project No. R2007020709047. Dennis Pry. On file, Nebraska National Forest, Supervisor’s Office, Chadron.
PSIAC (Pacific Southwest Inter-agency Committee), 1974, Report of the Water Management Subcommittee, April, 1974: unpublished report USDA 1995. Nebraska National Forest Customer Final Report completed by the Southeastern Forest Experiment Station, Dr. Linda Caldwell.

USDA 2003. National Visitor Use Monitoring Results. USDA Forest Service Region 2. Nebraska National Forest. Prepared by Susan M. Kocis, Donald B.K. English, Stanley J. Zarnoch, Ross Arnold, and Larry Warren. August 2003.

USDA 2004. Nebraska National Forest Recreation Strategy (draft). October 2004. 

USDA 2001. Nebraska National Forest 2001 Land and Resource Management Plan, 2001 Revision, Nebraska National Forest and Associated Units.  On file, Nebraska National Forest, Supervisor’s Office, Chadron.
USDA Forest Service 2005.  Forest Service Policy for Section 106 of the NHPA Compliance in Travel Management:  Designated Routes for Motor Vehicle Use.  On file, Nebraska National Forest, Supervisor’s Office, Chadron.
USDA. 2008a. Fort Pierre National Grassland Roads Analysis. Nebraska National Forest. Completed by Randy Gage, March 2008.

USDA 2008b. Travel Management Sedimentation Analysis, Fort Pierre National Grassland. Managed by the Nebraska National Forest. Completed by Mark Reichert – ACT2 Enterprise Team, February 25, 2008

USDA 2008c. Biological Assessment and Evaluation, Travel Management for Motor Vehicle Use on Fort Pierre National Grassland, Jones, Lyman, and Stanley Counties, South Dakota. Nebraska National Forest. Prepared by Glenn Moravek, District Wildlife Biologist (retired) March 10, 2008.

Van Bruggen, T. 1976.  The vascular plants of South Dakota.  Iowa State Univ. Press, Ames.  538p.

Proposed Action and Alternatives





Chapter


�





Purpose of and Need for the Action





Environmental Consequences





Chapter


�





Chapter


�








