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. Imtroduction ... . ”m_._   m”"m_m__

The following is the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service)
biological opinion prepared in response to an October 27 request
from the U.S. Forest Service to initiate formal consultation
under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(Act), for Amendment #19 (Zmendment) to the Flathead National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan)}. The
Service has examined the proposed amendment according to the
section 7 Interagency Cooperation Regulations (50 CFR 402, 51 FR
19957-19963) . : ' : :

Section 7(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires that the Secretary of
Interior issue bioclogical opinions on Federal agency actions that
may affect listed species or critical habitat. Biological
opinions determine if the action proposed by the action agency is
‘likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or
destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. Section 7(b) {3} (a)
of the Act alsc requires the Secretary to suggest reasonable and
" prudent alternatives to any action that is found likely to result
. in jecpardy or adverse modification of critical habitat, if any
hae been designated. s ' L

This biological opinion refers to the proposed Amendment to the
“Porest Plan and refers only to the potential effects of the
 proposed Bmendment on grizzly bears. The Service has reviewed
the Biological Assessment prepared for the proposed Amendment

- (U.8. Forest Service 1994a) and concurs with the Flathead
‘National Forest's {(Forest) determination that the proposed
Amendment would have no effect on endangered gray wolves (Canis
lupus), peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinpus}, or threatened water
howellia (Howellia acuatilis), and may have beneficial effects on
bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). This biolegical ‘opinion
does not address the overall environmental acceptability of the
proposed actions. e o SRR #

This biological opinion-also administratively amends previous
incidental take statements issued by the Service regarding
projects on the Forest. The proposed Zmendment would establish
. programmatic direction for access management on the Forest based
on recent information not available at the time the previous
“incidental take statements were issued. SR

Background

On May 15, 1985, the Service {U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1985) issued a not likely to jeopardize biological opinion on the
Forest Plan (U.S. Forest Service 1985) regarding species listed
as threatened or -endangered under the Act. The Forest Plan {(and
amendments) is a general programmatic planning document that
provides management goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines,
“under which project level activities {e.g., timber sales and
associated roads) may be planned and implemented.: Because of
appeals, amendments to the Forest Plan were proposed..  Through
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formal consultation, the Service reviewed the proposed amendments
and issued a not likely to jeopardize biolegical opinion
regarding listed species on February 22, 1989 (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1989a). After issuance of the 1985 biological
opinion, the Service revised the regulations that governed the
section 7 consultation process. Those regulations (Interagency
Cooperation - Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (50 CFR
402)) were published in the Federal Register on June 3, 1986. On
July 18, 1989, the cervice administratively amended the
biological opinion on the 1985 Forest Plan and amendments to
vonform to the revised regulations by providing an incidental
take statement (absent in the 1985 opinion) and to clarify the
following: (1) scope of agency action consulted on, (2) current
status of listed species, (3} effects of the action on listed
species, and (4) recommendations made in the 1985 biological
opinion (U.S. Fish and wildlife Service 1989b). : _

Through this previous informal and formal consultation process,
the Service and the Forest developed and incorporated into the
Forest Plan and amendments, management guidelines for all listed
species and a management framework within which to conduct Forest
Plan activities. For the grizzly bear, this management framework
consisted of: (1) stratifying grizzly bear habitat into
Management Situations 1. 2, and 3 {MS-1, MS-2, MS-3) pursuant to
the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines (51 FR 42863, November
26, 1986) (see Appendix B); (2) incorporating within the. Forest
Plan the definitions and management: direction for each Management
Situation according to the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines;
and (3) developing standards and guidelines for MS-1 and MS-2

"~ that were.specific to the Forest, to coordinate multiple-use
activities with the needs of grizzly bears.: These standards and
‘gquidelines were consistent with the management direction for each
_management, situation. . Lot SR

standards and guidelines were developed for the grizzly bear
pursuant to its listing as a threatened species because .of the
evidence that negative impacts to grizzly bears cccurred as a
result of logging, roads, recreation, mining, and cther human
activities. The listing of the grizzly bear required the Federal
Agencies to: (1) utilize their authorities to carry oub:
conservation programs for listed species, (2) ensure that their
activities not jeopardize the continued existence of the grizzly
bear, and (3) ensure that their activities or programs not result
in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.
gtandards and guidelines for the Forest were developed to avoid
the likelihood of jeopardy, contribuke toward conservation, and
coordinate Forest activities with the bioclogical needs of the
grizzly bear. SO : : : :

On February 22, 1889, a lawsuit challenging'the Forast Plan and
the accompanying Envircnmental Impact -Statement was filed by
Resources Limited, Inc., cwan View Coalition, Inc., Friends of
the Wild Swan, Five Valleys Audubon ‘Society, and the Sierra Club.
The District Court initially decided in favor of the Forest
gervice, but following an appeal, the Ninth Circuit Court amended
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. that.decision on July 5,.1994,  The Ninth Circuit Court reversed .

the District Court ruling in part and "set aside the Forest
Service's determination that implementaticn of the Plan would not
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species." The Court
ruled that the Forest must reinitiate formal consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the current Forest
Plan, or amend the Forest Plan to include an amended Allowable
Sale Quantity (ASQ) in consideration of listed species.

Based on several factors, including recent information regarding
the effects of roads on grizzly bears and recent biological
opinions submitted by the Service regarding roads and bears, the
Forest chose to amend the Forest Plan and ASQ.

The direction in the proposed Amendment will be in effect until
the Forest Plan is revised. The Forest Plan revision will tier
to analysis, guidance, and decisions contained in the Upper
Columbia River Basin Assessment and associated Montana-Idaho
Environmental Impact Statement, and the management . _
recommendations of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee's
Taskforce on moterized access in grizzly bear habitat. :

Status of the Grizzly Bear

The grizzly bear was classified as threatened on July 28, 1975.
The grizzly bear was originally distributed in various habitats
‘throuchout western North America from Central Mexico to the
Arctic Ocean. South of Canada, its current distribution is less
than 2 percent of its former range. L S I

In the conterminous 48 States, 6 areas in mountainous ecosystems,
National Parks, and Wilderness Areas of Washington, Idaho,
Montana, and Wyoming currently contain either self-perpetuating
or remnant populations of grizzly bears, or have been identified
for bear recovery (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993a) (Figure
1.). The Forest administers 40 percent of the 9,633 square mile
Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE). Portions of four
other National Forests (Helena, Kootenai, Lewis and Clark, and
Lolo), including four wilderness areas (Bob Marshall, Mission
Mountains, Great Bear, and Scapegoat) and one wilderness study
area (Deep Creek North), occur in the NCDE (Figure 2.}. DNational
Forest encompasses a total of 63 percent of the NCDE.
Additionally, the NCDE recovery zone includes Glacier National
Park, portions of the Flathead and Blackfeet Indian Reservations,
Bureau of Land Management lands, and a significant amount of
State and private lands.

The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan}) (U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1993a) established recovery strategies for
grizzly bears throughout each of 6 recovery zones. The Racovery
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Figure 1. Current grizzly bear ecosystems in the United States.
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Plan defined a recovered population as one that can sustain the
existing level of known and unknown human-caused mortality that
exists in the ecosystem, and is well-distributed throughout the
recovery zone., For the NCDE, the Recovery Plan specifies the
following demographic recovery criteria:

1. 10 females with cubs inside and 12 females with cubs
outside Glacier National Park as a running 6-year
average;

2. 21 of 23 Bear Management Units (BMUs) occupied by
females with young as a running 6-year sum of
observations; mandatory occupancy of the Mission
Mountains; and no two adjacent BMUs unoccupiled;

3. known, human-caused mortality not to exceed 4% of the
minimum population estimates based on the most recent
three-year sum of females with cubs; and no more than
30% of known, human-caused mortality shall be females.

Monitoring data for the period 1987 through 1993 indicated the
Recovery Plan population recovery parameters for numbers of
females with cubs, numbers of BMUs with family groups, OCCUpPancy
requirements, and total human-caused grizzly bear mortality in
the NCDE were met. However, female grizzly bear mortality
exceeded recovery criteria limits during this period. Recently,
population trajectories were computed.for two areas in and
adjacent to the NCDE (Servheen et al. 1994). 1In the North Fork
of the Flathead River drainage, the grizzly bear population
segment was increasing by approximately 6 percent annually. This
trend estimate was computed using disproportionately more bear
data collected in the British Columbia portion of the drainage
than from within the United States. In the South Fork of the
Flathead River drainage in Montana, the grizzly bear population
segment was declining by approximately 4 percent annually. In
both areas, survivorship of adult and subadult female grizzly
bears highly influenced population trend. Data bases were not
sufficient to estimate the trend of the entire NCDE grizzly bear
population. L

Description of the proposed Action

In an Environmental Assessment, the Forest identified 4
alternatives that are within the scope of the proposed Amendment
(U.S. Forest Service 1994b). In its Biological Assessment of the
proposed Amendment, the Forest focused on effects of the
preferred alternative, alternative 3 (U.S. Forest Service 1994a) .
This opinion addresses those cbjectives, standards, and
guidelines that are to be added, modified, or deleted under the
preferred alternative.

The proposed Amendment to the Forest Plan updates objectives and
standards for management of the grizzly bear, and amends the ASQ
for a specified planning period, 1995-1993. The Biological
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. Assessment details the proposed changes to the Forest Plan

obhjectives and standards and guidelines (U.S5. Farest Service

19944a) (Appendix C). Specifically, the proposal is to amend
certain Forest-wide objectives in the Forest Plan {(U.S. Forest
Service 1985), pages II-7 through II-8 and standards and
guidelines, pages TI-24 through II-33, and to delete Appendix M,
Part F (Ten-vear Timber Sale Offerings). s

The amended ASQ of 54 million board feet (MMBF) specified by the
preferred alternative (3) was derived in two steps. First, the
ASQ was adjusted for existing Forest Plan standards after
conducting a spatial analysis. This adjustment resulted in an
ASQ of 64 MMBF. To develop new Forest Plan objectives and
standards, the Forest incorporated the definitions and approach
contained in the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC)
Taskforce Report (IGBC 1994). Three parameters recommended for
access management, open and total motorized access and core
areas, form the basis for proposed Forest objectives in
alternatives 3 (preferred) and 4. The ASQ was then adjusted to
be consistent with the preferred alternative's new standards and
objectives. Specifically, the ASQ was adjusted to accommodate
existing core areas and additional areas to approximate that
- needed to meet the objectives for core area under the preferred
" alternative. This second adjustment resulted in an amended ASQ
of 54 MMBF. ) ' -

under: the preferred alternative, the proposed changes in Forest
Plan standards would ensure, for BMU Subunits: {1} no net
decrease in core area of any BMU Subunit, (2) no net increase in
total motorized access density greater than 2 miles of road per
mile of any BMU Subunit, and (3) no net increase in open
motorized access density greater than 1 mile of road per mile of
any BMU Subunit. additionally, Forest actions would result in a
net gain toward the motorized access and core area objectives.

Under the preferred_alternative, the proposed Forest Plan
objectives for BMU Subunits with predominantly National Forest
ownership (> 75 percent National Forest) include a 10-year
objective for core areas of 55 to 100 percent of the BMU Subunit.
The minimum size for area that could contribute to core areas
would be 2500 acres. Core areas of at least 55 percent would be
established in all BMU Subunits within 5 years. .

For MS-1 and MS-2 habitat in BMU Subunits with predominantly
National Forest ownership, precise road density l0-year
cbjectives are no more than 13 percent of a BMU Subunit ekxceeding
1 mile of open motorized access per square mile, and no more than
18 percent of a BMU gubunit exceeding 2 miles of total motorized
access per square mile.

Tn all BMU Subunits that are predominantly National Forest, open
and/or total motorized access densities in excess of the current
Forest averages would be reduced to at least the average within S
years. On the Forest, the current BMU Subunit average for area
exceeding 1 mile per square mile of open motorized access density
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is 20 percent, and the BMU gubunit average for area exceeding 2
miles per square mile of-total-motorizedzaccess.density_is”24 o
percent. '

Within BMU Subunits with intermingled ownership and/or not
predominantly National Forest, Forest actions would not result in
an increase in total motorized access or in a reduction of core
area. . '

Environmental Baseline

Under the provisions of section 7 (a} {2), when considering the
neffects of the action' on listed species, the Service is
recquired to consider the environmental baseline. The
environmental baseline includes the past and present impacts of
all Federal, State, or private actions and other human activities
in the action area {50 CFR 404.02), including Federal actions in
‘the area that have already undergone section 7 consultation.

Previously, the NCDE grizzly bear recovery zone was subdivided
into smaller units to facilitate both the assessment of projects
and recovery objectives. Twenty-three BMUs were formally
delineated throughout the NCDE; the Flathead National Forest
encompasses all or portions of 11 BMUs. BMUs were designed to:

1. assess the effects of existing and proposed activities
: . on grizzly bear habitat without having the effects
. diluted by consideration of too large an area;

2. address unique habitat characteristics ‘and bear .
- activity/use patterns; ST . o

3. .identify contiguous complexes of habitat which meet:
year-long needs of the grizzly bear; and :

4. establish priorities for areas where land use management
o needs would require cumulative effects assessment {(U.S.
Forest Service 1990). ' ' ' o

Recently, the Forest further divided BMUs intc 70 smaller units,
termed BMU Subunits (Figure 3.) {Appendix D). BMU Subunits are
approximately the size of an adult female grizzly bear home range
(50 square miles) and provide the basic scale for the analysis of
impacts associated with the proposed Amendment. Fifty-four BMU
gubunits were analyzed for the proposed Amendment; the 16 BMU
Subunits entirely within designated wilderness were not included.
Of these 54 BMU Subunits, 40 are predominantly National Forest.

The current Forest Plan (1985 and 1989, amended) contained road
management standards that pertain to densities of open
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roads. The miles of cpen road on the Forest had increased
substantially during the late 1970's and early 1980!s because of
an aggressive program to harvest insect-infested lodgepole pine
stands (U.S. Forest Service 1994b). However, since 1986; the
Forest implemented significant changes in road management and
updated its road inventory; the miles of open road have decreased
by one-fourth, the miles of roads restricted year-long have
decreased by almost one-third, and the miles of roads closed
yvear-long increased by over one-half. The number of miles of
roads open in 1993 was approximately equivalent to the number of
miles open in the early 1970's. :

Recently, the South Fork Flathead River Grizzly Bear Project
(Ssouth Fork Study) progress report (Mace and Manley 1993)
indicated that former techniques for calculating road densities
resulted in inadequate assessments of grizzly bear response to
roads. Average road density derived from large areas did not
detail precise road densities within smaller areas. Open road
density alone discounted the influence of closed roads on grizzly
bears. Further, adult female bears maintained home ranges with
substantive blocks of unroaded habitat (greater than .5 miles
from roads). New analysis technigues, using Geographic
Information Systems (GIS), were developed to precisely measure
both open and total road densities. Preliminary analyses in the
South Fork Study progress report indicated that habitat with
greater than 1 mile per square mile "precise" open road density
was used significantly less than expected by adult grizzly bears.
Habitat with greater than 2 miles per square mile “"precise" total
road density {open and closed roads) was used significantly less
than expected by all sex/age classes of grizzly bears.

The IGBC Taskforce provided standardized definitions for roads
and standardized methods to measure road densities and define
analysis areas (IGBC 1994). As is common to wildlife management
for many species, conservation of female individuals is. generally
considered fundamental  to increasing grizzly bear numbers. A
composite home range was constructed using home range data on
adult female grizzly bears in the South Fork Study area (Mace and
Manley 1993). This adult female grizzly bear composite home
range (composite home range) was described in terms of open and
total motorized access density and core habitat using the
definitions provided by the IGBC Taskforce (Flathead National
Forest, in litt. 1994).. Analysis indicated that approximately 13
percent of the composite home range had an open motorized access
density exceeding 1 mile per square mile; 19 percent had a total
motorized access density exceeding 2 miles per square mile; and
67.5 percent was core area. '

The Forest used these analysis techniques and definitions to
assess the baseline condition of nonwilderness BMU Subunits. The
Fnvironmental Assessment prepared for the proposed Amendment
summarized the existing precise open and total motorized access
densities, and percent core habitat, in all nonwilderness BMU
Subunits (U.S. Forest Service 1994b) (Appendix E). The Forest-
wide average for percent of area in BMU Subunits that exceeds 1
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. mile per square mile of open motorized access density is 20

percent, for area that exceeds 2 miles per square mile of total

motorized access density is 24 percent, and for area of core
habitat in Subunits is 60 percent.

Of the 40 BMU Subunits that are predominantly National Forest, 16
currently meet the proposed long-term objective for open
motorized access density of 13 percent, 21 meet the proposed
long-term objective for total motorized access density of 18
percent, and 28 meet the proposed objective for 55 to 100 percent
core area. ' '

Of 14 BMU Subunits that have mixed cwnership, none currently meet
the proposed long-term objective for open motorized access
density, 1 meets the proposed long-term objective for total
motorized access density, and 3 meet the proposed objective for
core area. o :

Effects of the Proposed Action on Listed Species

Under section 7(a)(2), "effects of the action" refers to the
direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or

. critical habitat, with the effects of other activities
interrelated or interdependent with that action. Under section 7
the Federal agency is responsible for these effects. The effects
 of the action are added to the environmental baseline to

. determine the future baseline, and form the basis for the

. determinations in this opinion. Should the effects of the

. Federal action result in a jeopardy situation, the Service may
propose reascnable and prudent alternatives that the Federal

- agency can take to avoid violation of section 7(a)(2). The
impacts discussed below are the result of direct and indirect
impacts of the proposed Forest service actions. Indirect effects
.are those caused by the proposed action and are later in time,
but still are reasonably certain to occur (50 CFR 402.02).

Timber harvest in grizzly bear habitat can result in a variety of
effects, some adverse, others beneficial (IGBC 1987). Beneficial
effects include increased bear food production, such as berries
and succulent forbs. - To minimize adverse effects of timber
harvest on grizzly bears, the existing Forest Plan includes the
direction recommended in the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines
(51 FR 42863) (Appendix 2} and Timber Management Standards and
Guidelines for MS-1 and MS-2 grizzly bear habitat. The Forest's
amended ASQ of 54 MMBF resulted from spatial analysis and tests
of feasibility that occurred in two steps: an adjustment to ASQ
to accommodate existing Forest Plan standards, and a seccnd
incremental adjustment to accommodate the proposed new standards
and objectives (see discussion on page 7). These existing Forest
Plan standards {and guidelines) were previocusly reviewed by the
gervice. As described earlier, the Service reviewed the Forest
Plan and Amendments and issued not likely to jeopardize
biological opinions regarding species listed as threatened or
endangered under the Act (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1985,
198%a, 1989Db}. ' ' '
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Therefore, the Service believes that the Forest Plan, as amended,
provides adequate direction for timber harvesting activities and
that 54 MMBF is a realistic estimate of the ASQ that potentially
may be harvested without causing jeopardy to the grizzly beax.
The greatest impact of timber harvest on grizzly bears (assuming
the Forest Plan's standards and guidelines are adhered to) is the
access created by the associated construction/reconstruction of
roads (interrelated and interdependent activities). The
remainder of this biological opinion focuses on analysis and
discussion of the direct and indirect effects of the Forest's
proposed motorized access management objectives and standards on
the grizzly bear and the on environmental baseline as affected by
existing road densities.

The Forest based its proposed Amendment on the most recent
information regarding the effects of roads on grizzly bears.
Roads and excessive road densities are among the most serious
adverse impact of timber harvest on grizzly bears. Negative
impacts associated with roads and excessive road densities
influenced grizzly bear population and habitat use patterns in
numercus, widespread areas. The Grizzly Bear Compendium (IGBC
1987) summarized impacts reported in the literature including:

1. avoidance/displacement of grizzly bears away from roads
and road activiky: _ S

2. chahges in grizzly bear behavior, especially
: habituation, due to ongoing contact - with roads and human

activities conducted along roads;

'3. habitat loss, modification, and fragmenﬁétion due to
roads and road construction, including vegetative and
topographic disturbances; and : g :

4. direct mortality from road kills, legal and illegal
harvest, and other factors resulting from increased
human-bear encounters..

Under the preferred alternative in the proposed Amendment, the
Forest directs substantive changes in motorized access management
in grizzly bear habitat. The following sections summarize the
effects of roads on grizzly bears as reported in pertinent
literature and the effects likely to result from the proposed
Amendment: . : : o :

Habituation and Moftélitx

Mortalities are the most serious consequences of roads in grizzly
habitat. Mortalities result directly from illegal shooting, or
more indirectly, through habituation. Continued exposure to
human presence, activity, noise, etc., without negative .
consequences can result in habituation, the loss of a bear's
natural wariness of humans. High forest road densities and

associated increases in human access into grizzly bear habitat
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__can.lead to.the habituation of grizzly bears to humans.

Habituation in turn increases the potential for conflicts between

people and bears. Habituated bears often obtain human food or
garbage and become involved in nuisance bear incidences, and/or
threaten human life or property. Such bears generally experience
high mortality rates; they are eventually destroyed or removed
from the population through management actions. Habituated bears
are also more vulnerable to illegal killing because of their
increased exposure to pecple. In the Yellowstone region, humans
killed habituated bears over 3 times as often than non-habituated
bears (Mattson et al. 1992). h _ o Co

The specific relationship between roads and mortality risk to
bears is difficult to quantify. The level of human use of roads
is likely one of several factors influencing the mortality risk
associated with any. road. However, research has supported the
general premise that forest roads facilitated human access into
grizzly bear habitat, which in turn directly or indirectly
increased mortality risk to bears. Grizzly bears experienced
increased vulnerability to illegal and legal harvest as a
consequence of .increased road access by humans in Montana (Mace
et al. 1987) and in the Yellowstone region (Mattson et al. 1992).
- In southeastern British Columbia, McLellan and Shackleton (1988)
reported roads increased access for legal hunters and poachers,

. the major source of adult grizzly mortality. McLellan (1389b)

. reported that 7 of 13 successful legal hunters'interviewed had

. been on a road when they shot their grizzly bear. McLellan and
. ‘Mace (1985) found that a disproportionate number of mortalities
occurred near roads. In the Yellowstone ecosystem, Mattson and
- Enight (1991) reported that areas influenced by secondary roads
~and major develcpments were most lethal to bears. Aune and
Kasworm (1989} reported 63 percent of known human-caused grizzly
~deaths on the east front of the Rocky Mountains occurred within 1
_kilometer of roads, including 10 of 11 known female grizzly
deaths. . In Montana, Dood et al. {1986} ‘reported that 4B percent
of all known, nonhunting mortalities during 1867-1986 occurred
within 1 mile of roads. Bears were also killed by vehicle
collision, the most direct form of ‘road-related mortality (Greer

1985, Knight et al. 1981, Palmisciano 1986).

The Biological Assessment . prepared for the proposed Amendment
(U.S. Forest Service 1994a) summarized known, human-caused
mortality on the Forest. Twenty-nine known, human-caused grizzly
bear mortalities occurred from 1988 through 1993 from the -
following causes: management removal of habituated bears -~ 7,
illegal - 5, illegal hunter (mistaken for black bear) - 3, legal
hunter - 2, train.- 5, defense of life - 3, defense of property -
1, road kill - 1, and unknown cause - 2. Of these 29 :
mortalities, 6 occurred in wilderness BMUs and 23 occurred in
BMUs with roaded habitats. The record may be biased because
potentially higher numbers of bear mortalities are detected and
reported in areas outside wildermess. Also, mortalities of bears
radic-collared through research or management action are detected
more often and such bears typically inhabit roaded areas.
Regardless, the information suggests that habitat that is roaded
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or otherwise highly influenced by people poses a considerable
'mortality risk to_'grizzly BEATS ., e e e R

Mortality data from the Forest suggested subadult bears are more
often vulnerable to habituation and illegal killing, or they
conflict with people and are removed through management ‘action.
Subadults frequently traverse long distances or unknown
territory, increasing the likelihood of encountering roads, human
residences, or other developments where human food or other
attractants are available, increasing the potential for
habituation and/or conflicts with people. Between 1988-1993, 6
of 7 grizzly bear management removals from the Forest and
surrounding area were subadults (U.S. Forest Service 19%4a). In
the Yellowstone ecosystem, roads impacted individual age and sex
classes of bears differently. Subadults and females with yvoung
were most often located near roads, perhaps displaced into
roaded, marginal habitat by dominant bears {Mattson et al. 1987,
Mattson et al. 1992). ' ) : :

The roaded envircomment in the South Fork Study area coincides
with significant human-caused grizzly bear mortality rates.
Thirteen of 24 mortalities of monitored grizzly bears during 1988
through 1994 were known human-caused. Six of these 13
mortalities were related to road or trail access (T. Manley,
Mont . Dep. of Fish, Wildl., and Parks, pers. comm. 1994} .
. Subadult bears were especially vulnerable to the mortality risks
.posed by roaded habitats. Of 8 nonhunting, known, human-caused
mortalities or management removals, 7 were subadult bears.
Three, possibly 4, of these 7 subadult mortalities were related
to road or trail_access_(T. Manley, pers. comm. 19894} .-

" Known}“human—daused grizzly bear mortality in the South Fork

. 8tudy area during the 6-year period of 1988-1994 appeared

_relatively high when compared to other studies!’ During a 9-year
period of research in southeastern British Columbia, McLellan
{1989b) reported fewer human-caused grizzly bear mortalities {11)
than occurred during 6 years of research in the South Fork Study
area (13) (excluding legal hunter and research-caused =~ °’
mortalities). Although the British Columbia study area was
roaded for gas exploration, timber harvest, and other uses, the

‘area had few permanent human residents and generally received

‘lower.use by humans than did the South Fork Study area in
Montana. Recently, grizzly bear population trajectories for the
two study areas were computed (Servheen et al. unpublished). In
the British Columbia study area, high survivorship rates of adult
and subadult females resulted in an upward trend in the grizzly
populatien. In the South Fork Study area, relatively low adult
and subadult female survivorship rates resulted in an annual
decline in the grizzly bear population.  Adult female grizzly

. bear mortality was the most important factor in determining trend
and most known grizzly bear mortalities were determined toc be

human-caused. ' o e S =
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_This comparison illustrates that the presence of forest roads

alone does not necessarily result in direct mortality of grizzly =

bears, but that the proximity of the forest to human population
centers, resulting high numbers of people using forest roads, and
dispersed recreation in habitat around roads can pose B
considerable risks to grizzly bears. Social values and attitudes
also contribute to the level of mortality risk to bears.

However, incidental or accidental human-caused grizzly bear
mortality, along with even a few individuals intent on illegally
shooting bears, can collectively result in serious, harmful
effects on grizzly bear populations. As more people gain access
into grizzly bear habitat, mortality risk generally increases.
Access management can be instrumental to reducing mortality risk
to grizzly bears. by managing the present. and anticipated future
road use-levels resulting from continued timber harvesting and
the increasing human population in western Montana.’ S

Displacement and Sécuiitx

Some bears, particularly subadults, readily habituate to humans
and consequently suffer increased mortality risk. - However, marny
‘grizzly bears under-use or avoid otherwise preferred habitats
that are highly influenced by humans. Such under-use of

. preferred habitat represents modification of normal behavior.
Negative association with roads arises from the bears® fear of
vehicles, vehicle noise and cther "human-related noise around
roads, human scent along roads, and hunting and shooting along or
from roads. Bears that experience such negative consequences
learn to avoid. the disturbance and annoyance generated by roads.
Such animals may not change this resultant avoidance behavior for
long periods after road closures and lack of negative
reenforcement. Even occasional human-related vehicle noise can
result in annoying bears to the extent that they continue to

All factors contributing to direct links between roads and
displacement from habitat have not been quantified. 2s with
mortality risk, the level of road-use by people is likely an
important factor in assessing the potential displacement caused
by any road. However, research indicated that grizzly bears
consistently were displaced from roads and the habitat
surrounding roads, often despite even low levels of human use
{Mattson et al. 1987, McLellan and Shackleton 1888, Aune and
Kasworm 1989, Kasworm and Manley 1990). In Montana, ZAune and
gtivers (1982) reported that bears avoided roads and surrounding
corridors even when the area contained preferred habitat for
breeding, feeding, sheltér, and reproduction. McLellan and
Shackleton (1988) found that bears used areas near roads less
than expected in southeastern British Columbia and estimated that
8.7 percent of the total area was rendered incompatible for
grizzly use because of roads. In Montana, Mace and Manley {1993)
reported use of habitat by all sex/age classes of grizzly bears
was less than expected in habitats where total road demsities
exceeded 2 miles per square mile. Twenty-two percent of the
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South Fork Study area exceeded 2 miles per sguare mile. Adult
grizzly bears used habitats less than expected when open-road
density exceeded 1 mile per square mile. Further, female bhears
in the South Fork Study area tended to use habitat more than .5
mile from roads or trails greater than expected. In their
comments on the South Fork Study progress report (Mace and Manley
1993), the IGBC Research Subcommittee (in 1litt. 1993} indicated
that although results were preliminary, the analysis of
differences within and outside female home ranges seemed to agree
with other analyses in the report that suggested higher road -
densities means lower bear use. In Yellowstone, Mattson et al.
(1992} reported wary bears avoided areas within 2 kilometers of
major roads and 4 kilometers of major developments or townsites.

When roads are located in important habitats such as riparian
zones, snowchutes, and shrub fields, habitat less through
avoidance behavior can be significant. If human related
disturbances such as road use or timber harvest continue in
preferred habitats for extended periods of time, historical bear
use of the area may .be lost, particularly to female bears. Zager
{1980) reported the avcidance of roads by females with cubs.
 Aune and Kasworm (1989) and McLellan (198%a) found that female
cubs generally established their home range within or overlapping
with their mother‘*s home range; males generally'dispersed from
their mother's home range. Long-term displacement of a female
from a portion of her home range may result in the perpetual
under-use of that area by female bears because cubs have limited
potential to.learn to use the area. In this way;, learned
avoidance behavior could persist for several generations of bears
before grizzly bears again utilize habitat associated with closed
roads... Thus, displacement from preferred habitats may
significantly modify normal grizzly_bea:_behavioral patterns.

Low elevation riparian habitats are of significant seasonal
importance to bears in the NCDE. Grizzly bears typically use the
lowest elevations possible for foraging during spring. Craighead
et al. (1982) described the value of low elevation habitats to
grizzly bears. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and

- Parks concluded that maximum numbers of grizzly bears can be
maintained only if the species continues to have the opportunity
to use both the temperate and subalpine climatic zones (Dood et
al. 1986). . . ' S o S

Research identified the following individual home-range selection
patterns in local grizzly bear population segments: (1} some
individual animals live almost exclusively (except for denning)
in low elevation habitats; (2) other individuals maintain home
ranges in more mountainous or remote locations; and {3} some
individuals migrate elevationally on a seasonal basis (Servheen
1981, Aune and Stivers 1982). Specific causes or factors
involved in the selection or preferences for certain home ranges
by grizzly bears are not well understood. Mace and Manley (1993)
found that grizzly bear home ranges in the South Fork Study area
included remote areas in high elevations. South Fork Study

008358



17

‘grizzly bear habitat-use data, road density analyses of the South

Fork Study area, previous studies (cited above}, and Cumulative =

Effects Model (CEM) analysis (U.S. Forest Service 1994a),
suggested that low elevation habitats were not freely available
to grizzly bears because of high road densities and associated
human use in these areas. High road densities in low elevation
habitats may result in avoidance of or displacement from
important spring seasonal habitat for some bears, or high
mortality risk for those individuals that venture into and
attempt to exploit resources contained in these low elevation
areas.

The Service considers significant declines in expected use of
habitat by grizzly bears a serious consequence of high road
densities. Significant declines in bear use of MS-~1 habitat
{habitat areas key to the survival of the grlzzly where seasonal
or year-long activity, under natural, free-ranging conditions is
common) {see definitions in Appendix B), especially those habitat
components with high seasonal values, indicate that habitat
needed for survival and recovery is less available.  Ideal
grizzly bear habitat provides some areas isolated from excessive
levels of human impact. Because grizzlies can conflict with
" humans and their land uses, grizzly populations require a level
of safety from direct human-caused mortality and competitive use
of habitat such as settlement, roadlng, recreation, excessive
‘“logging, mining, and livestock grazing. As described previously,
“human use of areas near and. within grizzly habitat has resulted
' in avoidance of preferred habitat by bears, habltuatlon of bears,
'and/or 1ncreased mortality risk to bears.

'Prellmlnary analyses 1n_the South Fork Study progress report
{Mace and Manley 1993) indicated the importance of unroaded
habitat, especially for females with cubs. Adult females used
‘habitat further than .5 miles from roads or trails mere :than
expected; 21 percent of the composite home range had no trails or
roads and 46 percent was unroaded {(greater than .5 miles from a

. road). Substantive blocks of unroaded habitat were components of
all adult female home ranges. Of the adult female locations
within unroaded polygons, 83 percent occurred within 7 polygons
that exceeded 2,260 .acres in size. Based on grizzly bear habitat
use data from the Yellowstone ecosystem, Mattson (1993)
recommended that microscale securlty areas in that region be an
absolute minimum of 6 kilometers in diameter or 28 sguare
kilometers and should be secure for a minimum of 5 preferably
10, vears.

The IGBC Taskforce (IGBC 1994) recognized the importance of
"gecure" areas to grizzly bears. The Taskforce defined "core
areas" as those areas with no motorized access {(during the non-
denning period} or heav11y used foot/livestock trails, providing
some level of secure habitat for grizzly bears. Motecrized use,
such as spnowmobiling orx that assoclated with timber harvest,
could occur within core areas during the denning (winter) perlod
The Taskforce recommended the establishment of core areas in all
BMU Subunits, the size of core area should depend on ecosystem-

008359



AT

18

specific habitat conditions, and that a core area remain intackt
on the landscape for at least 10 years. .The NCDE Access
Committee is currently developing standards for core area, but
results are not yet available. In the South Fork study area of
the NCDE, approximately 68 percent of the adult female composite
home range was core area. ' :

Fracmentation and Linkage Zones

Habitat fragmentation is significant to large carnivores
requiring wide vegetative and topographic habitat diversity
{Servheen 1986). Loss and fragmentation of habitat is
particularly relevant to the survival of grizzly bears.
Grizzlies are large animals with great metabolic demands
requiring extensive home ranges. Movements of grizzly bears may
exceed 60 airline miles and their home ranges can encompass from
50 to over 100 square miles in the NCDE. Large expanses of
unfragmented habitat are important for feeding, breeding.,
sheltering, traveling, and other essential behavioral patterns.
Grizzly bears occur at low densities, have low reproductive
rates, exhibit individualistic behavior, and are largely
dependent on riparian habitats also used extensively by people;
thus bear populations are susceptible to human influences.
Historically, as human settlements, developments, and roads
increased in bear habitat, bear populations became fragmented.
As Fragmented population segments become smaller and/or isolated,
© they are more vulnerable to extinction, especially when human-

.

caused mortality pressures continue. -

The Biological Assessment (U.S. Forest Service 1994a) stated that
the CEM clearly indicated grizzly bear habitat is being
fragmented by human developments and activities that are
concentrated in intermountain valleys, such as the Swan Valley
and North Fork of the Flathead River Valley. These valleys have
substantial amounts of intermingled public and private 1and
ownership. The Biological Assessment recognized the importance
of habitat linkages between the Swan Mountains and the Mission
Mountains to achieving the recovery goal of maintaining occupancy
of the Mission Mountains by grizzly bears. Linkage zones are
rather recent concepts in broad management direction for grizzly
bears and other large-ranging species (Servheen and Sandstrom
1993} . Linkage zones, Or zones of habitat connectivity within or
‘between populations of animals, foster the genetic and
demographic health of the species. ' : S

Basis for Opinion

Habitat effectiveness on the Forest is essential to the recovery
of grizzly bears in the NCDE. The Forest administers =
approximately 3,985 square miles (40 percent) of the NCDE grizzly
bear recovery zone. The Forest designated 94 percent of the

recovery zone as MS-1 and 5 percent as MS-2 grizzly bear habitat,
as defined in the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines {51 FR
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42863).. 0f. 70 BMU Subunits delineated on the Forest, 54 are
entirely or partially nonwilderness and would be directly™
affected by the proposed Amendment. Of these, 40 are entirely or
mostly National Forest (> 75 percent) and 14 are intermingled
Forest-private owned. Thus, the proposed Amendment would effect
changes that are significant to grizzly bear recovery in the
NCDE. s

Under the preferred alternative, the Service believes that the
Amendment and amended ASQ would result in an overall increase in
security for grizzly bears and associated decreases in
habituation, displacement, and human-caused mortality risk.
Within 5 years, objectives specify that 16 of 40 BMU Subunits
that are predominantly National Forest would sliow reductions in
open motorized access density to less than 20 percent of any
Subunit exceeding 1 mile per square mile, and 14 of the 40 BMU
gubunits would show reductions in total ‘motorized access density
to less than 24 percent of any gubunit exceeding 2 miles per
square mile., Combined, 45 percent (18 of 40) of BMU Subunits
would show reductions in open and/or total moterized access
density within 5 years. These reductions in open and total
motorized access would occur in BMU Subunits with highest
existing road densities. e S i ;

Within 10 years, attainment of the proposed'bbjectives would
require that 24 of 40 BMU Subunits that are predominantly
National Forest show reductions in open motorized access density
to less than 13 percent of any Subunit exceeding 1 mile per
square mile, and that 19 of the 40 BMU Subunits show reductions
in -total motorized -access density ‘to less than-18 percent-of any
gubunit -exceeding 2 miles per square mile. “Combined, 63 percent

(25 of 40)of BMU gubunits. would show reduced open or ‘total
motorized access densities over this_lO—Year'period.-

Motorized access conditions found in the composite home range
would be applied or exceeded, on a BMU Subunit basis, across most
Forest lands within the recovery zone. In the South Fork Study
area, open and total road densities cutside the composite home
range were higher than within {(Mace ‘and ‘Manley 1993). Therefore
across the recovery zone, 0L lands that are predominantly
National Forest, the implementation of long-term Forest
objectives would result in access conditions that -are.actually
improved for grizzly bears aover those found in the South Fork
gtudy area. In areas of predominantly Forest ownership, -,
objectives direct the maintenance or creation of access -
conditions similar to those of the composite home range of female
bears that have demonstrated survival to adulthood and have
produced cubs. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume -that over
time, these access management conditions, applied Forest-wide,
.would promote grizzly bear recovery goals through decreased
displacement and mortality risk. = S e

The proposed Amendment'includes a standard that core area occur
in blocks at least 2500 acres in size and be distributed to
provide all seasonal habitats and elevations. In the South Fork
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Study area, most adult female locations within unroaded habitat
occurred within'polygons-exceeding-2260¢acres (U.5. Forest
Gervice, in litt. 1993}. Results of the CEM analysis revealed
that core area was most limited during spring, indicating that
currently most core area exists at higher elevations and is
planketed by snow during spring. In many areas lower elevation
habitat may be snow-free during spring but it is highly roaded
and extensively used people. The proposed standard emphasizes
the creation of core areas at low elevations, which would
decrease displacement of grizzly bears from essential spring
habitat. ' ' : S :

However, the Environmental Assessment (U.S. Forest Service 1994hb)
states "there is some risk that 55 percent {core habitat) may not
be an adequate level to avoid habituation and human-caused
‘mortality". The Service agrees. Under the preferred
‘alternative, the Forest would deviate from using South Fork Study
area composite home range data as the long-term objective for BMU
gubunit core areas and from using the Forest-wide average for BMU
Subunit core size (60 percent}! as the short-term 5-year
objective. . Using definitions provided in the IGBC Taskforce
Report (1994), the South Fork Study area composite home range was
described in terms of 3 attributes: open and total motorized
access density and core area {(Flathead National Forest, in litt.
1994) . ‘The specific or relative importance of any one of thease
to grizzly bear recovery is presently unknown, however these
attributes may be interrelated to form an environment that
reasonably can be assumed as conducive to sustaining adult female
_grizzly bears. Further, adult female grizzly bears in the South
. Fork Study ‘area tended to use unroaded habitat without trails
more than expected (Mace and Manley 1993) . ‘Under the preferred
alternative, the proposed Forest objectives for open and total
motorized access density are based on composite home range data.
For an appropriate translation of composite home range . :
characteristics to habitat management objectives, it follows that
the Forestjwould,alsc_base_objectives'for core area on composite
home range. information. ' e T

The South Fork Study area composite home range was approximately
68 percent core area. The proposed_Amendment-specifies a range
of 55 to 100 percent core area as hoth the 5- and 10-year

- objectives for core area. The Forest based this objective upon

. research from the Yellowstone region (Mattson 1993) and upon the
range of core area size within the largest annual home range cof 7
adult female bears in the South Fork Study. Within the largest
annual home range of each of the 7 bears, one bear maintained the
least amount of core area at approximately 58 percent of home
range, ~one maintained 67 percent core area, and five of the adult
. females maintained home ranges that included from 80 to 86
percent core area (Flathead National Forest, in litt. 1994}.
Use-availability information was not available for this sample.

The Service remains concerned over the proposed short¥ aﬁd long-
term objective for minimum size requirement for core area, 55
percent, because: (1)} 6 of 7 adult female bears .in the South Fork

008362



21

..study.-area.utilized.largest annual home ranges with considerably .. .

more than 55 percent core area; data from all 7 bears should be
considered, and should include individual behavior traits, age,
survivorship, cub survivorship, and especially habitat use-
availability patterns; and (2) minimum core area size estimated
from habitat-related research in the Yellowstone ecosystem may
not be applicable to the NCDE because of the w1de dlsparltles in
habitat and food resources between the two reglons

Therefore the Serv1ce_does not support the core area objective
under the preferred alternative, nor the Forest's biclogical
rationale for departing from the use of the composite home range
data to determine minimum size for core area. Rather, the Forest
should use the existing Forest-wide core area average of 60
percent as a 5-year objective and the composite home range core
area of 68 percent as the 10-year objective for BMU Subunits that
are predominantly National Forest {(refer to Terms and
Condltlons) Accomplishing these core area objectlves may or may
not require an adjustment to ‘the amended ASQ.

In BMU Subunits not predominantly National Forest, the proposed

- Amendment states that Forest actions would not result in

increased total motorized access densities or reductions in core
.areas. In 14 of 54 BMU Subunlts, 25 percent or more of the land

-.is private or corporate owned.  Computer simulations and analyses
.. revealed that in areas of intermingled ownership, reductions in

~ road density or the creation of core areas on National Forest
- lands alone could not effect meaningful levels of habltat
h;lmprovement for grlzzly bears on a landscape level

T To reduce fragmentatlon of grlzzly bear habitat and to promote
habitat linkages, the Biological Assessment (U.S8. Forest Service
1994a) identified the need for a coordlnated management strategy
between public and prlvate landowners in'areas of intermingled
-ownershlps such as the Swan Valley. The proposed Amendment would
modify ex1st1ng'Management Situations “immediately south of Swan
Lake from MS-2 to MS-1 in recognltlon of the area's capability to
- function as a llnkage between the Swan and Mission Range.

Because the area is the only consolidated tract of National
Forest across the Swan Valley, it represents the best opportunity
for the Forest Service to provide habltat connect1v1ty between
the Swan and MlSSlon Ranges -

The Serv1ce recognizes the complexities'of'management in areas of
“intermingled ownershlp Although there 1s no commitment to
numerical objectives on National Forest in areas of intermingled
ownership, proposed standards direct that Forest Service actions
would result in net gains towards objectives for open and total
motorized access density and core areas, and would not result in
increases in open motorized or total motorized access routes.
Furthermore, the proposed Amendment includes an objective that
Forest actions and activities would not increase total motorized
access or reduce core area in BMU Subunits with intermingled
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landownership. Therefore, the Service believes that in such

areas, Forest Service actions would promote-habitat linkages and
not contribute to further degradation of habitat. :

Although the proposed Amendment will result in overall habitat
improvements for bears, the Biological Asseéessment {(U.S. Forest
gervice 1994a) states that both the preferred alternative and
alternative 4, requiring a minimum of 68 percent core area in BMU
gubunits, may cause public backlash and animosity toward grizzly
bears. This animosity may result in increased mortlality risk to
grizzly bears. To foster public acceptance and approval of the
proposed changes in access management, the short-term {5-year)
objectives and gradual achievement of long term cbjectives over
10 years allows many traditional uses of the Forest to continue
unimpeded. Further, the propcsed objectives include a public
information and education program that could increase the
public's awareness of the biological basis for the proposead
changes for grizzly bears and the benefits to other Forest
resources, and reduce any animosity that may result. The Service
considers public acceptance and support of grizzly bear recovery
to be critical to recovery efforts.

The Service recognizes that habitat effectiveness and security
for grizzly bears cannot be prescribed entirely by motorized
access management, Factors such as seasonal habitat value,
timber harvest units, concentrated human-use areas such as town
.sites and campgrounds, heavily used non-motorized trails, high
levels of dispersed human-use of forest, and the presence of
attractants also influence the effectiveness of grizzly bear
habitat. For instance, five of 13 known human-caused grizzly

-~ bear mortalities in the South Fork Study area during 1988 through
1994 were related to sanitation {T. Manley, pers. comm. 1994).

-The CEM was developed to analyze the numerous variables,
4including timber harvest, motorized access, and human use of
roads, that influence grizzly bear habitat effectiveness. The
Forest has completed CEM analysis on most of its BMU Subunits.
The Biological Assessment (U.S. Forest Service 1994a) summarizes
the CEM habitat effectiveness levels (Appendix F). “Thresholds
for minimum CEM habitat effectiveness levels have not yet been
developed. At this time however, CEM provides a useful
descriptive, comparative, and monitoring tool with which to
assess changes in grizzly bear habitat. Results of CEM analysis,
and various research, indicated that motorized access is a factor
that significantly affects habitat effectiveness. The proposed
amendment and resulting reductions in road densities would result
in increased CEM habitat effectiveness levels in many BMU
Subunits. - ' ' o o ' '

At this time, of factors influencing grizzly bear populations and
use of habitat, motorized access management  and associated use of
roads by people are among the most easily defined and méasurable
factors that can be evaluated (IGBC Taskforce 1994). = Therefore
the Service agrees with the precise road density analysis that
forms the basis for the open and total motorized access density
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objectives in the proposed Amendment, and with the use of the

definitions and methods presented by the IGBC Taskforce to define

the composite home range.

The Service also agrees with the use of the composite home range
in the South Fork Study area as a template for grizzly bear
habitat objectives. A recent populatlon trajectory indicated an
approximate 4 percent annmual decline in the grizzly bear
population segment in the South Fork Study area (Servheen et al.
1994) ., Information and sample size were not adequate to assess
population trajectories from other areas of, or for the entlre,
NCDE. Although the estimated grizzly populatlon trajectory in
the South Fork area was downward, the Service believes that the
motorized access conditions within the composite home range

represent a valid approach to habitat management for the-
. following reasons: ' '

(1) The proposed objectives are based on motorized access
conditions within the composite home range of adult females
in the South Fork Study area. Portions of the study area
putside the composite home range had higher open and total
road densities and lesser amounts of unroaded habitat (Mace
and Manley 1993). Therefore, the application of composite

- ~home range access conditions throughout entire BMU Subunits
would result in a net lmprovement in habitat condltlons over
‘that of the entire South Fork Study area.

'For example, in the Scuth Fork Study area, of 6 nonwilderness

BMIJ Subunits, 4 currently have less core area than the
Service's recommended objective of 68 percent, 4 exceed the

.-proposed open motorized access objective of 13 percent, and 4

exceed the proposed total motorized objective of 18 percent
(Table 1). The Service assumes that these conditions
contributed to the recent downward population trend.
- However, 1mplementatlon and attalnment of the proposed
cbjectives. would improve motorized access conditions for

grizzly bears in the South Fork Study area and elsewhere
-w1th1n the NCDE. ' :

TABLE 1. SOUTH FORK STUDY AREA BMU SUBUNIT ACCESS PARAMETERS

| JEWEL  WHEEL  BALL KAH = - JUNGLE ~ BUNKER ***;:
"GRAVES QUINT ° - BRANCH SOLDIE ADD CREEK = obj.
CORE | 55% 58% 88% 50% . |58%  |75% | 68%
~oun | 33% | 17% s o288 |31% 5% 13%
++myp | 23% 308 | .12% 39% 29% | 17% 18%

* open motorized access > 1 mi/square mile

** total motorized access > 2 miles/square mile
*+* objectives as supported by the Service
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{2} The composite home range was constructed with data from
adult females that have demonstrated survival to adulthood
and utilize the composite home range. The adult female
grizzly bears upon which the composite home range is based do
not necessarily reflect the fate of the entire grizzly
population segment in the South Fork Study area. The recent
dovnward population trajectory was based on adult, subadult,
and vearling females, and cubs in the South Fork Study area
(Servheen et al. 1994). ' ‘ S

Tn addition to new Forest objectives and standards related to
open and total motorized access and core area, the proposed
amendment does not alter the existing Forest Plan Standards and
Guidelines for timber, fire, range, recreation, minerals, and
special uses (U.S. Forest Service 1985). The amended ASQ of 54
MMBF is based, in part, upon these guidelines. These Standards
and Guidelines were previously reviewed by the Service. As
described earlier, the Service reviewed the Forest Plan and
amendments and issued not likely to jeopardize bicological
opinions regarding species listed as threatened cor endangered
under the Act (U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service 1985, 1988%a,
1989Db). o o I : :

The proposed Amendment also retains the "3 and 7%, "5 and 5"
rules for entry/re-entry into compartments for major activities
in MS-1 and MS-2 respectively until core areas are effective.
These rules were conservation recommendations submitted by the
Service in the 1989 biolecgical opinion on the amendments to the

Forest Plan {U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 198%9a}). -

The proposed Amendmert would delete the Forest Plan standard
requiring an adjacent displacement area and replace it with core
area objectives and standards. This standard required that
adjacent displacement areas of 5000 to 15000 acres with less than
one mile open road per square mile be provided during periods of
major Forest activity, such as timber harvest. "In compariscn,
core areas have no motorized access during the non-denning period
and the proposed standard stipulates that core ared blocks be at
least 2500 acres in size and remain in place for a minimum of 10
years. Further, within the BMU Subunits, road densities outside
core areas would be limited by open and total motorized access
density objectives. ' ' o

The Service agrees that core areas provide a suitable alternative
to the displacement area standard by providing adegquate amounts
of relatively secure—areas for grizzly bears during periods of
timber extraction or other major Forest activities. Currently,
all 54 nonwilderness BMU Subunits have core areas larger than 20
percent of the BMU Subunit. Based on a typical BMU Subunit of
about 30000 acres, this eguates to approximately 6000 acres of
core or more. The Forest-wide average for existing amounts of
core area within BMU Subunits is 60 percent, or approximately
18000 acres of core. During the 5 years following implementation
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..of-the.proposed. Amendment,. prlorlty for 1ncreased core area size

would be assigned to those BMU Subunits with less than 55 percent
core. The proposed objective of at least 55 percent core area
equates to a minimum of. approximately 16500 acres of core area
within each BMU Subunit; the Service's recommendation of 68
percent core area equates to a mlnlmum of 20400 acres.

Some existing Forest - Plan standards for grizzly bears were
actually statements of objectives and accordingly have been
redefined as such. Other standards and guidelines have been
sllghtly modified to update or clarify intent. A complete
summation of proposed changes to objectives, standards, and
guidelines is provided in the Bioclogical Assessment (U.S. Forest
Service 1994b) (see Appendix C}.

The Service believes that the proposed Amendment and amended ASQ
of 54 MMBF, based on new, existing, or modified objectives and
standards and guidelines described under the preferred
alternative in the Biological Assessment and Envirconmental
Assessment prepared for the proposed Amendment (U.S. Forest
Service 1994a and 1994b), would over time eventuate an overall
benefit to individual bears and preclude jeopardlzlng the grizzly
bear population in the NCDE. .

-However, although the proposed Amendment would result in long-
term gains for grizzly bears, the Service remains concerned over
the conditicn of the existing envirommental baseline in several
BMU Subunits on the Forest because of high road densities and the
. associated adverse affects on grizzly bears. The Service
believes. that the env1ronmental baseline of certain nonwilderness
" BMU Subunits within the Forest 15 resultlng 1n the follow1ng
direct and. 1nd1rect effects

1. 1ncreased dlrect human caused mortallty to grlzzly bears
- . - because of high road densities and the resulting
- inereased human access to the Forest and ‘increased
~wisual access(through the Forest environment;

'2.. “increased habituation of SomE‘grizély'bears to human
activities along rocads, thereby increasing the human-
caused mortality risk to these bears;

3. dlsplacement from critical, seasonally important feeding
sites {i.e., spring and fall ranges} which actually
kills. or lnjures bears by significantly impairing

. essential behavior patterns such as foraglng, breeding,
and shelterlng,

4, _habltat fragmentatlon whlch actually kills or 1njures
: bears by significantly impairing essential behavior
patterns by displacing bears from important comstituent
‘habitat elements 1nclud1ng food cover, solltude and
space; and .
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5. loss of habitat needed for security which results in
actual injury or death of grizzly bears..... ... ...

On September 3, 1993, the gervice issued a bioclogical opinion on
the Lost Silver Timber Sale that identified “taking” of grizzly
bears because of high road densities in the environmental
baseline. Further, in an October 5, 1893, letter to the Forest
Supervisor, Flathead National Forest, the Service restricted, for
the present time, the application of the precise open and total
road density thresholds and security criteria established in the
September 3, 1993, Lost Silver opinion to the South Fork Flathead
River drainage. o SRR S .

In the Lost Silver biological opinion and October 5 letter, the
gervice recognized that South Fork Study analyses were
preliminary in nature and may change with additional data
collection or analysis. However, fhe requirements set forth in
50 CFR 402.14 (b), require that the Federal agency requesting
formal consultation shall provide the Service with the best
scientific and commercial data available, or which can be

- obtained during consultation, for an adequate review of the
effects that an action may have upon listed species or critical
habitat. : : SR :

‘The concepts of precise. open and total motorized access density

. to. assess and manage the effects of roads on grizzly bear habitat
has received widespread acceptance by public land and wildlife
managers and biologists. Recently, the IGBC“TaSkforce‘(lggé)
.respoused the concepts of open and total motorized access density
management -and core habitat. " Using definitions provided by the
IGBC Taskforce, the NCDE Access Committee is;currently«developing
the recommended levels at which open and total motorized route
density and core area in grizzly bear habitat should be managed.
This guidance will be basad on NCDE-specific information and will
serve as interim management until the South Fork Study findings
have been finalized and until further information on the
population trend in the NCDE is_available.' This interim guidance
is not yet available. The Forest employved the composite home
range information from the South Fork Study progress report and
the definitions and analysis recommended by the IGBC Taskforce
(1994) to formulate Forest objectives for grizzly bear habitat.

The Service finds no biological rationale at the present time to
deviate from defining take in terms of adverse habitat
modification or loss caused by high road densities. Significant
under-use of: habitat by grizzly bears occurred when open road
density exceeded 1 mile per square mile and when total road
density exceeded 2 miles per square mile {Mace and Manley 1993}.
-~In the Lost Silver bioclogical opinion (U.S. Fish and wildlife
Service 1993b}, the Service mzintained that this under-use of
otherwise suitable habitat resulted in in¢idental take. The
gervice used South Fork. Study composite home range information to
generate reascnable and prudent measures Lo reduce levels of
incidental take. - e
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~~Existingmmotorizedmaccessmconditions_inm15wof_40.BMUfSubunitsn_
(predominantly National Forest lands) on the Forest are
comparable to, or improved over those existing in the South Fork
Study composite home range upon which the Service defined take in
the Lost Silver biclogical opinion (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1993b). However, 25 of 40 BMU Subunits that are
predominantly Naticnal Forest lands, and 14 of 14 BMU Subunits
with intermingled ownership, exceed the open and/or total
motorized access density levels found in the South Fork Study
composite home range. The Service is unaware of scientific or
commercial information that could be used to quantify the exact
level of incidental take as a result of the various road
densities in these BMU Subunits. However, adverse effects of
high levels of motorized access in these BMU Subunits will
continue to negatively affect grizzly bears for 5 to 10 years
after implementation of the proposed Amendment. o

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are those effects of future non-Federal

. {8tate, local govermnment, or private} activities on endangered
and threatened species or critical habitat that are reasonably
certain to occur during the course of the Federal activity
subject to consultation. Future Federal actions are subject to
the consultation requirements established in section 7 of the Act
and, therefore, are not considered cumulative to the proposed
ation.. ° e PERIEEREE : ; Al et oy

Actions on private lands, such as residential development,
logging, road building, and recreation, will continue to
-contribute to habitat degradaticn and loss which ‘may affect the
grizzly bears' ability to adeguately utilize important habitats
in the NCDE. The development of private lands and associated
loss and fragmentation of habitat is expected to continue as
secondary development creates a demand for new public services
and facilities. Tourism and the residential population in
northwestern Montana have increased in recent years. Flathead
County is considered one of the fastest growing counties in the
State., ' Year-long distribution of visitors and types of
recreational pursuits have changad from seasonal peaks, mainly
spring, summer, and. fall, to year-round activity. The number of
residential and recreation homesites is also increasing in
northwestern Montana. Disturbances caused by human development
in low elevation areas has, and will continue to have, a .
cumulative impact on grizzly. bears through loss of habitat and
displacement of bears. T o o Lo

Fourteen of the 54 nonwildermess BMU Subunits delineated on the
Forest encompass more than 25 percent private or corporate lands
along with Forest Service lands. On these BMU Subunits with
intermingled landowners, it is reasonable to assume that
additional road building, timber harvest, and residential or
other human development, will continue. The combined effects of
such activities on grizzly bears are unknown at this time. The
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proposed Amendment includes a standard that stipulates Forest
gervice activitiés not lead to increases in total or open - -- :
motorized access densities or reduction of existing core in such
areas and that on National Forest lands, Forest activities will
result in net gains toward Forest objectives for these three
parameters. The Biological Assessment (U.S. Forest Service
1994a) also indicates the need for a coordinated land-use
strategy to be developed between public, corporate, and private
landowners in areas of intermingled ownership, in order to effect
any meaningful changes in the environmental baseline as ‘it
affects grizzly bears. Therefore, the Service believes that
adverse cumulative effects to bears will continue as a
consequence of non-Federal actions on private lands. However,
according to the proposed amendment, Forest actions would not
contribute to, and in certain areas may ‘alleviate, the impacts of
some of these adverse affects. - : S

Biological Opinion

It is. the Service's biclogical opinion that implementation of the
proposed Forest Plan Amendment #19 ‘is not likely to jeopardize
the continued existence cf the NCDE grizzly bear (Ursus arctos
horribilis) population but will result in incidental take.

. The, section 7 regulations (50 CFR 402) define "jeopardy" &as an
action that would be expected, directly or indirectly, to
appreciably reduce the 1ikelihood of both the survival and
recovery of a listed species in the wild by reducing the
reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that species. While
the existing enviromnmental baseline has direct sand indirect
effects on grizzly bears, actions taken to meet the objectives in
the Amendment would result in adequate improvements in grizzly
bear habitat effectiveness, so that the influence on both numbers
.of bears and the geographical area sufficiently precludes
jeopardizing both survival and recovery of the NCDE grizzly bear
population. i P

Our determination is based in part on the information presented
in the Biological Assessment and the Environmental Assessment
(U.8. Forest Service 18%4a and 1994b)} prepared by the Forest for
the proposed Amendment, and upon informal discussions between

Service and Forest Service biologists and-administrators.

Although the Service has reached a not 1ikely to jecpardize
conclusion on the entire NCDE grizzly bear population, there
remains a serious concern with the condition of the environmental
baseline and the incidental take of grizzly bears as defined in
the Act.
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_Incidental Take ... ...

Sections 4(d) and 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibit taking
(harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or
collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed
species of fish or wildlife without a special exemption. Harm 1s
further defined to include significant habitat modification or
degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by
significantly impairing behavioral patterns such as breeding,
feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined as actions that create
the likelihood of injury to listed species by annoying it to such
an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns
which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. As part of the consultation process, the Service may
conclude that an action, or the action with the implementation of
any reasonable and prudent alternatives, and the resultant
incidental take of listed species, will not violate section

7(a) (2). This is done by providing a biological opinion with an
incidental take statement. Under the terms of section 7(b) (4)
and section 7{o)(2), taking that is incidental to and not
intended as part of the agency action is not considered a
prohibited taking provided that such taking is in compliance with
“the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement.
‘Should the amount or extent of incidental taking be exceeded, the
Federal agency must reinitiate consultation immediately.

Section 7 consultation includes responsibility for direct and
- indirect effects together with the effects of other activities
~that are interrelated or interdependent with that action. These
. effects are added to the existing environmental baseline to
“ determine the impact on the species. Section 9 liability for
taking has not been defined by the Service to include or exclude
legal responsibility for this range of the effects of the action.
Since it is not an enforcement activity, the section 7
- consultation process does not address liability, although it does
address the biological judgement on causal connection between
agency action and direct and indirect effects that result in
takings. The incidental take protections provided through the
incidental take statement are to énsure the consulting Federal
agency that it may proceed with the proposed action free from any
risk of section 4(d) or 9 taking .liability. Such a statement
does not serve to affirmatively define the scope of legal
_responsibility under section 4(d) or 9 to include the effects of
the action definition applicable to the section 7 consultation
process. In other words, the scope of the statement is not
intended to define legal responsibilities or takings under
section 9. . ' S S

Tt is the biological judgement of the Service that the existing
high road densities in the environmental. baseline of several BMU
Subunits results in significant habitat modification or
degradation which results in actual injury to grizzly bears by
significantly disrupting normal behavioral patterns, including
breeding, feeding, or sheltering. It is the biclogical judgement
of the Service that direct and indirect effects of the proposed
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Amendment and associated activities would not add significant new
effects, other than those considered in relation-te roading and
road management .

The effects of the proposed Amendment are largely ungquantifiable
in the short term, and may be measurable only as long-term
effects on the species’ habitat and population levels. .
Therefore, even though the Service believes incidental take will
occur from the effects of the proposed Amendment, the best
scientific and commercial data available are not sufficient to
enable the Service to gquantify a specific amount of incidental
take of the species itself. In instances such as these, the
gervice designates the expected level of individual incidental
take as unguantifiable. ' : :

The anticipated level of incidental take of grizzly bears on the
Forest as a result of the proposed Amendment is as follows:

The incidental take of grizzly bears in terms of numbers of
bears is numerically_unggantifiable. ’ - :

It is the Service’s biological judgement that “harm” of grizzly
bears is likely to. occur when: : S
1. The precise gpen motorized access densitv exceeds 1 mile

per square mile in over 13 percent of & BMU Subunit.
Research has dempnstrated that when open road densities
exceeded 1 mile per square mile of habitat, adult
'grizzly bear use of habitat significantly declined from
- expected use. It is reasonable to assume that some

o level of under-use of habitat may occur before essential

. behavior patterns are significantly impaired to the
point of causing injury or death to individual bears.
‘Research has also demonstrated that adult females
utilizing home ranges encompassing some area of open
road density greater than 1 mile per square mile were
able to survive and produce cubs. - Thirteen percent of
the adult female composite home range in the South Fork
study area had open motorized access density exceeding 1
mile per square mile. e ‘ - L :

Therefore, until additional research or analysis
indicates otherwise, if within 5 years, all BMU Subunits
meet or fall below the Forest-wide BMU Subunit average

density for area exceeding 1 mile of open motorized
access per square mile (20 percent), and if within 10
vears, all BMU Subunits meet or exceed the proposead
Forest objective for area exceeding 1 mile per square
mile (13 percent), then the intent of the cpen motorized
access density biological objectives will be met and
Forest-wide conditions will be within acceptable . levels
of “taking”. . ' : S
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2. .The precise total motorized access densityv exceeds 2
niles per square mile in over 19 percent of a BMU
Subunit. Research has suggested that when total road
densities exceeded 2 miles per sguare mile of habitat,
use of habitat by all sex and age classes of grizzly
bears significantly declined from expected. It is
reasonable to assume that some level of under-use of
habitat may occur before essential behavior patterns are
significantly impaired to the point of causing injury or
death to individual bears. Research has also
demonstrated that adult females utilizing home ranges
encompassing some area of total road density greater
than 2 miles per square mile were able to survive and
produce cubs. Nineteen percent of the adult female
composite home range in the South Fork study area had
total motorized access density exceeding 2 miles per
square mile. _ o : L

Therefore, until additional research or analysis
indicates otherwise, if, within 5 years, all BMU
gubunits meet or fall below the Forest-wide BMU Subunit
_average density for area exceeding 2 miles of total
motorized access per square mile (24 percent), and if

. within 10 vears, all BMU Subunits meet or exceed the
_Forest objective for area exceeding 2 miles total
motorized access per square mile {or 19 percent}, then
the intent of the total motorized access density
biological objectives will be met and Forest-wide
conditions will be within acceptable levels of “taking”.

The Service has determined that these levels of incidental take
are not likely to result in jeopardy to the species because:

1. Adult females are well represented in the South Fork
gtudy area, which encompasses the composite home range
upon which the objectives for open and total motorized
access density and core area are based. = ‘

2. . Motorized access management comparable to or improved
over that in the composite home range of adult females
in the South Fork Study area would be applied to all
areas of the recovery zone on the Forest, resulting in
an improvement over existing Forest conditions and over
South Fork conditions where females are known to have
reproduced. R ' '

3. The 5-year objectives place priority for reductions in
open and total motorized access and increased core area
in areas thakt currently have the lowest security for
grizzly bears. :
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4. Monitoring data for the period 1387 to 1993 indicate the
Recovery Plan population recovery parameters for 6-year
averages for numbers of females with cubs, occupancy of
BMUs by family groups, and total human-~caused grizzly

- bear mortality limits in the NCDE are being met. Female
grizzly bear mortality limits are not bheing met.

5. The Forest is committed to revising the Forest Plan
within the next 3 to 5 vears. Recommendations from the
TGBC Access Subcommittee, the final paper on the effects
of roads and bears from the Scuth Fork Study, and other
new or relevant information will be considered at that
time. The Forest will also initiate formal consultation
with the Service at that time. o '

The Federal agency has a continuing duty to regulate the activity
that is covered by this incidental take statement. If the agency
fails to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental
take statement, the protective coverage of section 7 (o) (2)
lapses. o : - . -

This biological opinion provides reascnable and prudent measures
which are expected to reduce the amount of incidental take. The
measures described below are nondisc¢retionary and must be
implemented by the agency in order for the exemption in section
7{o0) (2) to apply. .. o ' '

Reasonable and Prudént Measures

The IGBC Taskforce recommended three parameters:
(1) cpen road and open motorized trail route density,
(2} total motorized access route density, and |
(3)nperceﬁt of analysis area'in qore area(s},

to be incorporated into access management programs to provide
adequate habitat security for grizzly bears (IGBC 1994). The
proposed Amendment bases Forest objectives on these parameters.
The Service believes that these parameters are necessary and
appropriate to minimize the incidental take of grizzly bears
raused by high road densities in the existing envircnmental
baseline and by roads associated with timber harvest activities
related to the amended ASQ, and therefore serve as reasonable and
prudent measures. ' a
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..The Service believes that the following. reasonable and prudent
measures are Necessary and appropriate to minimize take:

1.

Open Road and Open Motorized Traill Route Density,
Implement a road and motorized trail management program
that regulates the density of open road and open
motorized trails to adequately minimize incidental take.

Total Motorized Access Route Density. Implement a road
and motorized trail management program that regulates
the total motorized access route den51ty to adequately

- minimize 1nc1denta1 take

Percent of Analvsis Area in Core Area{s). Assure that
timber harvest programs and associated transportation
network maintains existing core areas oOr creates core
areas within each BMU Subunit to adeguately minimize
take.

Information Program. Impiement an information program

‘that provides the public with accurate and accessible

information regarding the biclogical basis for and the
IESultlng effects of the Amendment #19, to adegquately
mimimize take.

Terms and Conditions

. In order to be exempt from the prohlbltlons of section 9 of the
- Act, the Forest Service must comply with the following terms and
condltlons, which implement the reasonable prudent measures
described above:

For those BMU Subunits that are predominantly National
Forest (>75 percent), compliance with the Forest

objective of no more ‘than 13 percent of a BMU Subunit
exceeding 1 mile of open motorized access per square

mile will be achieved within 10 years of the initiation
of Amendment #19. Within 5 vears, BMU Subunits will
meet or fall below the current Forest-wide average for

. open motorized access density of not more than 20
percent of a Subunit exceedlng 1 mlle open motorized
‘access per. square mlle

For those BMU Subunits that are not predominantly
National Forest (<75 percent), Forest activities will
not result in an increase in open motorized access
density in any BMU Subunit.

. For those BMU Subunits that are predomlnantly Natlonal

Forest (>75 percent}, compliance with no more than 19

.percent of a BMU Subunit exceeding 2 miles of total

motorized access per square mile will be achieved within
10 yvears of the initiation of Amendment #19, Within 5

008375



34

years, BMU Subunits will meet or fall below the current

" Forest-wide average for total motorized access density
of not more than 24 percent of a Subunit exceeding 2
miles of total motorized access per square mile.

For those BMU Subunits that are not predominantly
National Forest (<75 percent), Forest activities will
not result in an increase in total motorized access
density in any BMU Subunit.

3. For those BMU Subunits that are predominantly National
Forest (>75 percent), minimum core area will be &8
percent or greater of a Subunit and will be achieved
within 10 years of the initiation of Amendment #19.
Within 5 years, BMU Subunits will meet or exceed the
current Forest-wide average for core area of 60 percent
of a BMU Subunit. ' '

The Forest will, in consultation with Montana Department
of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and the Service, insure
that core areas contain seasonal habitat approximately
proportional to its availability in the BMU Subunits.
The habitat overlay and Seasonal Habitat Index created
by the Grizzly Bear West Side NCDE Cumulative Effects
Model will aid in ensuring that this ohjective is
accomplished.

For those BMU Subunits that are not predominantly
National Forest (<75 percent), Forest activities will

. not result in a decrease in existing core area in any
BMU Subunmit... = .

4. Within one year of issuance of the proposed Amendment,

develop and implement a public information program on
. the positive effects of road closures for fish and

wildlife, water gquality, and other Forest resources.
The effort should focus on both information that is
available and relevant at a local, district level and on
information pertinent to a more broad-based Forest level
‘approach. The public should be provided a thorough and
understandable analysis of existing road densities and
future road densities resulting from implementation of
the Amendment.. The net reduction in cpen motorized
access density and the remaining opportunities for
motorized public access, timber extraction, recreation,
and other Forest uses should be emphasized.

Reporting Requirements

The Forest shall submit an annual report the Service in December
of each year. The report shall detail the progress in achieving
the open and total motorized access demsities and core area
criteria in the BMU Subunits. The Service will use this report
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_to ascertain whether sufficient progress is being made towards

realizing the Forest's 5-year and 10-year objectives.

Within 90 days after meeting the open and total motorized access
densities and core area requirements in each BMU Subunit, the
Forest shall provide the Service with a final report for that BMU
Subunit detailing all activities undertaken in association with
terms and conditions of this biological opinion.

Should the ineidental take limit be exceeded once compliance with
5- and 10-year objectives is achieved, the Forest shall
immediately cease the activity resulting in the take and
reinitiate consultation with the Service to avoid violation of
section 9 of the Act. The proposed actions must be stopped in
the interim period between the initiation and completion of the
new consultation. The Forest should provide an explanation of
the causes of ‘the taking.

Administrative Amendment to Previous Incidental Take Statements

This incidental take staﬁement and its associated reasonable and
+ prudent measures, terms and conditions, and reporting
‘yequirements as defined above, shall replace those included in
previous biclogical opinions on: T :
1. Lost Silver Timber Sale (September 3 and October 3,
1993) .- S - S '
2. Rock Creek, Firefighter Winter Range Project, Emma

Creek Salvage, Tent Creek Salvage and Pearl Point
. Timber Salvage sales (Januaxy 14, 1594)

3. Bent Flat Timber Sale (April 20, 1994)

The Service amends the incidental take statements in these
biological opinions because of new information presented in the
IGBC Taskforce Report (1994), and described earlier in this
opinion; which was not available.at the time the opinions were
submitted. The "no jeopardy" conclusions set forth in the above-
listed opinions remain unchanged. - o

Conservation Recommendations

Sections 2{c) and 7(a) (1) of the Act direct Federal agencies to
use their authorities to further the purposes of the Act by
carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered
and threatened species. The term “conservation recommendations”
has been defined as Service suggestions regarding discretionary
agency activities to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a
proposed action on listed species or critical habitat or
regarding develcpment of information. The reccmmendations
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provided here relate only to the proposed action and does not
necessarily-represent-complete fulfillment of the agency’'s
section 7{a)(l) responsibility for the species.

1.

Grizzly bears will concentrate in certain areas during
specific time periods to take advantage of concentrated
food sources (e.g. highly productive huckleberry fields,
insect concentrations, spawning fish, etc.) or because
the area provides a high seasonal food value due to
diversity in vegetation and plant phenology (e.g.

important spring or fall range). Where these situations

are known or can be predicted to occur, roads and trails
in the areas should receive priority consideration for
obliteration or for seasonal restrictions on cpen
motorized access, so as to minimize mortality risk,

habituation, and displacement of grizzlies.

The IGBC Taskforce (1994) definitions make allcowances
for the occurrence of restricted roads within core
areas. . Although restricted roads in core areas must be
harriered in such a way to prevent motorized access, the
presence of a roadbed within a core area increases the
potential for illegal motorized use. Therefore, in
addition to a substantive barrier to motorized access,
such roads should be signed as restricted to motorized
use during the non-denning period. fe

Road reclamation/oblitéfation should be emphasized in
core areas. The number of restricted roads in core area
should be minimized.

'Roads“construéted or reconstructed for timber sale

purposes should be single purpose roads according to the
Interagency Grizzly Bear CGuidelines. New roads or road
reconstruction should be of minimum design
specifications and placed on the landscape sO that they
can easily be recontoured to slope. This will help
reduce costs and facilitate reclamation of the roads
after the timber sale is completed. : .

Motorized access management is only one of several
factors influencing grizzly bear habitat and grizzly
bear security. The presence of attractants is a major
factor leading to the food conditioning and habituation,
and the eventual direct mortality or management removal,
of grizzly bears. The Service supports the Forest's
efforts to develop a food storage order. for the NCDE,
especially the effort expended to create a range of
alternative food storage options to accommodate a

variety of forest user groups. _The Sarvice encourages

the implementation of the order ‘at the earliest date
possible. : - Fo :
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~Reinitiation REeQUITEIMEIIE | i i e e

This concludes formai consultation on Amendment #19 to the
Flathead National Forest Plan as outlined in the October 27,

1994,

request. As required by 50 CFR 402.16, reinitiation of

formal consultation is reguired if:

1.
2.

4.

the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded;

new information. reveals effects of the agency action

' that may affect listed species or habitat . in a manner or

to an extent not considered in this opiniomn;

the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner
that causes an effect to the listed species or habitat
not considered in this opinion; or

a new species is listed or critical habitat designated
that may be affected by the action. = - .

In instances where the amount.or extent of incidental take is

. exceeded, any operations causing such take must be stopped in the
‘interim period between the initiation and completicn of the new
consultation if any additional taking 'is likely to occur.

&
. 4 j'ﬁféld.SupervisorNMH
' Montana Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Appendix.A_._ List of Acromyms

ASQ

BMU

CEM
~IGBC

MS
NCDE

Allowable Sale Quantity

Bear Management Unit

Cumulative Effects Model

Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee
million board feet :
Management Situation

Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem
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Intergency Grizzly Bear Guidelines (51 FR 42863-

Fuderal Hoegislor
Vul. 51, Nu. 224

Wednesday, November 25, 1986

This seclion of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains documents olher than rules of
propused rules thal are applicable 10 e
public. Notices ol heanngs and
investiyations, corumittee meelings, agency
decisions and nulings, delegations of
aulhorily, filing of petitions and
apphications and agency slatements of
organization and functions are examples
ol documents appearing in this section.

DEPAHTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Forms Under Review by Otfice of
Management and Budget

November 21, 185G

The Departmenl of Agriculture hus
submitted to OMD for review the
fullowing proposals for the collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwurk Reduction Act (44 US.C.
Chapier 35) since the last list wus
published. This list is grouped inio new
propusals; revisions, extensions, or
reinstalements. Euch entry cuntains the
fullowing information:

{1} Agency proposing the infurmution
cullection; [2) Title of the infurmation
ullection; {3) Furm number(s), il
applicuble; (4) How often the
information is requested; (5) Who will
bie required or asked to report; (6] An
eslimate of the number of respoases: {7}
An estimate of the tolal number of hours
needed 1o provide the information; (8)
An indication of whether section 3504{h)
of pub, L. 98-511 applies; (9) Name and
telephone number of the agency contact
person.

Questiuns ahoul the items in (e
listing should be directed 1o the agency
person named at the end of each enlry.
Copies of the propused forms und
supporting ducuments may be obtained
frum: Department Clearance Olficer,
LISDA, DIRM, Ruom 44-W Admin.
Bldg., Washingtun, DC 20250 (202} 447-
ane.

Cumuments on any of the items listed
should be submitled directly to: Office
ol Infurmation and Regulatory Affairs,
Qffice of Management and Budget,
Washington, DC 20503 Aln: Desk
Officer fur USDA.

If you unticipale commenting on a
sulimission bul find that preparation
time will prevent you from doing so

[ man

Dusk Olficer of your intent as eurly as
pussible. '

Extension

» Foureign Agricultural Service
Licenses fur Importation/Transfer of
Sugar lo be Re-Exported in
Sugar-Containing Products
Recordkeeping: On occasion
Businesses or other [or-profit; Small
Lusinesses or organizations; 345
respunsts; 575 hours; not applicable
unduer 350K (h] ' .
Carol Brick-Turin (202) 447-2018
s Food and Nutrition Service
Shelters for Battered Women and
Children—Part 273
Recordkesping: On occasion
Individuals or households, Slate or
local povernments; Foderal agencies
or employees: 137 responses; 106
hours; not applicable under 3504(h)
Mildred Kriegel (703) 7563429
o Rural Electrification Administration
Certification of Authority
REA-G75
On occusion
Small businesses or orgunizations: 450
responses: 45 hours; not applicable
under 3504(k)
Berl Huntinglon (202} 3621966

*

Reinstatement

= Economic Research Service
Couten Distribution Survey
Once in 5 lo 6 yeurs
Businessess or other for-prpfil; 387
responses; 184 hours; nol applicuble
under 3503{h)
Edward H. Clade, ]r. (202) 786-1840
» Fuod und Nutrition Service
Federal-State Special Supplemental
Food Program Agreement
FiNS-339
Annually
Stuie or local governments; 87
responses; 44 hours: not applicable
untler 3504(h)
Lu‘uriu Hickerson (703) 756-3710

Jane A. Benuit,

Dupurtiweantel Cleurunce Officer.
{FR Duc. 86-26671 Filed 11-25-80: 8:45 am|

P R T LE. L]

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

DEPARTMENT OF THE INT ERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
Fish and Wildiife Service
National Park Service

interagency Grizzly Bear Committee;
Interagency Guidelines on ’
Management of Grizziy Bear

. AGENCIES: Forest Service, USDA: Buresu

of Lund Management, Fish und Wildlile
Service. National Park Service, USDL
AcTioN: Notice of the Interaguncy
Grizzly Bear Guidelines us approved by
the Interugency Crizzly Bear Commiltee.

SUMMARY: Bused on commenis received
in response to the May 28, 1985 {30 FR
21696) request for public comments, the
above-nsmed Federal agencies, as
members of, and representing the
Interapency Crizzly Bear Commiltee
{IGBC), annuunce the adoplion al the
finul Interagency Guidelines an
Munugement uf Grizzly Bear. The
Guidelines, which affect the
management of grizzly bears in Idaho,
Montuna, Washington, and Wyoming,
will Le integrated inlo each ugency's

- directive system und implemented

throuph each sgency's land und resvurce

munagement activitivs.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Nuvember 26. 1986,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Lorraine Mintzmyer, Regionul Director,
Nulional Park Service, USDL, P.Q. Bux

267, Dunver, Colerade 80225, (303]
234-2500

Caulen Bulerbaugh. Regiunal Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, USDL, P.O.
Box 25446, Denver Federal Center.
Denver. Culurade 50235, [303) 24—
22019

Jumes C. Qverbay, Regionsl Furester,

. Forest Service, USDA, P.O. Box 7603,
Missoula, Monlana 59807, [405) 329-
3ne

Nuin Slepanek, Siste Directlor, Buredu
uf Land Munagement, P.O. Box 30157,
Billings, Muntunu 59107

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Hislory of the Guidelines

In 1943, the Secrelaries of Agricullure
ant the Interior established an
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Inleragency Grizzly Bear Commitice to
. provide 8 consistent and coordinaled

approach toward achieving grizzly beur
_recovery, as mandated by the |

Endangered Species Act of 1974, as

" “amended (16 U.5.C. 1531-1536, 1538~ "~

1540). Commitlee members include
representalives from the Forest Service,
Nautional Park Service, Bureau of Land
Management, Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the Fish and Wildlife agencies of
the States of idaho, Montana, Wyommg.
und Washingion,

. In 1978, several of the agencies
participated in developing Guidelines
for Management Involving Grizzly Bears
in the Grealer Yellowstone Area
(“Guidelines"). Since then, the
Guidelines have undergone several
revisions as agencies developed first-
hand experience in implemenling them.
They were submitted to the Fish and
Wildlife Service in May 1979, for formal
cansultation, in accordance with the -

Endangered Species Act. The biological .

opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service
concluded that implementation of the .

Guidelines will promote the -
conservation of the grlzzly bear. ~

Overview of Gmde[mes L

The Guidelines identify and describe -
five Grizzly Bear Management
Situations and.conlain specific .~ .«
guidelines for managing grizzly bears -

and other resources.in these areas. Each
Management Situation has a description

of the grizzly bear population and
‘hubital conditions, followed by general
management direction applicable to - .
lands containing those conditions.
Appendix A to this notice provides the
text of each of the Grizzly Bear
Management Situations contained i in lhe
Guidelines,

The full text of the Gu:delmes also
includes resource management
guidelines for coordinating management
of wildlife, timber, fire, range,
recreation, mineral, walershed, and
special uses in relation to grizzly bears.
The resource guidelines differ somewhat
for each Manapgement Situation, :
uccording to the bear population, habitat
conditions, and associated management
direction emphasis. Guidance consists
of wiuys lo mainiain and improve
habilal, ways lo minimize the potential -
fur grizzly-human conflict, and
recommendations lo resolve grizzly-
human conflicts, :

The document alsa conlains several
appendices vseful lo resource managers.
‘The appendices deal with interagency
responsibilities, methods for dealing
with nuisance grizzly bears, methods of
evidualing grizely bear habitet quality
und ol estimaling consequences of
pruposed management activities, the
Diulogical Opinion rendered by the Fish

and Wildlife Service on use of the
Guidelines, and the sgreement
establishing the lnlembency Grizzly
Bear Committee.

Summary of the Review, Prnposals, —

Comments, an_d Responses
The Interagency Grizzly Bear

Committee {{GBC) published the text of . .

the Munagement Situations and
proposed changes, and issued a request

for public commenis on May 28, 1985 (50

FR 21696} and then held 19 public .
meetings on the Guidelines in Iduhoa,
Montana, Washington, Wyoming.

In addition to the public comments

_received al the meetings, the IGBC

received one hundred twenty-five {125)
wrilten commentis. An mleragency team
reviewed a cpntent analysis af the
comments and modified the proposed
changes. The leam also added an ilem -

“on preveniive control of known

nuisance grizzly bears. These proposals
were then circulated {o all line officers

-who held the public meetings. Based on
comments, one further change was-made

in definition and direction for

*  Management Situation 2. .

Praposal: Broaden the Scope and
Application of Guidelines. The

-. Guidelines originally were developed for
" application in the Greater Yellowstione |
" Area. The Committee proposed changmg‘
‘the name from “Guidelines far

Management Involving Grizzly Bears ln
the Greater Yellowstone Area™ lo
*Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines",

- "Further, the Commiltes proposed l'ormal :
. application of the Guideliceson =~
-- National Forest System, National Park
:.-System, and Bureau of Land .
- Management lands throughout occupied '
~grizzly bear ecosystems in the Slates of
¢ ldaho, Montana, Washington, and
Wyoming per the anzly Bear Recnvery _

Plan..

" Comments: Severalrespundenls
. supported this propasal; others

commented that the dilferent grizzly

‘bear ecosystems need gmdelmes

tailored to the specific region.
Committes Response: The IGBC
believes the Guidelines provide sound

principles and general practices that are -

suitable for the various grizzly bear =~
ecosystems and allow for appropriate
consistency across those ecosystems,
The IGBC adopted the proposal, with
one change in the recreation -
management guidelines under
Management Situation 1. _
This change pravides the flexibility to

Mailor the striciness of sanitation

standards to local conditions. Thus;

. mundalory standards can be applied in .

areas where conflicls with people have

heen documented, or where grizzly bear”

populations are relatively small and

- survivorship of individuul beors is

considered crucial for recovery of the

species. Mandatory sanitation standurds

‘may no! be needed in areus with a low

likelihood of conllicts, or where grizzly
pnpulahuns are larger and individual
survival is less crucial for recovery.
Proposal: Create a Sixth Management
Situation Designation. The Committee
praposed to add a new section,

- Management Situation 2A, to provide -

guidance for interim management of

-__lands where additional biclogical datn
.is needed to classify an area as

Munagement Situation'1 (necéssary for
recovery) or Management Situation 2
{unnecessary for recovery). The

. proposed section was designed to deal

with the fact thal none of the five
Management Situations in the original
guidance provided guidelines for areas
where additional informalion is needed
to fully determine whether habilat
resources are necessary for TECOVETY. In

- cases ol such uncertainty, there iz a risk

that certain.land uses nuuld lmpmge an
recovery.

Comments: The pruposal toadd -
Management Situalion 2A received

. considerable comment. Reasons for .
.support centered on the need for interim
" guidance for lands where biological

infarmation is insufficient. Reasons for.

-opposition included mistrust of such
* gtratifications and concern about

- continued ambigaity and managemen!
" uncertainty. Also, some respundents

expressed a preference fora
conservalive management appm.ich

- whereby habital of uncertain value for

© grizzly bear recavery would be -
-protected until such time that it could be
~clussified as either Management
‘Siluation 1 or Management Situation 2. -

Commiliee Response: The IGRC

‘believes the Guidelines and the

attendant’ Management Siluations

Tepresent & comprehensive and
~“inlegraled approach ta the goul nf :
- grizzly bear conservation,

Although the context and dlrecuun for

management varies legitimately across

. Management Situations, il is the averall

" integration of managumen!'acliuns and
‘human activities in Managemen!

* Situations 1, 2, 3, and 4 that has direct or
‘indirect relationships Lo the
-gunservation‘and recovery of the grizzly,

Based on the comments received, the

- Commiticee believes that a revision in

Management Situation 2, rather than a

- sepurate description. is the best way to
“reflect ihis variable bul integrated -
_managemen! approach ic specics

" recavery and o reduce the risks

involved in cuses of uncertainty. ©
The Comniillee made three _
substantive changes in Management
Siluulion 2. Initially, Munagement
Siluatiun 2 described arcus where
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grizzlies poour but which Jock distinet - 7~

population centers, and are considered,

unnecessury for survival and recovery ..

ol the ypecies. As revised, Munagemenl
Silualion 2 now also includes areas
where the necessity of the habilal
resources for recovery has nol yet been
determined,

Anaother change in Management
Siluutiun 2 concerns the effect of major
Federul aclions or programs. The
vrigina! description of Management
Siluation 2 indicated major Federal
utlivities or programs might affect the
cunservation of the grizzly bear by
contribuing to human-caused beur
mortulities. The revision adds a-
slaiement recognizing that major
Federal activilies or programs also

might affect bear conservation by lang- - '

\erm clisplacement where the zone of
influence could affect habital use in -
ureus classified as Management
Situation1. | Lo

The third change in Munagement
Situation 2 addresses management
direction for areas where there is
uncertainty about importunce of the
habital resource for recovery. In such
cuses, when grizzly population and/or
hubitai use and other land uses are

mutually exclusive, otber land uses may . oo oo avion of the species. First, it

should be noted that the present
" ‘Guidelines state that grizzly habital
. . .enhuncement will nat be done in close
_proximity to private property or other

prevail provided they do not cause
irrotrievable or irreversible resource
commitments which preclude the
pussibility of fulure classification to
Munagement Situation 1 (necessdry for
recovery). This chunge reduces the level
of risk lo recovery that exists when
there is uncertainty about the

- importance of an area to meeting
recovery goals. I .

Propusal: Allow Muodification of
Guidelines an Administrative Units. The
uriginal guidelines were wriltento
address occupied grizzly bear habitat
throughoutthe Greater Yellowstone
Areu. The proposal was to allow
mediflication of the resource 5
management guidelines on a given
administrative unii of the Forest Service,
Nalional Park Service, ar Bureau of
Lund Management to address more
specifically the resource situation on a
given unit,

Comments: Nearly all respondents on
this subject supported the need for
flexibilily but differed regarding-the
appropriate manugement level. Masi
respondents indicated that: (a) -
Modilication of the resource
management guidelines should be an
inlerapency decision &l an ecosyslem
level (i.e., Ecosyslem Management =~
Subicommittee}, and (b} refinement of
vegetation prescriptions would best be
handled by a locul administrative unit
(i.e., National Forest). I

- adjoins privaie lands. Suggestions for
- . proaclive management ranged from a
- "buffer zone" concept to guidelines for X

Canx.mmee Hesponsé: The IGBC -

" concurs with the sentimen! expressed in

the-public comments and modifed the
propusal to provide appropriate .
flexibility. An Interagency Ecosyslem

Manugement Subcommitiee may

recommend changes {as necessary}in

“the resource munagement guidelines for .
" approval by the Interagency Grizzly -
. Bear Commitiee. Administrative units

within the National Forest, Park Service.
‘or Bureau of Land Management may
modify the Guidelines only to develop
more precise vegetalion prescriptions
which support the direction and _
objectives for 8 Management Situation.

Response to Other Concerns of
Respondents

- Other Concerns: Several respondents
expressed concern that the Guidelines

" . Jacked an administrative mechanism for

preventing problem grizzly-human
conflicts, particularly where public land
classified us Management Situation 1

inlercepting a specific bear(s).
Commitiee Response: The IGBC -

 believes thal responsiveness to this

valid concern is vital to successiul

areas which-could bring grizzlies'in **

may be there using existing hubitat

.components without causing {rouble.

Hence, creation of a “buffer Zone” does
not appropriately address the concern of
adjacent private landowners. . L

. The IGBC recognizes that certain
grizzlies have known behavior patterns,
which, when combined with location,
time, and other faclors, indicate that an

" incident is highly probable. To provide - -

guidance for these situations which

‘require the safe removal of target bears, -

the Committee has added a section

entitled Preventive Action (included as
- Appendix B in this notice] 1o the i
' Guidelines, This guidance provides the
involved agencies with an appropriate e
‘mechanism for proactive management of ¥ ‘Management Sitwation 2

probable conflict situations. Such action

“&ouid be impiemenied regardless of the

Management Situation involved. Human

" activities must be in compliance with

" upplicalile guidelines to minimize

" potential for grizzly-human conflicts fu
_ that Management Situation. ‘

For copias of the full text of the
Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines.
contacl James C. Overbay, Repional - ..

_ Foresler, USDA Furest Service, P.O. Bux

7669, Missoulu, Montana 59807 (406~

329-3316). -

For the Furesl Service:
Daled: November 5, 1986,

- R.Max Peterson, - oo oo

Chivf.
- Fur the Buresu of Lund Munugement:
Duted: November 18, 1940.
Rubert F. Burfurd, '
Director. ) .
For the Fish and Wildiile Service:
Dited: Navember 17, 1806,

‘Frauk Dunkle,

Director.
Fur the National Purk Service:
Dalwl: November 18, 1986.
Willismm Penn Matt, Jr..
-Director.
Appendix A—Texl of Management Situations

_The five Munagémenl Situations und
related mansgement dicection which the .

- specific guidelines aduress are us fullows:

Munayement Situation 1.
‘Pupulation and habitat conditivns, The -

. area containg prizzly population centers
" {ureus key (o the survival of grizzlies where
. geasontl or year-long grizzly activity, under

‘natursl, free-runging conditions is comman)
and habitat components needed lor the
survival and recovery of the species or a
segment of its population. The probabilily is

" very great thiit major Federal acvitlesor K
" programs may affecl the grizely {that is, will
: ) : - huve direct or indirect relationships to the
. contact with humans. Nevertheless, the- -
. lands of concern may be important -

.geasonal range for grizzlies, and bears

:conservation and recovery of the grizzly).”
Munugement directipn. Grizzly habital

*’ mainlenance and improvement and grizzly-

“human conflict minimizativn will receive the
highest management priorily. Managemen!
decisions will fuvor the needs of the grizzly

48"

e

bear when grizzly habilal and other lund use . '

values compele. Land uses which gan affect

* grizzties and/or their habitat will be made

compatible with grizzly needs or such uses
will be djsullowed of eliminaied. Grizzly- -

* human conflicts will be resalved in fuvor of

* grizziies unless the bear involved is i
determined to be a nulsance. Nuisance bears -
“may be controlled through either relocativn

or removal but only if such control would
resull in & more natural free-ranging grizzly
‘population und all reasonsble measures have

. been taken to protect the bear and/orits

‘hubitat {including area closures and/or
activity curtailments). . ’

Population and habital conditions. Curren!
information indicates thut the area lacks
distinet population centers; highly suituble

. habilut does not generally accur, although

some grizzly habitat components exist and
grizzlies may be present occasionally.
Hulsitat resources in Management Siluation 2

 either are unnecessary for survival and

recovery of the species, or the need has not
yel been determined but hubital resources

may be necossary. Cerlain munagement
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aclions are necessary, The statns of sush— .. |

-areas is subject Lo review and ehange .
aceording 1o demonstrated grizzly populalion
and habilat needs. Major Federal aclivitivs
may affet the conservalion of the grizzly

- .. bear primurily in that they may contribuie.
loward (a) humun-caused bear mortalilies or
{b) lung-term displacement where the zone of
influence could ulfect habitat use in
Manugement Situalion 1,

Muanavement direction. The grizzly bear is
an imporiant, but not the primary, use of the
urea. In some cuses, hubilat mainlenance and
improvement may be iinporiani management
considerations. Minimization of grizzly-
humun conilict potential that could lead to
human=caused mortalilies is & high
management priorily. ln this management
situalivn, manugers would accommodale
demonstraled grizzly populations und/or
grizzly habital use in other land use activities
if fcasible, but not to the extent of exclusion
of other uses. A feasibie accommodalion is
one which is compatible with (does no! muke
unublainuble) the major goals and/or
abjectives of other uses, Managemeni will al

leasl maintain thase habilal conditions which

resulled in the area’being stratified
Munagemeni Siluation 2, When grizzly

-+ population andfor grizzly habitat use and
other land use needs are mulually exclusive,
the other land use needs may prevail in
management consideration. In cases where
the need of the hubital resources for recovery

* has not yet béen determined, other lund uses:
may prevail lo the extent that they do nol -

* resull in irretrievable/irreversible resource
commitments which would preciude the
possibility of eventual restratification lo
Muanagement Siluation 1. 1f grizzly population
and/for habital use represents demonstraled
needa thal are so'great (necessary fo the-
normal needs orsurvival of-thesprectes’or's’
segment-of its population) that<hey should ™~
prevail-inmansgement considerations, then ..
the area should be reclassified under -
Mansgement Siluation 1. Managers would
contral nuisance grizzlies, - : :

x Management Situntion3 . . s
Populotion and habital conditions. Crizzly
prasenca is possible bul infrequent. - -
Developments, such as cumpgrounds, resorts
or other high human use associated lacililies,
and human presence resull in condilions
which make grizzly presence untenable for
humuns and/or grizzlies, There is & high.
probability thut major Federal activiliesor  *
programs may affect the species’ BN
conservation and recovery. - S
. Managemen direction. Grizzly habitat
maintenance and improvement are not -
management considerations. Grizzly-human
conflict minimization is a high priority
managemenl cansideration, Grizzly bear
presence and faclors contributing to their
presence will be actively discouraged. Any
grizzly invalved in a grizzly-human conflict

will be controlled. Any grizzly frequenting an - '

area will be controlled,” -

Manogemen! Situstiond ™
Popuintion and habitat canditions. :
Grizzlies do not occur in {hé area bul habitat.
and humagn condilions muke the area .
potentially suitable for grizzly occupancy,

and the ares is needed for the survival and
recovery of the species. The probubility is

very greal that major Federal activities und -

programs muy alfect the species’
conservalion and recovery.

... Munagement direction. The grizaly bearis

an important polential use on the area,
Grizzly habilat mainienance snd
improvemenl are imporiunl management
considerstions, Grizzly-human conllicl
minimizalion is not a management

consideralion. Habilal and human conditions

making the srea suitlable for grizzly
occupancy will not be degraded pending
decisions regurding reestablishment of
grizelies. . :
Management Situation 5

Populution and habital conditions.

Grizzlivs do not eccur, or occur anly rarely in
. the area. Hubilat muy be unsuilable, :

unavailable, or suiteble and available but
unuccupied. The area lacks survival and

recovery values for the species or said values

are unknown. Major Federal activilies and
programs probably will not affecl species
conservation and recovery. :

" Management direction. Consideration for

" gtizzly bears and thelir hubilat.in ather

respurce related decisions is nol directed,

Maintenance of grizzly habitat is an option, |,

Any grizzly involved in a grizzly-human

. conflict will be r.:_nmrolled.

Appendix B—Guidslines for Preventive
Action .- " :

. Under the Appendix, “Flan for Delermining"
' Grizzly Bear Nuissnce Status and for :
i (:‘.pnlrn[_ling Nuisance Grizzly Bears”, add:

1V, Preventive Action -
Certain specific grizzties-have known

behavioralpatterns, which. whencombined =
. with{ocation, tinme and ather factors, indicale
“that an incident is highly probable. In such

situalions, direct preventive action designed

to safely remave the bear{s) from the

;situation (prior to an accurrence which would .
- .resull in nuisance slatus and possible loss of

the bear{s) to the ecosystem) can be

! implemented regardless of the Management
- Siluation involved. Human activities musi be

in compliance with appliceble guidelines to

minimize potential for grizzly-human confiicts

for that Managemenl Situation: Contral

. actions should be designed to capture and -
‘remove the specific target bear{s).’

" [FR Dac. B6-26619 Filed 11-25-86; 8:45 am] *~

! -BILLING CODE 3410418 o

A ———————————————————————— S —

. . DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE ~

vAgency Forms Under Review by the
Otfice of Management and Budget
(ome) - C

'DOC has submitted to OMB for
clearance the following proposals for

__collection of information under the

provisions of the Paperwork Reduction

‘Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).

Agency: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration

. Title: Fishermen's Contingency Fund

. Form Number: Agency—NOAA 88-1(+,

- 89-166; OMB-0B48-0082

_Type of Request: Extension of the
expiralion date of a currently =~ - -

approved collection
Burden: 1,365 respondents: 13,650
reparling hours

" Needs and Uses: The purpose of the

. Fishermen's Conlingency Fund s 1o
compensate commerical fishermen for
losses or of damages to [ishing gear or
vessels attributable 1o oil and gas
aclivities on the Outer Conlinental
Shell. The application form and 15-
day repor! are required in order lo file
clsims against the fund.

Allected Public: Businesses or other for:

. profit institutions; small businesses or

arganizations; individuals
Frequency: On occasion

. -Respondent’s Ohligation: Required 1o

obtain or retain a benefit
OMB Desk Officer: Sheri Fox 395-3785

_ Agency: National Oceanic and

Atmaospheric Administration

" Title: Fishing Vessel and Gear Damage

Compensation Fund

~ Form Number: Agency--NOAA 88-178;

OMB—0648-0G34

.. Type of Request: Extension of the

. expiration date of a currenily
approved collection -

+Burtlen: 400 respondents; 8,000 reparting
hours ’ e

- Needs and Uses: "Theﬂé‘b‘plicaliun-form |

---requiredof commerical fishermen who
_file claims against the Fishing Vessel

and Gear Damage Compensation
Fund in accardance with Section 10 of
the Fishermen's Protective Act of
1967. The purpose of the Fund is {o
compensate fisherman for vessel
casualties caused by foreign vessels
and for gear casualties caused by any
other vessel, whether foreign or
domeslic. .

Aflected Public: Businesses or other for-
profit institutions; small businesses or
organizations; individuals

Frequency: On occasion :

'

.Respondent's Obligation: Required to

obtain or retain a benefit
OMB Desk Officer: Sheri Fox 395-3785

Copies of the above information

" collection proposals can be obluined by

calling or wriling DOC Clearance
Officer, Edward Michals, (202) 3774217,
Department of Commerce, Raom 6622,
141h and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230,

Writlen comments and
recommendations for the proposed
informatien collections should be sent to

" Sheri Fox, OMB Desk Officer, Room

3233, New Executive Olfice Building,
Washington, DC 20503,

15
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Appendix C. Proposed Changes to the Forest Plan
. : - (from U.$. Forest Service 19%4b)

Forest Plan Amendment #19 - o | _AppendixA

Under Altamative 3, proposed changes are:

Alacrative 1 . Alamative 3 (preferrad)

_ e

Forest Plan Oblactive A4 {Forest Plan page B7):

mmar@ymwmmwhhnﬂ & Orizzly Bear
MGM;MWMMH)NMWM S
arsa of the Spotted Bear Rangoer District (MA 114) pricr to
implemaniation of management activites.

. mmmmwu—muw
mummnmm
and Rt mortallty 30 nchieve racovery gosis in the Recavery
mmmnmmnuhmu

. Management Situstion 1, 2, or 3 as defined in the intemgancy
mmmmmmmwom.
wmmdmmwmm
mmmtnamwm

“| dsparsal of resident grizzly besrs, and low risk ol mortality

.| duets humen/beer confiicts, Objectives for MS-2 are 1o provide

mnmmmm&ammu

. -mmm‘mu&;mum
| cooupancy by grizzly bears ad %o mialmize risk of human/bear

. mmmmuMw.M
: adult female will be provided in sil BMU Subunits.
: mhmummump:mwmww
-} will be attained within 10 ysars: ' T

‘1 (s) wecurity core arses are 55 %o 100 percent;

" {b) total motorizad access ja lees than 12% of the MS-1
umﬂmmmzmnﬂq :
-_Mcponnﬁuhdwh’huﬂmﬂ%dhlﬁd
Within 5 years, the following will be attaled:
{a) provide at least 55% core arse;’ S

(5 BMU Subunits thet have tots! matorizad socess
saoeeding the ourrent Forss: aversge of 24% with density >2
miles/ square mile will be brought %o no mace than 24% in
_mmmmmepmm”

‘| sxneeding the current Forsst sverage of 20% with denalty >1
’ ﬂq-lﬂﬂhmmummmmh
.. | (5 Witin BMU Subunite with an intermingied ownership
Sarvios aciivies will not resuit in an increase in total
molorized access or & teduction in core arees. Efforts will be
_—nhmmmuwuwm
" cooperative management, land adjusiments, or other meana,
mmuummmmm
mﬂuﬂﬁngﬂ“%dmm
management and sieps required 1o recover the
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Forest Plan Amendment #19

Appendix A

Forast-wide 3enseral Standard No. 1, page W15 [Forast Flan
Amendment No. 8]

1.Shndardsmnatdbanﬁonw.ﬂwy:ppiyinallmﬂondFoM
S‘ylthIndll.ndMllblfolw unises the standards are
mndod.k:ymdlﬂmndmurrhdmmMP standards will ba
unhdartaken In compliance with NEPA and the amendment process

‘ of the NFMA reguistiona (38 CFR 218.10(s}), and with public
involvament. Amendments may be undertaken in two ways: 1)
Standard(s) may be amended for all future sctivites, or2) Standard(s)
maybenmandodforutlnghpﬂoctonly.Apro}oﬂ-lpodﬂc
amendment of a Forest Pian standard may be undertaken #f it is
demonsirated during project analysis that it will fulfill the objeciive
of the standard and rslated goals, The rationale for project-speciic
amendments 1o Forest Flan standards must be desctibad in the
project’s Decision Memo, Daclsion Netice, or Record of Decision. A
project-specific amendment authorizing an exception to a Farest
Pilan standard must be lssuad, by the Forest Supervisor, concurment
with the project decision. Project-apecifio amendments of Forest
Plan standards will [n every instance be made in compilance with
the Forest Sarvice's legal requirements under the Enclangsred
Species Act, Claan Water Act, NFMA, NEPA, and all other applicable

Standards established for threatenad and endangered speciss
consarvation and protection are mandatoty, and thus take
precedence when there are conflicting uses. Project-speciic
amendments of such standards may ba considered i they will Fulfill
the Farést Flan goals related io the conservation of threstened and
endangsred spociss. Any.amsndment to standards sstablishad for
threatened and endangared species conservation and

protection
must be precaded by consutiaion with the U.S. Fish and _W_il_dll_fo_ .

Service,

Forest.wide General Standard No. 4 {page [15) [Forest Plan
Amendment No. 11} ]

4. Initiate Informal conaultstion procedures with the U.S. Fish and
Wildiife Servica in the early planning phases of siie-specific projects
If a 'no effsct/may affect’ determination }s unclear. i a *may affect’
detsrmination ls made, formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service ls required. : T

NG change]

[No change]

Forest-wids Standards for Orizzly Bear (pages |25 through #-33)
a Introduction [page /25, not reproduced here]

. Management Stuationa and Direction

Ensure that ail management sctivities and projects are planned,
dasigned, and implemerted in accordance with the Interagency
Grizzly Bear Guidelines (Intsragency Grizzly Bear Committse 1586,
soe unbound Appendix OO to tha Forest Plan). {Forest Plan
Amendment No. 8] ’

[Delets]

[No change]

: Appendix A Page -5

Flathead Nadional Forest
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Forest Pian Amendment #19 - Appendix A

¢, Flathead National Forest Grizzly Bear Sttuation
Current Occupled Habitat

Adminlsirative Mgm.  Mgmt  Mgmt Tol  Mgm.St  Mgmt  Mgmt Totd
Unt sti Stz  SR3- 1 sz  St3
NF Acres 1623188 111,380 21120 2055848 ieseTss 100835 12897 2,108,397
Parcent of BA% =% 1% 00% % o 1% 100%
Habitat

Altsrnatives 3 and 2 S l - " Altemaive 3
N

The grizzly bear is & highly moblie animal. it Is imperative to
understand that atthough the grizzly's habitat hes been siratified by
management units, the scosystsm must continue to functon as &
whale; [.e. although areas are mapped as Shuation 2, many bsars
will need to be on thesa areas during the spring ss part of their
total homa range. N

The precise carying capacity of the Flathead National Forest's part
of the Northam Continental Divida Ecaaystem to support grizzly
beara Is not known at this time. The highest known dansities in the

comtinental United States eccur in the Northam Continental Divide

population. The Flathead National Forest must provide habitat
capabls of sustaining one ber par 15.5 square miles of occupied
habhntnprwidolhoonhibuﬁondm?humtowudlucwm'
papulstion, : o

[Delats- rolor to Forest Plan obfsctives] '

' [Delste- refer to Forest Plan objectives]

d. Grizzly Bear Racovary Objectives

The Flxthead National Forest's objectives for meating the Norlhom
Continental Divide Ecosystsm's recovery goals are aa foliows:

(1) Achieve the recovery goal for the Northem Continental Divide
Ecosystem. '

(2) Manage all *Sttustion 1 aress with tha grizzly bear as & primary
resoures which must be maintained or snhanced. : .
(3) Manage *Shuations 2 and 3* areas in a manner that muhipla-uu
activitiss will hmpﬁbhwﬁlhmﬁoﬂuﬂmd
the species.

| IDetete- refor to Forest Plan objactives]

Appendix A Page - &

Flathead National Forest
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Forest Plan Amendment #19

‘Appendix A

o. Management Direction

All Managament Functions, All Managsment Stusticns

{1) Maintain close comact with resaarch organizations to snsure
administration affecting grizziies.

At least onca a year, District Rangors and blologlats will meetto
review current ressarch findings and discuss their application in
resource management. Review and revise guidelines as nocessary
hkupthemwmntAddmmumhmodsinmdFm
mmagmomscﬂvtﬂn. o )

{2) Biological evaluations of all significant projecis are required.
Refer to General Standard 4, p. [F15, for direction regarding
consultation with 1.8, Fish and Wildilis Service. [Forest Plan
AmendmentNo. 1] = "« s o o

(3) ldentily and evalusts for sach project proposal the cumulative
eﬂmddlumﬂu.MndsﬂnuummdoMphnnodprdm,
ulnﬁvetoboﬁpubllcmdplhmlmda._ - :

(4) Messures to be taken to protscl, malntain, and/or Improve grizzly
‘| will be apecified in project design. -

{5) Refina Managament Stuation stratification based on current
| grizzly bear habitst sultabliity, population, and distribution trends.
All ‘blological evaluations will assesa the current status of
management situstion siratifications for scouracy and provide
analysis deta and recommendations for updsting as necesaary.

ﬂutcumnlmcmhddlmbllnguudlnmoumphnnlng_lnd '

bcuthabhﬂmdpopulnﬂomnnmuhdﬁpchbhgicdwﬂunﬂon

“Plan.

[No change]

(3) idantity and evaluste for each projett proposal the cumulative
affects of all activitles, both exdsting uses and other planned
projects, reiative to both public and private lands.

{4) Meusures 1o be taken to protect, malnfa!n, and/ar impreve
grizzly bear habitat and populations {} will be _lpe_c_iﬁad In project

{5) Refine Management Situstion stratification basad on current
grizzly bear hebltat suliabllity, population, and distribution trenda.
All blological evalustions will assess the current Managsment
Situstions for accuracy and provide recommendations and
rationals for updating as necesaary. Changas to Management
stratifications will be made by amending the Forest

(€) Establish an active public Information and education program | [Moved to Objectives ssction]
discussing grizziy bear mansgement, strosaing goals, objectives, |- o i
and steps required 1o recover the population. S
(7) Carcassea of wildilts, Iivesiock, or other atiractants wong [No change]
1 highways, roads, and tralis will be remaved a distance ef onefourth |~~~ " -
mile from the roadway of otharwise made unavallable to bears.
Removal should cccur within 24 hours. o
(8) The riparian zone s a bask component of suitable grizzly habtat. | [No change]
{ts management will maintain grizzly bear habitat and will generally
follow esteblished guldelines within the Forsst Plan.
{5) Active grizzly bear trapping siies that are not tended will ba [No change]
clossd 1o other human uss. Weming signs will be posted prior to
Installation of the trap.
_ _ Appendix A Page -7
Flathead National Forest T
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(10)Contrldlnndp«mhvd|lhdudcldmpcwidhgforﬁn
unulhﬂen,umpomhmuumpowemdondﬂvlﬂulm
hnudodtomohnagrtzziy]hummeonﬂ%ﬂ.&uﬂm?mlhfof
umpomyomihmuiﬁuwlllroquinﬁutmpabﬂomdb
avold sensonally impostant bear habitats and oontain the grizzly
prmn‘tpoophfburemmm.cm
mdpenn}ttou'eooponﬂonklnwlﬂnqgrizzlymmmmmnodt
wlllbouﬂllnodvﬁm.ppuabkdmmmdlﬂpuhﬂom

{11) Operating plans and special-uss pemits an conceins
aver human of domestic stock food storags, handling, and garbage
disposal will have appraprists ciauses applied. :

(12) Road management will ba conducted to sssiat in meeding grizzly
bear habitat managsment goals, Whan waranted, roads will be
closed seasonally or ysariong, and whare appropriats, area closures
will be appiled. Transportation plans and Forest visitor plans as
waill as individual project road systems will be evalusied regarding
their impacts on habitst etfectiveness.

(13) Feoding of baars will be prohibhsd,

3

(14) Areas with lhl:torydgrlzz&bwlhununmeournm.um _

with documented Incresaed use by bears may be closad to human
(use tnrnpo_rn_:ily._ummliy, of yeariong, in Shustions 1 and 2.

- | (15 No open guhlga dumpe will be permitted. The Forsstwill
work toward bear procfing all garbage handling facilities.

(16) Wihin Managament Situstions 1 and 2, provide securty aress

immediataly adjacsntio the Influsnce zone of the project area. Decida
on n sile-by-site basle. Security arsas shouid be 5,000 acres of
Jarget [n areas that are roadless of where the open road density
averages 1 mils/square mile of loss ovar the area during the bear
use period. o

food storage and garbage disposal in grizzly beer habltat

| (i) on Nationai Foreet tanda within the recovery zons,
/| ‘garbage handling facilties will be bear-resistant.’

_u1)mmmmw«amumm_
mnhmnnwdhuhmmmmucmck

{12 Human nocess Will be managad to mest grizry bear
mgﬂ%cnwmﬂed,mndsﬁllbodmdmalfy
or yeariong, and where appropriste, area closures will be appiled,
Onmnﬂwmmumauuswm.mwm
be no nat increasa In dansity of opan motorizad accees routes
wwhlmindmmms«ﬂumm
mn-mwmmmmww
open molorized access and secutity core areas.

[No change] |

{14) Arsaa with & history of grizzly baar/human encouriters of
muwihlmporhnhmonﬂuubybammnybeéloudto
human usa temporarily, seasonally, or yeariong in Management
Shuastions 1 and 2. B .
(15) On National Forsst lands within sach BMU Subunl, there
will be no net decrease in the size or amount of core aress
Mprwldoueumy.corlluuwillbonmmm
_hmﬂﬂhmhmﬂhlﬂmm
will remaln in place for st least 10 years. .. .

(17) Al land adjustment casss will bs evalusted using the biological | [No change]
w-lunﬂonprouufordrunnining affacts on the grizzly bear. : Z .- e
¢, Guidelinos [refer fo pages 130 through 1133, not reproduced | [No change] -
heraf : -
Appendix A Page -8
~ Flsthead National Forest

50
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Forest Plan Amendment #18

Appendix A

‘to the Forest Plan-reléted to.ASd.are: T .‘

- Iha Broposed changes
o ' Alternative 1

Altemnative 3

Forest Plan Objactive AS (Forest Plan page N

a Treatments - Program the following traatments during the first
decade: ' o ' :

' {1} Regeneration hmdoneﬁ,mu acres
{2) Reforestation cn 66,080 acres ) D .
{3) Intarmediate harvest cn 25,300 acros (sanliation, salvags, and
commercial thinning) B g :
{4) Selsction harvest on 650 acres '

{5) Slash disposai on 82,060 acres
. (6) Timber stand Improvement on 34,000 acres

b. Pragram management - During the first dacade, program up to
the allowable sale quantity of 1 blilon board fest of imber harvest
from euitable lands. So that the uncut volume under conract will
remaln near 300 MMEF (miilion board feed), the annual program of
sale offerings may range from 70 MMEF to 130 MMEF during this
poriod, - ' _
In erder to suppert the goal of providing timber offerings keyed to
economic demand, the following specific cbjectives are established
for:msangement ef programed sale offerings for the first decade:

1 (1):Maintain an annual sell program that will provide a loast 20
MMEF in class 5 (2.0 MMBF) and smalier sales. N
{2)’Maintain an sverage annual program of nonchargeable timber
ofisiinge from unsultable land and/cr nonstandard logs of § MMBF
per year in additien to chargeable volume from suitabie lands.

(3) Maintain a mix of sale offerings for various logging systems

nesded 1o implement the Foreat Plan and support local and regional

logpling systema capablitties.
{4} Maintaln offerings of firewood and other miscellaneaus forest
products at least at current lovals,

(S5) Minimize lcsses from tha mountain pine bestle through harvest
of 28,850 acres of high and medium risk lodgepole pine stands.

Rafer to Appendices E, F, H, | and L In suppart of these objectives.

with natural disturbance regimes.

{1) Regenacation harvest on 18,455 acres
{2) Reforestation on 18,455 acres

and commercial thinning)

(%) Siash disposal on 31,830 acres
(qmmmmnwmlmmﬁ.noom

hlofﬂmbﬂhuwnfromwhabhunda.

(‘l)o'l'l‘lrnmlxo‘lllmmdsmlllk?.omﬂaﬂuhs.

mmlumnm;uhodbrﬁmborpmducuonmdlor

opldomlch\nbo'lkmdlnddmm.

[No change]

Lw-mmMWMh
mwu1m1m.nmmmmumm

mmumun.mﬁomz.usm(mnmmg-,
h.Pro-gr-m management - During the time period, 1995-1949,

progmuphﬁuanmﬂiwoqmnﬂwdﬂmnﬂmmm

mwmmnuumumofmwmm

(q)unnmnmommobdmm:nmum
brmproduchmbl-mmamndandoﬂurmoum

goals.
treatmant in stands with high risk of developing

Forast Plan cbiactive B (Forest Plan page -8}

Sea text and table on page 18 and 9. Not reproduced here due to
length.

programming,
Wthbth.Oﬂmdnudumpmi-chdbr
information only.

(ASQ) will ba 54 MMBF (average annua! volums).

Decade 1 mmmmmmum
for budgeting, and attalnment reporting are

For\hophnnhgpnﬂod1m-1m,Tohl\ldunnoﬁuod

Delete Appendix M.

Appendix A Page

-9

Flatiwad National Forest
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Forest Plan Amendment' #19

Appendix A

The proposed changes to the manitoring plan are s follows:

Alternative 1

A E——

ruprudycod hare] .

Forest Plan monitering [refsr to pages 1130 through I1-33, not

 Atemative 3

#

: hniqmmumbhw:w

mnmmammmmm
ooours,
h1nmumhhmﬂmm
ummmmmw;ﬂm
mmmdmmwmmmm
Ilul‘l'l.no_l-hlphlhtmhhuaumbr
mmmﬂmmmm
by BMU Subunit, on a 5-year intsrval. -

| Biological Opiniona reoeived from the U.S. Fieh and Wikilte

- | e 54, #2. Monttor progress towards the 5 and 10 ysar

hmmuﬂmﬁnﬂmﬂw

: mladmmmmnullupondowmmﬂng

progrees by BMU Subunit o the Forest Supervisor and to the

Mam 54, add #3. Monltor the effectivensss of reatrictions on

motorized use of roade.

Appendix A Page - 10

" Flathead National Foreet

008394
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' Appendix D. Flathead Natiomal Forest BMU Subunits’
{from U.8. Forest Service 199%4a)

Farest Plan Amendment #18 L e Biological Assessment

Tabie 2. List of EMU Suburits on the Flathead National Forest

E

: Bubunt Name I
So Fork Loat Seup
Goat Craak
Uoan Cresk
Spottad Baar Min
Big Bl Shalt
_ | Jungie Additlon
"] Bunker Creek
'] Gorga Cresk
‘Hariaan Mid

Upper North Fork | Frozen Lake ' Bunker
| Upper Trall Croek
Uppes Whale Shorty
Hay Cresk
Gosl & Boith
‘State Coal Cyclone

B P W Y T

Lower Narth Fark =10 = | Wemer Crask | Continental Divide
. 12 | CanyonMeGinnis
13 .| Cadar Teakettis o

Silvertip Wall

'} Pentagon

. { Trilobite Peak
| Swawberry Creek

Lower Middia Fork - .| Gordon Creek
o "] Youngs Creek
Basin Tridem
1 Jumbe Foolhen

42 |'MocoasinCrystai - | Upper South Fork
4 “Dickey, Java

Y- Meadow Smith
|- Buck Halland
-] Hungry Creek
| Littia Salmon Creek
Big Saimon Holbroak

Long Diryfaze - - Blg Salmen
Tranquil Geifer =~ - ' A
Skyland Challenge
Plume Mountain Lodgepole
Fiotila Capital "~

Upper Middle Fark -| -

“1 Albino Pendamt
'Bumnt Bartleit
Black Bear Mud

.| Brushy Park
|- Whita River

"Hungry Horse = - | PetermRidge -~ | Eig Saimon (com)
| Wounded Buck Clayton

"=t Coram Lake Five .
Emery Firefighter
Fiverside Paint

REEBRS | 25888

53

Sulivan | crane Mountain

Porcupine Weodward
‘Plper Crask

Cold Jim
*Hemlock EX
_ Glacier Loon

~ .| Beaver Creek

- -
o o

Noisy Red Owl ' Mission Fangs
Swan Lake : S

Jowel Basin Graves

-| Wheeler Quimenkon . .
| Logan Dry Park
|- Lewer Twin :

41 | Twin Craek
50 | Ball Branch
5| KahSaldor

gyunsn| seans|speus|ssas|anva|agaeannny

2889

e
-

008395
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Appendix E. BMU Subunit Total and Open Motorized Access
(from U.8. Forest Service 1994b)
FS COOP MGT. |
11/17/34 % Smalll% M5-3 Total Mot Open Mot
BMU Subunit Privata - 0 mifmi2|0.1 - 2.0 |>2 mi/m{0 mi/mi2[0:1-1.0 |>1 mi/mi
UPPER NORTH FORK -
Frozen Lzke _ 47.3 45.9 8.8 72.8 16.0 11.2
Ketchikan 17.8 61.4 32.8 5.9 62.8 17.2 20.0
Upper Trail 62.6 32.7 4.7 71.3 10.9 17.8
Lower Whale 11.2 7.6 0.4 41.5 17.3 27.1 55.6
Upper Whala Shorty - 70.1 17.5 12.4 73.3 10.0 16.7
Red Meadow Moosa 1.7 4.7 42.6 22.7 45.2 20.4 34.5
Hay Craek ' 8.2 47.6 41.1 11.2 52.0 19.5 28.5
Coal & South Coal £639.3 23.0 .77 74.5 10.7 14.8
State Coal Cyclong 8.9 47.6{ - 3751 :15.0 B54.68 21.9 23.4
- [LOWER NORTH FORK L 1
Wemer Cragk 4.5 18.5 32.3 49.2 38.6 18.2 41.2
““|Lower Big Craek 1.4 20.1 41.6]. 383 52.3 19.6 28.1
~ |Canyon/McGinnis - 8.1 - 162 43.0f 40.8] 41.9 24.6 33.5
|Cedar Teakettle 30,9 9.9 13.8 §6.8| . . 29.5 30.3| 38.3]  "30.8
. JLOWER MIDDLE FORK coeis |
Moccasin Crystal 4.8 66.7] " :31.6 1.6y :72.B 18.3 9,2
‘}Stanton Paola 3.4 66.21 31.0 28] 69.3| - 21.4f . 93
" |Dickay Java’ 3.3 73.8| -26.2] 0.0l 775 18.0| ;- 4.5
'{OPPER MIDDLE FORK
tong Dirtyface | 0.08 - 89,4 . 0.8 0.0 99.4 Q.8 0.0
- ITranquil Geifer 2.1 79.8 1871 1.8 /.3 . 6.8 1.9
|Skyiand Challenge . 0.08 41.3 40.7| - 18.01 - 70.8 15.1 14.2
. {Plume Lodgepole 100.0( 0.0 -~ 0.0f 100.0 0.0 0.0
-~ '{Flotilla Capitol 100.0 0.0l - 0.01 100.0 0.0 0.0
- |HUNGRY HORSE - »' S ~
" |Peters Ridge 15.8 49.3 a1.1 19.6 55.0 17.9 27.1
Deoris Lost Johnny 0.8 0.4 32.6| . -46.6/  21.8 50.5 29.5 20.1
Wounded Buck Clayton 0.4 24,01 © 29.4] -46.6 47.9 24.1 28.0
Coram Lake Five 28,21 13.6 8.4 '48.6] - 46.01 = 43.7 29.3 26.5
Emery Firefighter : 23,71 30,01 - 40.3]. 443 26.2 29.5
{Riverside Paint 47.0 44.3] 1871 37.0 63.3 -16.3| . . 21.4
SULLIVAN : — '- -
Noisy Rad Owi 28.4 §2.5 34.8) . 1286 69.4 16.41 . 14.1
. |SwanLaka 12.3 0.2 47.01. - 31.9 21.0 59.4 14.6 26.0
Jewel Basin Graves 0.2 48,5 28.2] - 23.3 52.2 14.9 32.8
Whesler Quintonkon c 26.5 43.5). .- 29.9 57.9 24.8 17.3
Ball Branch ' 41.5 -46.21 - 123 91.4 6.0 2.5
Kah Soldier 26.5f 353 39.2|: 52.7 18.0 28.4
Logan Dry Park 0.03 38.7 22.4 38.9] 50.3 1751  32.2
Lawer Twin 85.8 12.9 1.6 87.2 5.0} 7.8
Tis Pl 99.6 0.4 0.0 100.0 0.0l 0.0
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{ i { i -
FS - Coop Mgt (2) ' 55
11117194 % Small{% MS5-3 Total Mot Open Mot ]
BMU Subunit Private 0 mi/mi2}{0.1 - 2.0 |>2 mi/m|0 mi/mi2|0.1-1.0 [>1 mi/mi
[BUNKER . . -
So Fk Lost Soup 1.5 32.6]/ 46.0| 31.3] 35.6] 28.4] a6.0,
Goat Creek 35.5 17.6] 46.9] 60.4] 16.7] 22.8
Lion Cresk 3.0 | 52.6 8.6] a8.7] 64.8] 11.8] 23.4
Jungle Addition T | 28.8] 42,0 29.2| 46.5| 22.8] 307
‘|Bunker Creek =~ . 47.5 . 36.0f - 16.5 88.8 - 5.9 5.3
Gorge Creek - RS 89.01 - 1.0] - Q.0 99.1 - 0.9 0.0
|Harrison Mid - .~ o ol 98720 2.8 - 0.0} :97.2 2.0 0.8
‘{Spotted Bear Mtn . | . : - 32.3 38.0{ - 28.7|. 65.4 ~15.4 19.3
|Big_Bill Sheif "~ 1 - 7.2l 233 5.5| 77.3] = 14.2 8.5
BIG SALMON — —
Meadow Smith 13.9]_ 32.8]  15.1] 652.1] 54.2] 223] 234
Buck Holland 15.7] 32.8] 242 430 53.4]  224] 242
. {MISSION RANGE ] : : i —
[Crane Mtn - 6.9 9.9 3.4] 18.8] 77.9] 285] 19.2] 52.4
.- |Porcupine Woodward - | 3.3] = ~ 8.0[ - 331 59.01 31.5| - 20.8] 476
- [Piper Creek ~ | 2.4] 465  23.8] 29.7] 63.31 - 15.3] -21.4
{ColdJim | 5.8 ~35.0 9.0 55.9] 61.1 16.5| 22.4
Hemlock Bk . | _ 5.8/ | 68.8 11.7] 29.4| 72.8| ' --13.8] 134
GlacierLoon ~ . .| .14.0] | ~37.8] _23.0] 39.0] B5.4] 226 220
Beaver Creek P 4.6] - 60.8] : 15.6] : 23.7] ~ 82.3 _ -11.5 6.2
* - |MEAN - T TR ] I N 30.16
-~ -|sTanDARDDEV, | [ "~ i -] I 13.52
N [T N I N I [ @pesl [ 1 21.40
Page -4 SR TAEREE L
‘ .- Flathead National Fa_rast
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.CEM Habitat Effectiveness Values

F.

Appen

"{from U.S8. Forest Service 1994a)—"

Habitat Effectiveness
BMU Subunit Eaily Spring Spring Summer Autumn
sHA | INDEX | 9% HE SHA | INDEX | % HE SHA | INDEX [ % HE SHA | INDEX | % HE

Upper North Fork Flathead® 0.4106/.0.3248] 78% 0.3910( 0.2639] 67% | 0.3809 0.25331 70% |0.3762] 0.2173|. 58%
Frozen Laka. o 0.2120| 0.3597]: :87% | 0.3718 0.2978| B0% | 0.3822] 0.3048 84% |0.3770| 0.2438| 65%
Ketchikan 0.4187| 0.2590]: -62% | 0.3471 0.1732| s0% |0.2860) 0,1576 55% |0.3184] 0.1474] 48%
Upper Trail 0.4435| 0.3906{: B8% | 0.4421 0.3602| B1% | 0.4501]| 0.3749] 83% 0.4360[ 0.2752] 63%
Lower Whale 0.4039)] 0.2320| 67%__[ 0.3764| 0.1548 41% | 0.3169/ 0.1216} 38% _| 0.3351 0,0084] 29%
Upper Whals Shorty 0.4282| 0.3809]  .89% | 0.4287 0.3588| B4% | 0.4171] 0.3543] B85% 0.4373] 0.2973) 68%
Red Meoadow Maose 0.3741] 0.2845] 76% | 0.3734 0.2088] B6% | 0.3507| 0.2025 58% |0.3683] 0.1928| B4%
Hay Creek 0.38668| 0.2952] 76% - | 0.3748 0.2351| 63% | 0.3513) 0,2278 B65% | 0.3692] 0.2021| _68%
Coal & South Coal 0.4405| 0.3909| 89% | 0.4397 0.3655| B83% | 0.4280| 0.3521 82% |0.43368] 0.3248| 756%
State Coal Cyclons 0.4019] 0.3207} B0% | 0.3557| 0.2089| 59% 0.2775| 0.1738] 63% |0.3133] 0.1617 48%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.4122 0.3901 0.3600 0.3742
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0233] 0.0387 0.0618 0.0502
Lower North Fork Flathead*® 0.4638| 0.2170] 47% | 0.4364 D.1989] 45% | 0.4056] 0.1680 41% 10.4113]| 0.1687] 41%
Warner Crosk 0.4600| 0.26B5| 58% | 0.4544 0.2574| b7% | 0.4570| 0.2387 B2% | 0.4444| 0.2310] b52%
Lower Big Creek 0.4411|0.2481] E56% | 0.3908 0.1883| 48% |0.3250| 0.1604 40% |0.3547] 0.1636] 48%
Canyon/McGinnis 0.4887] 0.2037| 42% | 0.5038 0.22097| 46% | 0.4817[0.1816 38% | 0.4687] 0.1704| 3B8%
Cedar Teakettla 0.4629] 0.1648] 33%: | 0.3982 0.1160] 28% | 0.3565| 0.0972 27% | 0.3760] D.1099| 29%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.4632| 0.4368 0.4051 0.4108
STANDARD DEVIATION - 0.0196 0.0529 0.0780 0.0545
Stiilwater River -
Uppaer Stillwater River
Upper Whitefish Lake - j
Lazy Swift .
SUBUNIT- MEAN VALUE
STANDARD DEVIATION
Lower Middie Fork Flathead® 0.4101] 0.3031] : 74% 0.4625| 0.3572| 77% D.3554| 0.2798] 79% 0.4433| 0.29B4| 87%
Moccasin Crystal 0.3007| 0.2676] . 87% | 0.4478 0.3320| 72% | 0.4031] 0.3087 F7% |0.4327| 0.2795] 65%
Stanton Paola 0.4091]| 0.3163] 77% ¢ 0.46688| 0.3668| 78% 0.3357| 0.2634| 78% 0.4485| 0.2199| 71%
Dickey Java 0.4197]| 0.3216] 77%_ | 0.4694 0.3702| 79% | 0.3321] 0.2695 gi% | 0.4478[ 0.2955] B6%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.4095 0.4820 0.3570 0.4430

|STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0100 0.0123 0.0400 0.0089
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. Habitat Effectlveness
~’|Upper Middle Fork Flathead® | 0.3988| 0.3347| B4% 0.4240| 0.3645| 86% | 0.3448| 0.3039 ~88% | 0.4151( 0.2788| B67%
Long Dirtyface _ : 0.4581| 0.4234|. .92% - | 0.5380| 0.5004 93% . | 0.4902| 0,4627| 94% | 0.5284 0.3957| - 76%
JTranquil Geifer 0.4373]| 0.3492| B80% | 0.4832| 0.3900 81% | 0.3632] 0.3018] 83%_ |0.4818 -0.2714] b6%.
" |Skyland Challenge - 0.3172|0.1977] 62% | 0.3006] 0.2268| I5% | 0.71949] 0.1352] - 63% | 0.2879] 0.1615| ~56%
Plume Lodgepole 0.3299]/ 0.2942].  89% | 0.3129] 0.2726) . B7% |0.71860]0.1711] - 92% |0.265%4 -0.1775| - 66%
Fiotilla Capitol 0.4209| 0.3735| . 89% . | 0.4373| 0.3886] 89% | 0.4347] 0:3954| :91% | 0.4537 0.36056|. - 77%
| SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.3927 0.4144 0.3338| 1 0.4042] -
- '|STANDARD DEVIATION - -1-0.0646 0.1046 0.1384 1 0.4179(
Hungry Horse 0.4200| 0.2586] 62%..| 0.3987 0.2144| 54% | 0.3531( 0.1950 ~55%. . 1.0.3810| 0.1669] -44%
Peters Ridge 0.4824| 0.2906] 60% | 0.4424 0.2368]/ B53% | 0.3868| 0.2157| 56% | 0.4048] 0.1667| 41%
Doris Lost Johnny 0.4372| 0.2681] 59% | 0.4246| 0.1977 47% | 0.4005] 0.2249| 56% - 10.4288] 0.1832|  38%
Wounded Buck Clayton 0.3984| 0.2704; 68% 0.4452| 0.2236] 50% :| 0.4390 0.2354| 54% | 0.4377) 0.1735 40%
~1Coram Laka Five 0.3838|0.1069| 28% ..} 0.3097 0.0897| 29% |0.2701| 0.0727| 27% [0.29719]| 0.0712|  24%
‘{Emery Firefighter 0.4349( 0.3013| 69% | 0,3915/ 0.2466 63% | 0.3378/ 0.2141| 63% 0.3585[ 0.2032| 57%
Riverside Paint 0.4013| 0.3270] 81% | 0.3976| 0.2920 73% | 0.3003] 0.2144|  71% 0.3872| 0.2172| 56%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE - | 0.4230 0.4018 0.3557 0.3848
STANDARD DEVIATION- - | 0.0360 0.0503 0.0642 40.0538
Sullivan 0.4848| 0.3588|  74% | 0.4795| 0.3276 68% | 0.4744{ 0.3224| B8% 0.4702| 0.2465]-52%
Noisy Red Owl 0.5282| 0.2481] _47% ‘| 0.4291) 0.2068 —4B8% | 0.4147] 0.1982| 48% 0.4270| 0.0884| 21%
Swan Lake 0.5043] 0.3178] 63% | 0.4622| 0.2778| 61% - | 0.4326| 0.2666| 62% 0.4415]0.1498] 34%
Jewel Basin Graves 0.4668! 0.3505| '75% | 0.56017 0.2974]  59% | 0.5083|:0.2893 57% | 0.5108| 0.2434; - 48%
v Whesler Quintonkon 0.4741]10.3710|  78% 0.4989] 0.3486| 70% | 0.5066 0.3360| 66% |[0.5037] 0.3143] - 82%
" |Ball Branch 0.5009| 0.4333| 87% 0.5604| 0.4812| 86% [ 0.5690 0.5001| B88% |0.65612 0.4047] 72%
Kah Soldier 0.4533/0.3443| 76% |0.4069] 0.2450 60% :[.0.3854| 0.2317| 60% - 0.3826]0.2098| — 55%
lLogan Dry Park 0.43701 0.3323| 76% .. | 0.4298| 0.2480 58% [ 0:4167] 0.2409| 58% - 0.4068]| 0.1613} " 37%
Lowar Twin -0.4852(-0.4311§- 89% 0.5184| 0.4383| 85% | 0.5039} 0.4317 86% |0.4749] 0.3477| 73%
Twin Creek 0.4916] 0.4543| - 92% | 0.5538| 0.5126| 93% | 0.5712[ 0.5248| 92%. 0.56417]70.4221|.-78%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.4824} 0.48351: +1:0.4788] -1 047221
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0279| 0.0563 ©- 10,0688 T 10.06818)
Bunkar 0.4427| 0.3497| 79% | 0.4056) 0.3064 76% | 0.3823] 0.2951| 77% - 0.4061| 0.2557| 63%
South Fork Lost Soup 0.4845| 0.3051; 63% 0.4348] 0.2712] 62%  0.4191 0.2703| 64% |0.4335| 0.2043| 47%
Goat Cresek 0.4652| 0.3274] 70% 0.4175/0.2947] 71% | 0.4017| 0.2862 71% (0.4218| 0.2449] 58%
Lion Creek 0.4594]| 0.3182| E69% 0.3702]| 0.2651| 72% 0.3453| 0.2551] 74% | 0.3796| 0.2267 60%
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‘Habitat manﬂ?m_._nmm

Jungle Addition 0.4269| 0.3347|. 78% 0.4035|'0.2477|- 61% | 0.3995| 0.2637| 66% - | 0.4088| 0.2030| '51%
Bunker Creek 0.4455) 0.3743| 84% ..| 0.4729| 0.3957| 84% 0.4865] 0.4205| B86% | 0.4884| 0.3541 73%
Gorge Cresk 0.3963]| 0.3626| 91%. | 0.41541°0.3790] 91% | 0.4201}0.3836{ 91% |0.4384| 0.3461| 79%
Harrison Mid _ 0.44637 0.4017| 90% .| 0.3952|0.3520( 89% | 0.3431}10.3095{ 90% |0.3803|-0.2897( 76%
Spotted Bear Mtn 0.4466(.0.3560| - B0% |0.3560| 0.2194| 62% |0.2802]|01743| 62% |0.37190| 01493 47%
Big Bill Shelf 0.4227]| 0.3611] - 85% | 0.3654| 0.2840]-:78%" '| 0.3076{.0.2306| "75% .. [0.3430| 0.2206|- 64%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE -0.3887| 0.4034} 0.3781 10,4014

STANDARD DEVIATION 0.1388} 0.0371| 0.0643 1 0.0519]|

Big Salmon * 0.4432| 0.2175] 49% 7| 0.3738| 0.1846| -49% ./ { 0.3337|-0.1807|  654% | 0.3613}:0.1017| 28%
Meadow Smith 0.4391]| 0.2299| 52% | 0.3663]| 0.1909}: - 52% 1] 0.3362}°0.1818] ' 64% |0.3613]|0.1234|."34%
Buck Holland ) 0.4474| 0.2044| 46% | 0.3818| 0,1778] 47% . | 0.3321} 0.1795| ~54% | 0.3613| 0.0787).- 22%
Hungry Creek 0.3644| "1 0.3519 el 21 003287 0 ) ~7710.3661 R E

Little Salmon Creek 0.3679 0.3673 0.3669] 0.4072

Big Salmon Halbrook: 0.3290 0.3345 0.3007] 0.3474

Albino Pendant 0.3642 0.3781| 0.4030| 0.4291

Burnt Bartlett 0.3164| 0.3187} - 0.2819 0.3408

Black Bear Mud 0.4149 0.3860] 0.34256 0.3685

Brushy Park 0.2765 . 0.3221]° 0.3771| 0.3666

Whits River 0.3426 20| 0,33386]: 0.2953 0.3264

SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.3662 0.3363 '0.3675

STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0545 0.0381 .. _ 0.0303

Viisslon Range® 0.4120] 0.2703|- 66% - | 0.3801| 0.2277|" 60% . | 0,3636] 0.2090]-.'57% | 0.3853| .0.2071| 54%
Crane Mtn 0.44421 0.2259] B1% 0.3917]| 0.1469| :38% 0.3577} 0.1302| 36% |0.3766| 0.1062] -28%
Porcupine Woodward - 0.4097| 0.2834| 69% | 0.3810| 0.2145{ '56% | 0.3608| 0.1873]| 52% |0.3782] 0.1890|  50% -
Pipar Creek B 0.4040{ 0.2933]|. 73% | 0.3602| 0.2510| ‘70% | 0.3529|:0.2226( '63% | 0.3761] 0.2144| 57%
Cold Jim 0.4218] 0.2539(. - 60% | 0.4384| 0.2762]| 63% | 0.4532| 0.2685] 59% 10.4578( 0.3012] G66% -
Hemlock Elk- - - 0.4325]|0.3220} 74% | 0.3984| 0.2874|  72% | 0.3882| 0.2722) " 70% | 0.4120( 0.2651| 64% -
Glacier Loon 0.3997] 0.2389] 60% | 0.3578| 0.1933| &4% | 0.3301[0.1735| 53% [ 0.3621] 0.1810| 50%
Beaver Creek 0.3683 | 0.2760] 75% |0.3316|0.2335| . 70% | 0.3044}1:0.2173(- 71% | 0.3358  (.2029| 60%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.4115 0.3799 0.3639(: 0.3855

STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0248 0.0344 O..Ohum 0.0391

* Part of, not entire, BMU

008400



59

o Habitat mmmﬂ,....m:mmm |

Upper Middie Fork:Flathead® 0.3175 - 0.29041° - 91%
Long Dirtyface - 0.4001[ . 0.3911]:7 98%"
Tranquil Geifer 0.3566|. ' 0.3256[ " 92%
Skyland Challenge Q.2111] . . 0.1500 71%
Plume Lodgepole 0.2257| : 0.2148| 95%
Flotilla Capital 0.3796].. 0.3668| :94%
SUBUNIT MEAN-VALUE 0.3144|

STANDARD DEVIATION. - 10.0892] .

Hungry Horse - 0.3128| : 0.2746| - 88%
Paters Ridge .0.3068| @ 0.2732| : 89%
Doris Lost Johnny - 0.2863]- . 0.22465| @ 76%
Wounded Buck Clayton ... 0.2686] .- . 0.2164| - 81%
Coram Lake-Five - 0.2546 0.2013| - 79%
Emery Firefighter 0.3451|:  0.3236|: 94%
Riverside Paint ... 0.3534| 0.3506( : 99% "
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE - 0.3041]

STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0397

Sullivan: . 03545  0.3184| 90%
Noisy Rad Owl - 0.3393|.. 0.2716 B0%
Swan.Lake 0.3433 0.3107 HM%
Jewal Basin Graves 0.3568 .. 0.2844|. . 80%
Wheeler Quintankon : 0.3454 0.3103| " 90%-
Ball Branch . - 0,3703 0.3512| ' 95% -
Kah Soldier - 0.2642| . 0.2361| . B9%
Laogan Dry Park 0.3863] .. 0.3602[° 93%
Lower Twin - 0.3660]" 0.3543( : 97%
Twin Creek 0.3938| 0.36B6| : 94%:
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE - 0.3617

STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0379] - S

Bunker . 0.3695 0.3471 94%
South Fork Lost Soup 0.3540 0.3133 B9%
Goat Creek 0.3775] 0.3604] 95%
Lion Creek 0.3624 0.3642 98%
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Habltat Effectivaness __

BMU Subunit - Den >5000#t] . - -
. SHA INDEX % HE _
Upper North Fork Flathead* - (,30891. 0.2845 92%
. |Frozen Lake R T0.2647| . 0.2429| 82%
| Ketchikan .0.2668| .. 0.2467 93%
Upper Trail 0.3255| 0.2893| -89%
. [Lower Whale ~0.2675| - 0.2165) - 84%
- |Upper Whale Shorty . 0.3416}. 0.3247| ~ 85%
Red Maadow Moaose . .0.33561] ...  0.2984| 89%
Hay Crask "0.3225| 0.2941] ~91%
Coal & South Coal - 03269 0.3114] '95% .
State Coal Cyclons T 0.2046|. 0.1940 95%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.2938
STANDARD DEVIATION . 0.0472)
Lower North Fork Flathead® - 0.2467|  0.1547 63% _
Waerner Creek . — 0.2479]  0.1592] 64%
Lowar Big Creek 0.2267 0.1924| B5%
Canyon/McGinnis ~ 0.2639] - 0.1151} - 44%
Cadar Teakettle - ~0.2228|  0.1614|  72%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE _ ..-.0,2403]
STANDARD DEVIATION . .0.0192] .
Stillwater River
Upper Stillwater River
Upper Whitefish Lake
Lazy Swift :
- |SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE
- |STANDARD DEVIATION
Lower Middle Fork Flathead® — 03775| 0.3454| 91%
Moceasin Crystal- o 04225 - -0.3898[ - 92%
Stanton Paola ) < 0.3704 0.3405| 92%
Dickey Java 0.3539 0.32056 91%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.3823
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0358
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Habitat Effectiveness

m._.>ZD>ID DEVIATION

Jungle Addition 0.3517 0.3270 93%
Bunker Creek 0.4420 0.4143 94%
Gorge Crask 0.4189 0.4003 96%
Harrison Mid 0.3478 0.3299 95%
Spotted Bear Mtn 0.2749 0.2519 92%
Big Bill Shelf 0.2706 0.2427 90%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.35656
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0568
Big Salmon * 0.3531 0.3249 92%
Meadow Smith 0.3276 0.2975 91%
Buck Holland 0.3856 0.3598 93%
Hungry Creek
Little Salmon Creek
Big Salmon Holbrook
Albino Pendant
Burnt Bartlett
Black Bear Mud
Brushy Park
Whita River
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.3566
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.0410
Misslon Range* 0.31156 0.2504 B80%
Crane Mtn 0.1666 0.1235 74%
Porcupine Woodward 0.2171 0.1853 85%
Piper Creek 0.3504 0.2872] 82%
Cold Jim 0.3749 0.2868 77%
Hemlock Elk 0.3781 0.3311 88%
Glacier Loon 0.3308 0.2439] .74%
Beaver Creek 0.2882 0.2310 80%
SUBUNIT MEAN VALUE 0.3009

0.0816

* Part of, not entire, BMU
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