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BACKGROUND 

Today, Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge and UL Bend National Wildlife Refuges (NWR) are 
collectively managed as a single refuge. They each, however, were founded separately for distinct purposes.  
 
Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge 
In 1936, the Fort Peck Game Range was established to sustain sharp-tailed grouse and pronghorn antelope. 
The Game Range was renamed the Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Range in 1963, and finally became 
a ôNational Wildlife Refugeõ in 1976. The establishing language for Charles M. Russell also distinctly indicates 
that forage produced on the refuge beyond the needs of wildlife should be made available to domestic 
livestock. 
 
Charles M. Russell NWR consists of a narrow corridor of 1.1 million acres along 125 miles of the Missouri 
River in central Montana. The topography of the refuge is rugged and largely shaped by erosional forces. It 
is referred to as the ôMissouri Breaksõ. The eastern end of the refuge contains the Fort Peck Dam, which 
controls flow of the Missouri River and creates an artificial lake, the Fort Peck Reservoir. Purview of the Fort 
Peck Reservoir and Missouri River is under the United States Army Corp of Engineers, and not the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
 
In 1974, 158,619 acres of the Charles M. Russell became proposed wilderness. The proposed wilderness 
acreage is divided into 15 separate proposed wilderness areas. Several areas are contiguous, but others 
standalone. The below table summarizes each of the proposed wilderness areas: 
 

Proposed Wilderness Area Managing Field Station Acreage 

Alkali Creek Sand Creek 6,592 

Antelope Creek Sand Creek 5,062 

Billy Creek Sand Creek 10,916 

Burnt Lodge Sand Creek 21,576 

Crooked Creek Sand Creek 6,842 

East Beauchamp Sand Creek 5,246 

East Hell Creek Jordan 14,744 

East Seven Blackfoot Jordan 11,744 

Fort Musselshell Sand Creek 8,303 

Mickey Butte Sand Creek 16,893 

Sheep Creek Jordan 11,784 

Wagon Coulee Fort Peck 10,480 

West Beauchamp Sand Creek 6,736 

West Hell Creek Jordan 11,896 

West Seven Blackfoot Jordan 6,456 

 
There are currently no efforts, known by the refuge, underway to encourage Congress to accept the 
recommendation to make these areas designated wilderness. In 2009, however, Charles M. Russell NWR 
published a Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The 
preferred alternative within this CCP and EIS recommends the addition of eight wilderness study areas (WSA) 
constituting 19,749 acres. All WSAs are contiguous with existing proposed wilderness areas. With the 
addition of these WSAs at Charles M. Russell NWR the total wilderness acreage would be 178,368 acres. If 
all wilderness within Charles M. Russell NWR were designated, the refuge would have the fourth largest 
wilderness complex in the National Wildlife Refuge System in the lower 48 states. 
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UL Bend National Wildlife Refuge  
The UL Bend National Wildlife Refuge was established in 1967. Its establishing purposes emphasize use as a 
sanctuary for the nesting, resting, and feeding of migratory birds. UL Bend NWR consists of 46,264 acres. UL 
Bend is a large peninsula created by a hairpin turn in the Missouri River. The peninsula is a flat basin which 
provides a marked contrast to the ôBreaksõ topography common within the Charles M. Russell National 
Wildlife Refuge. The basin and rugged ridges and coulees along the river itself contain grassland-sagebrush, 
marsh-meadows, and conifer vegetation types. UL Bend NWR provides important prairie dog and black-
footed ferret habitat. It also serves as an important winter migration corridor for pronghorn antelope. 
 
In 1976, 20,890 acres of UL Bend NWR were designated as wilderness. The designation created 17,909 
acres of contiguous wilderness on the peninsula of UL Bend and one separate 2,984 rectangle of wilderness in 
the northeast corner of UL Bend NWR. In 1978, 71 acres were removed from the National Wilderness 
Preservation System in UL Bend in order to provide vehicular access to Fort Peck Reservoir for recreational 
fishing (refuge road #446).  
 
Wilderness Management at CMR and UL Bend NWR 
Efforts within the last decade at Charles M. Russell and UL Bend National Wildlife Refuges have sought to 
bring refuge wilderness management closer to the spirit of both The Wilderness Act of 1964 and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service Wilderness Policy. From 1974 to 2002, 39 miles of roads remained opened to vehicular 
and motorized use within proposed wilderness areas. In 2002, these roads were closed per the U.S. DOI 
memo entitled ôCharles M. Russell Road Policy Challengedõ. In 2011, fire management ceased authorizing use 
of mechanized equipment, such as chainsaws, in proposed, but not designated, wilderness without use of the 
Minimum Requirements Analysis process. In general, the refuge is re-emphasizing use of Minimum 
Requirements Analyses before use of motor vehicles, mechanized equipment, and mechanical transport is 
authorized for use by refuge staff, which has not always been the case (ex. use of power mowers in UL Bend 
designated wilderness in the early 2000s for black-footed ferret restoration work).  
 
Management has struggled with enforcement of wilderness policy in one wilderness unitñEast Hell Creek. This 
unit contains a significant inholding and associated access roads. The inholding owners have repeatedly 
degraded the untrammeled and undeveloped nature of this proposed wilderness area by using ATVs off 
road and allowing livestock trespass. Between 2009 and 2011 the refuge considered recommending that 
Congress no longer consider this area for designation as wilderness and included this in the 2009 Draft CCP 
and EIS. This recommendation resulted in significant public comment and The Wilderness Society, Montana 
Wilderness Association, and Central Montana Wildlands Association expressed significant concern via public 
comment. In mid-2011, CMR management re-evaluated the impacts off-road use, livestock trespass, and 
unauthorized road improvements have had on wilderness character in East Hell Creek PWA and decided to 
revoke this recommendation. Going forward, CMR will redouble efforts to enforce wilderness policy and 
cooperation with the inholding owner within East Hell Creek.  
 
In general, wilderness management is a complex affair at Charles M. Russell NWR. The six Montana counties 
surrounding the refugeñValley, Phillips, Fergus, Petroleum, Garfield, and McConeñhave historically not 
supported wilderness within the refuge. The closure of roads in 2002 was met with public disfavor and the 
addition of WSAs via the 2009 CCP and EIS also was questioned via the public comment process. The 
allowed use of hand carts in proposed, but not designated, wilderness increases law enforcement complexity 
and requires educating the public so that they are aware that use is not allowed in UL Bend designated 
wilderness. The fifteen wilderness areas are scattered throughout the refuge from east to west and both north 
and south of the Missouri River and management is divided between the three field stationsñFort Peck (1 
PWA), Sand Creek (9 PWAs, plus UL Bend designated wilderness), and Jordan (5 PWAs). Eight habitat 
management units with active livestock grazing overlap with proposed and designated wilderness.  
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Wilderness at CMR and UL Bend NWRs contains critical wildlife habitat. More than 50% of bighorn sheep 
habitat on the refuge is found within proposed wilderness areas. Several large and active prairie dog towns 
are within UL Bend designated wilderness and these prairie dog towns may become future sites for black-
footed ferret restoration. Pronghorn antelope are known to migrate across the refuge and cross the Missouri 
River via UL Bend Wilderness and through the Burnt Lodge and West Seven Blackfoot proposed wilderness 
areas. Winter sage grouse tracking found that grouse migrating from northern Montana and Canada use 
habitat within the Burnt Lodge PWA and surrounding areas in the winter. CMR wilderness in combination with 
adjacent BLM wilderness study areas may increasingly provide critical habitat corridors for pronghorn, sage 
grouse, and other wildlife in the future. 
 
The CCP and EIS currently being approved sets the immediate tone for wilderness management at CMR and 
UL Bend NWRs. The preferred alternative establishes five wilderness objectives: 
 

1. Over 15 years, continue to manage UL Bend Wilderness as a class I air shed. 
2. Within two years, finalize the wilderness study and submit recommendations to the Service 

Directorate and Secretary for the Department of the Interior. 
3. Over 15 years, on approval by the Department of the Interior, explain wilderness protection in 

eight units totaling about 19,749 acres in eight proposed wilderness areas. 
4. Continue the practice of allowing the use of game carts in proposed wilderness units. 
5. Implement the wilderness character monitoring protocols developed in 2011. 

 
The CCP indicates that these objectives are intended to ôrestore biological diversity, integrity, and 
environmental health of the refuge while providing for quality wildlife-dependent usesõ. In addition to the 
objectives listed above, the CCP includes intentions to close roads adjacent to and within (WSAs only) 
wilderness to ôincrease security for wildlife, reduce habitat fragmentation, invasive species infestations, and 
provide other positive wildlife benefitsõ.  
 
The wilderness character monitoring measures developed for CMR and UL Bend NWRs take into account the 
goals and objectives in the preferred alternative of the 2009 Draft CCP, as well as the establishing purposes 
for the two refuges. They were developed with an eye on capturing the current state of wilderness character 
and anticipating future changes and threats. While this report summarizes all measures and data for both 
CMR and UL Bend NWRs, separate wilderness character monitoring database entries have been made for 
each refuge. 
 

 

Sheep Coulee in the Burnt 

Lodge proposed 

wilderness area in July 

2011. Fort Peck Reservoir 

and East Seven Blackfoot 

proposed wilderness 

area are visible in the 

background.  
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CHARLES M. RUSSELL NWR STAFF 

R I C K  P O T T S, Project Leader     
Rick has been project leader at Charles M. Russell NWR since April 2011. Prior to CMR, he spent 27 years as 
a National Park Service employee working at parks in Virginia, Alaska, Hawaii, and Wyoming. Between 
2000 and 2004 he was National Wilderness Training Program Manager at the Arthur Carhart National 
Wilderness Training Center. He has taught wilderness stewardship and consulted on wilderness issues both 
domestically and internationally, and for a period of four years served as the National Wilderness 
Coordinator for the National Park Service.  
406-535-2800 ext. 12  rick_potts@fws.gov 

 

B I L L  B E R G, Deputy Project Leader     

Billôs input provided data for measures relating to livestock grazing, riparian habitat health, and water issues. 
Bill has completed the Arthur Carhart Wilderness Instituteõs wilderness stewardship training course. 
406-535-2800 ext. 13  bill_berg@fws.gov 

 

J A C K I E  F O X, Payroll / Human Resources Specialist    

Jackie began at Charles M. Russell NWR as a STEP student in the role of Biological Technician. She has since 
become a permanent U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service employee stationed at CMR as a Payroll / Human 
Resources Specialist. Jackie is pursuing a graduate certificate in wilderness management via the wilderness 
management distance education program at the University of Montana. She has also completed the Arthur 
Carhart Wilderness Instituteõs wilderness stewardship training course.  
406-535-2800 ext. 14  jackie_fox@fws.gov  

 

R A N D Y  M A T C H E T T, Wildlife Biologist       

Randyõs research focuses primarily on black-footed prairie dogs and the endangered black-footed ferret, but 
he also oversees all wildlife biology staff at CMR and conducts most of the by-air wildlife surveys (elk, mule 
deer, bighorn sheep, and pronghorn antelope). Randy is the keeper of most of the GIS data for CMR and 
contributed most of the data for measures related to the natural quality of wilderness. Randy does not have 
any formal wilderness training, but conducts much of his prairie dog and ferret work on the edge of UL Bendõs 
wilderness.  
406-535-2800 ext. 17  randy_matchett@fws.gov 

 

N E I L  K A D RM A S, Wildlife Biologist       

Neil contributed all data related to sage and sharp-tail grouse and also maintains much of the GIS data for 
the refuge. Neil does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-535-2800 ext. 20  neil_kadramas@fws.gov 

 
B O B  S K I N N E R, Wildlife Biologist       
Bobõs work focuses maintaining healthy vegetative communities to support wildlife populations. He contributed 
by providing locations of research installations in wilderness areas. Bob does not have any formal wilderness 
training.  
406-535-2800 ext. 16  bob_skinner@fws.gov 
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B E V E R L Y  S K I N N E R, Refuge Wildlife Specialist     

Beverly provided guidance on inclusion of birds in wilderness character monitoring measures. Beverly oversees 
much of the refuge handling of paleontological specimens and therefore contributed to two measures related 
to paleontological resources. She also executed a wilderness excavation of a prehistoric marine reptile in 
CMRõs Burnt Lodge proposed wilderness area in July 2011. Beverly does not have any formal wilderness 
training.  
406-535-2800 ext. 29  beverly_skinner@fws.gov 

 

D A N I E L L E  K E P F O R D, Realty Specialist  

Danielle has been CMRõs real estate specialist since 2002. Her property expertise allowed her to contribute 
extensively to measures related to the inholding and remoteness from outside wilderness indicators. Danielle 
does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-535-2800 ext. 25  danielle_kepford@fws.gov 

 

M I K E  G R A N G E R, Fire Management Officer (FMO) 

In his tenure at CMR, Mike has spent weeks managing fires in most of CMRõs designated and proposed 
wilderness areas. He provided all data for monitoring measures that related to prescribed fire, wildfire, and 
thinning treatments for fuel reduction. Mike does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-535-2800 ext. 15  mike_granger@fws.gov 

 
M A T T  D E R O S I E R, Sand Creek Field Station Manager  

Matt has manages the Sand Creek field station. Sand Creek oversees more wilderness acres than any other 
CMR field station. Sand Creek includes six proposed wilderness areas (Fort Musselshell, Antelope Creek, West 
Beauchamp, East Beauchamp, Mickey Butte, and Burnt Lodge) as well as the UL Bend designated wilderness. 
Matt contributed information on invasive plants (species and treatment efforts) and miscellaneous authorized 
or unauthorized trammeling or motorized/mechanized uses of equipment or vehicles.  
406-464-5181 ext. 10  matt_derosier@fws.gov 

 
D A N  H A R R E L L, Range Technician  

Dan is a range technician out of the Sand Creek field station. Dan provided data regarding developed 
structures, research installations, and livestock grazing in the proposed wilderness areas that Sand Creek 
manages. He does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-464-5181 ext. 15  dan_harrell@fws.gov 

 
D E B  G O E B, Law Enforcement (LE) 

Deb oversees law enforcement out of the Sand Creek field station. She spends most of her time on the ground 
on the refuge and is attuned to public use. She contributed information for all measures that address 
unauthorized activitiesñfrom paleontological removals to motorized vehicle use. She also is aware of all 
emergency situations that occur in wilderness. Deb is a proponent of consistent regulations being instituted 
across designated and proposed wilderness on the refuge, as it minimized confusion among the public and 
make law enforcement easier. Deb does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-464-5181 ext.13  deborah_goeb@fws.gov 
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N A T H A N  H A W K A L U K, Jordan Field Station Manager  

Nathan manages the Jordan field station. Jordan oversees eight proposed wilderness areas: Soda Creek, 
Crooked Creek, East Seven Blackfoot, West Seven Blackfoot, Billy Creek, West Hell Creek, East Hell Creek, 
and Sheep Creek. Nathan provided information about invasive plant surveying and treatment, livestock 
grazing, and miscellaneous authorized or unauthorized trammeling or motorized/mechanized uses of 
equipment or vehicles. He does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-557-6145 ext. 10  nathan_hawkaluk@fws.gov 

 
A A R O N  J O H N S O N, Fort Peck Field Station Manager  

Aaron manages the Fort Peck field station. Fort Peck oversees only one proposed wilderness areañWagon 
Coulee. Aaron provided information about invasive plant surveying and treatment, livestock grazing, and 
miscellaneous authorized or unauthorized trammeling or motorized/mechanized uses of equipment or vehicles. 
He does not have any formal wilderness training.  
406-526-3464 ext. 20  aaron_johnson@fws.gov 

 
L I N D Y  G A R N E R, Montana Invasive Strike Team Coordinator and Regional Invasive Species Specialist  

Lindyõs invasive plant strike team visits Red Rock Lakes NWR once a year to work on critical invasive plant 
projects. Her team also provides excellent maps and data detailing all projects they work on. Lindy is based 
out of the Benton Lakes NWR office in Great Falls, MT.  
406-727-7400 x213   lindy_garner@fws.gov 

 

 

Aerial view of Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge that demonstrates the ruggedness 

of the ôMissouri Breaksõ landscape and the importance that water plays in shaping the 

topography. 
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SELECTING WCM MEASURES AT CHARLES M. RUSSELL NWR 

An initial set of wilderness character monitoring measures was developed in two meetings attended by a 
handful of CMR NWR staff. These meetings allowed for group discussion of potential measures to fulfill each 
of the 13 indicator categories in the WCM framework. Each meeting lasted 1.5 hours and occurred a month 
apart. 
 
The meetings resulted in the generation of a list of 46 possible measures. Individual meetings were then held 
with all staff, plus other contributing partners (such as Lindy Garner). In individual meetings the efficacy of 
each measure was reviewed along with available data sources and the best ways to quantify the data to 
meet the purposes of the wilderness character monitoring program. These discussions resulted in the elimination 
of some proposed measures due to lack of sufficient data, problematic definitions, redundancy, and resource 
issues. The meetings also resulted in the addition of several measures (i.e. acres of state inholdings). After 
several rounds of refinement the final list of measures totaled 43. A breakdown by character quality follows: 
 

Character Quality # of measures 

Untrammeled 10 

Natural 12 

Undeveloped 13 

Solitude and/or primitive recreation opp.  8 

 
Once data was obtained for each measure, invested staff members made informed decisions about 
frequency, significant change values, condition, data confidence, and priority for each measure.  
 
Decisions regarding the appropriate weight for each measure were not made until all data was collected. 
Weights were assigned in a meeting attended by Rick Potts, project leader, and Bill Berg, deputy project 
leader. A breakdown by priority follows (unimplemented measures were not prioritized): 
 

Priority # of measures 

High 19 

Medium 20 

Low 4 

 
Further details about measure priorities can be found in the Priority Ranking of Measures Appendix of this 
document. 
 
2011 was established as the baseline for all measures. In most cases, attempts were made to obtain and 
input data for both 2010 and 2011. The earliest data provided was from 2000 and related to fires in 
refuge wilderness.  
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WILDERNESS CHARACTER MONITORING MEASURES  

 

U N T R A MM E L E D 

A definition of untrammeled from Keeping it Wild: An Interagency Strategy to Monitor Trends in Wilderness 

Character Across the National Wilderness Preservation System: The Wilderness Act states that wilderness is 

òan area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man,ó and ògenerally appears to 

have been affected primarily by the forces of nature.ó In short, wilderness is essentially unhindered and free 

from modern human control or manipulation. This quality is degraded by modern human activities or actions 

that control or manipulate the components or processes of ecological systems inside the wilderness. 

Monitoring Question: What are the trends in actions that control or manipulate the òearth 

and its community of lifeó inside wilderness? 

Indicator: Actions authorized by refuge manager that manipulate the 

biophysical environment 

Measure 1. Percent of natural fire starts that are manipulated within the 

boundaries of wilderness 

Description: Percent of natural fire starts (i.e. lightning ignitions) manipulated while within the 

boundaries of wilderness. Calculated in this manner: the number of natural ignition fires 

manipulated by fire managers divided by the total number of natural ignition fires, multiplied 

by 100. This measure does not account for natural fires that are ignited outside of wilderness 

and are suppressed before reaching the wilderness boundary. 

Context: The mosaic of ecosystem types at Charles M. Russell NWR & UL Bend wilderness 

have varying historical fire return intervals. Historically, natural fires would have been a 

critical element in areas of the refuge dominated by ponderosa pine stands, as ponderosa is 

a fire-dependent species. The current landscape, suppression history, and management goals 

of the refuge, however, have created an environment in which the infrequent natural fires 

which ignite in wilderness may require manipulation, especially to protect sagebrush habitat 

for sage grouse. CMRõs CCP (Alternative Dñpreferred alternative) indicates that òin 

adherence with an approved fire management plan and using historical fire frequency data 

and current fire conditions, the Service would evaluate each wildfire to determine the 

management response and whether the wildfire would be used in the patch-burning 

programó. In 2011, there was one wildfire in CMR proposed wilderness and zero wildfires in 

UL Bend. The CMR wildfire occurred in the West Beauchamp PWA and was suppressed using 

hand tools. Data was provided since 2000 for this measure.  

Relevance: Ideally, manipulation attempts will strive to insure that natural fire starts achieve 

conditions historically maintained or created by fire, in spite of changes in plant mixtures and 

vegetation density caused by invasive plants and recent fire suppression. Climate change may 

shift the frequency of fire on this landscape. 
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  Data source: FMIS online database. 

Data adequacy: Measure is a reflection of fire manipulation and not the extent of natural 

fireõs impacts on the landscape. Data supplied is of high confidence. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Mike Granger, FMO, reviewed FMIS and provided 

data. 

  Priority & significance factor: High /  Any change will be considered significant. 

  Measure 2. Acres of prescribed burning 

  Description: Number of wilderness acres prescribed burned each year. 

Context: Fire suppression at Charles M. Russell settlement in the 1800s has resulted in altered 

vegetation structure and species mixtures. CMR intends to utilize prescribed fire to maintain 

plant diversity and health in combination with wild ungulate herbivory and/or prescriptive 

grazing. Prescribed fire will also be used to restore the natural fire regime and to reduce 

hazardous fuels in conifer stands. No prescribed burning has been conducted in proposed or 

designated wilderness in the last decade. 

Relevance: The difficultly of executing prescribed fires without the assistance of motorized 

vehicles or equipment has been one reason why prescribed fire has been predominantly 

executed outside of wilderness. This trend is likely to continue for the foreseeable future.  

Data source: All prescribed fire activities on the refuge are logged in the FMIS online 

database. 

  Data adequacy: Data supplied is of high confidence. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Mike Granger, FMO, reviewed FMIS and provided 

data.  

  Priority & significance factor: High / A 50% change in acreage will be considered significant. 

  Measure 3. Acres of plant removal projects 

Description: Acres of wilderness where invasive plants were pulled or removed, plus removals 

of native plants (trees, shrubs, etc.) for thinning or fuel reduction projects. 

Context: Although invasive plants are present in CMR and UL Bend wilderness, efforts have not 

been taken to control populations of these plants in wilderness, given the added difficult of 

accessing the sites. Fuel reduction projects are another form of plant removal, and like invasive 

plant treatment, this has not yet occurred in wilderness areas on the refuge. In the future, 

however, this may change. 

Relevance: These management activitiesñwhether to restore native plant communities or 

restore historical fuel levelsñmodify the natural functioning of these ecosystems in their 

current state. There may also be unintended impacts of these activities that alter the ôforces of 

natureõ. 
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Data source: All field station managers, Mike Granger, FMO, and Lindy Garner, Strike Team 

Coordinator.  

Data adequacy: Data supplied is of high confidence. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Inquiries sent to all station managers and Mike. 

Wilderness Fellow reviewed data supplied by Bill Sparklin that summarized efforts of the 

Montana Invasives Strike Team at CMR over the last three years. 

  Priority & significance factor: Low / A 100% change will be considered significant. 

Measure 4. Acres of herbicide application 

Description: Number of wilderness acres surveyed and treated with herbicide. 

Context:  Herbicide is used as a treatment for controlling invasive plants at CMR NWR. To 

date, herbicide treatments have been used solely outside wilderness areas, but in the future 

herbicide use may also occur in designated or proposed wilderness areas. 

Relevance: Herbicides are intended to target only a specific invasive plant species, but 

impacts, albeit minor, occur beyond that single stem or group of stems treated. While this 

management activity constitutes trammeling, it is an effort intended to improve the natural 

state of wilderness.  

Data source: All field station managers and Lindy Garner, Invasives Strike Team Coordinator.  

Data adequacy: Data supplied is of high confidence. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Inquiries sent to all station managers. Wilderness 

Fellow reviewed data supplied by Bill Sparklin that summarized efforts of the Montana 

Invasives Strike Team at CMR over the last three years. 

Priority & significance factor: Low / A 30% change will be considered significant. 

Measure 5. Number of livestock AUMs 

Description: Number of livestock AUMs actively used in wilderness that year. 

Context: Accounts for grazing that is used as a management tool in Charles M. Russell NWR 

and UL Bend wilderness areas. There are eight grazing permittees that have utilized AUMs in 

wilderness areas over the last decade. Since 2006 the number of AUMs used in wilderness has 

increased (from approximately 2000 to 2500 AUMs per year). 

Year  CMR PWA AUMs UL Bend AUMs 

2006  2075   40  

2007   2093    40 

2008  3021    40 

2009  2507    40 

2010  2593    40 

2011  Not available  40 
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The total number of 2011 AUMs for CMR PWAs was unavailable at the time this report was 

compiled, as Bills for Collection were not yet complete for two habitat units (Snow Creek/Hill 

Coulee and Seven Blackfoot). 

  

Relevance: Livestock AUMs are utilized on the refuge to mimic herbivory patterns of native 

grazers and to achieve ecological goals. There is recognition, however, that impacts vary from 

those of wildlife.  

Data source: Permittee Bills for Collection kept in the Lewistown office files, with some 

confirmations provided by Dan Harrell, range technician, Jody Jones, wildlife refuge 

specialist, and Nathan Hawkaluk, Jordan field station manager. 

  Data adequacy: Confidence in data is high. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Wilderness Fellow reviewed all permittee grazing 

files in the Lewistown office. Emailed Dan, Jody, and Nathan to supply several 2011 AUM 

totals and to confirm some values.  

Priority & significance factor: Medium / An increase or decrease of 500 AUMs year over 

year will be considered significant. 

  Measure 6. Number of authorized removals of paleontological resources 

Description: Number of authorized removals of paleontological resources by Special Use 

Permit in a given year. 

Context: Beartooth shale 

deposits throughout eastern 

Montana are rich with 

fossilized remains of 

dinosaurs and prehistoric 

marine reptiles. Many 

paleontological resources 

have been excavated from 

Charles M. Russell NWR 

including Tyrannosaurus rex, 

Triceratops, Albertosaurus, 

Mosasaurus, and 

Hadrosaurs. Collection of 

fossils is not permitted 

without a special use permit 

and a semi-exclusive 

relationship for extractions 

have been established with 

The Museum of the Rockies. 

In 2011, one extraction 

occurred in CMR proposed 

wilderness and no removals An authorized removal of a prehistoric marine reptile in the 

Burnt Lodge PWA in July 2011. The removal resulted in 

significant, but temporary, impacts to the streambed.  
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occurred in UL Bend. A plesiousaur (prehistoric marine reptile) was extracted by an associate 

of The Museum of the Rockies from a coulee within the Burnt Lodge PWA.  

Relevance: The process of extracting fossils from bedrock on the refuge can have lasting 

impacts on the landscape and may also necessitate the use of motorized vehicles or 

equipment.   

  Data source: Special Use Permit files found in the Lewistown office.  

  Data adequacy: Confidence in data is high. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Wilderness Fellow reviewed all Special Use Permits 

from 2000 through present.  

  Priority & significance factor: Medium / Any change will be considered significant. 

  Measure 7. Number of animals banded, tagged, collared, etc. 

Description: Number of animals captured and leg banded, ear tagged, web tagged, nasal 

tagged, radio collared, fin clipped, chips or other devices surgically implanted each year, etc. 

Count includes all animals handled within wilderness or tagged outside wilderness whose 

habitat range includes refuge wilderness areas.  

Context: Research conducted at Charles M. Russell NWR often includes the handling of 

animals. Over the last decade the majority of marking is accounted for by prairie dog and 

black footed ferret research conducted in UL Bend, but the majority of this work does not 

overlap with wilderness. More recently, mountain lions have been captured and radio 

collared. GPS data from these mountain lion collars will not be available until 2012, so it is 

currently unknown whether the range of these animals overlap with wilderness. 2012 data will 

reflect whether the range of any lions included wilderness. Given that radio collar data is not 

yet available zero animals will be considered banded, tagged, or collared in CMR PWAs and 

UL Bend. 

Relevance: The handling of animals detracts from their ôwildnessõ and may impact their future 

behavior in the presence of humans. Occasionally an animal dies or is injured as a result of a 

handling effort. Visitors who detect collars or other markings are alerted to this wilderness 

management and research activity. The tracking of mountain lions also requires the use of low 

flying aircraft. 

 

Data source: Randy Matchett, wildlife biologist. 

Data adequacy: Confidence in data is low, given that it is not yet known whether collared 

mountain lions are using wilderness habitat. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Request for counts sent via email to Randy. 

  Priority & significance factor: Medium / A 100% change will be considered significant. 
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Indicator: Actions not authorized by the Federal land manager to 

manipulate the biophysical environment 

  Measure 8. Number of human-ignited wildfires 

Description: Number of wildfires ignited by human actions that ended up burning within a 

wilderness area. The ignition may have occurred outside wilderness. 

Context: Recreational users or arsonists may be the cause of wildfire ignitions, especially given 

a century of fire suppression. During times of extremely high wildfire risk restrictions of fire use 

are put in place, but recreational visitors may disobey the restrictions. In 2011, fire restrictions 

were in place in September and October. Deb Goeb, LE, reports not citing anyone for 

campfire use in 2011 in CMR PWAs or UL Bend. 

Relevance: Human-ignited fires may burn in areas where, ecologically, fire is not beneficial. In 

the past decade human-ignited fires havenõt been a common occurrence at CMR. 

  Data source: FMIS online database. 

Data adequacy: Confidence in data is high. Although fires may have been ignited and not 

detected, the size of these fires would be too small to be of significant concern. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Mike Granger, FMO, queried FMIS database and 

provided information. 

  Priority & significance factor: Medium / Any change will be considered significant. 

Measure 9. Number of unauthorized removals of paleontological resources 

Description: Unauthorized removals of paleontological resources including dinosaur and 

prehistoric marine reptile fossils and concretions. In 2011, LE cited removal of these resources 

as ôremovals of government propertyõ. The citation will change and be more specific once the 

new paleontology act is in place.  

Context: See Measure 6. Number of authorized removals of paleontological resources. In 

2011, LE did not cite any visitors for removal of paleontological resources in CMR PWAs or UL 

Bend. 

Relevance: These unauthorized removals impact the landscape and remove resources of 

scientific and historical significance. They likely do not take into account wilderness character 

when removing the resource. 

Data source: Deb Goeb, LE. 

Process used to compile or gather data: A in-person meeting was held with Deb Goeb at the 

Sand Creek field station. 

Data adequacy: Confidence of data is medium given that removals likely occurred but were 

not detected. The process currently in place relies on Deb remembering instances. 

Priority & significance factor: Low / A 200% change will be considered significant. 
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Measure 10. Number of miscellaneous unauthorized actions 

Description: A count of all miscellaneous unauthorized actions observed by Charles M. Russell 

NWR staff and volunteers or reported by the public. 

Context: The public and grazing permittees sometimes undertake unauthorized actions in 

wilderness that manipulate the environment in unplanned and impactful ways. This can include 

grazing without authorization (i.e. livestock trespass, exceeding allotted AUMs, grazing at 

unauthorized times, etc.), poaching, removal of shed antlers, use of salt licks to attract wildlife, 

etc. To date, centralized, written records of unauthorized grazing are not kept at CMR so 

2011 data does not reflect any instances of such trammeling. Record keeping may be 

instituted in the future.  

In 2011, there were two unauthorized trammeling actions in CMR PWAs and zero instances of 

unauthorized trammeling in UL Bend. Both CMR PWA actions were the removal of shed antlers 

by archery huntersñone set of antlers was removed from West Beauchamp PWA and 

another set was removed from the Fort Mussellshell PWA.  

Relevance: These unauthorized actions do not take into account ecological goals, impacts, or 

sustainability. They also constitute a management or law enforcement burden that takes away 

from other refuge activities.  

Data source: All field station managers and Deb Goeb, LE. 

Process used to compile or gather data: Inquiry was sent to all field station managers. A in-

person meeting was held with Deb at the Sand Creek field station. 

Data adequacy: Confidence of data is low given that other unauthorized actions may occur 

but are not observed and given the fact that unauthorized grazing is not tracked and 

accounted for. The process currently in place relies on LE staff remembering actions. 

Priority & significance factor: High / A 50% change will be considered significant. 
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N A T U R A L 

A definition of natural from Keeping It Wild: The Wilderness Act states that wilderness is òprotected and 

managed so as to preserve its natural conditions.ó In short, wilderness ecological systems are substantially free 

from the effects of modern civilization. This quality is degraded by intended or unintended effects of modern 

people on the ecological systems inside the wilderness since the area was designated. 

Monitoring Question: What are the trends in terrestrial, aquatic, and atmospheric natural 

resources inside wilderness?  

Indicator: Plant and animal species and communities 

  Measure 11. Number of prairie dog towns 

Description: Number of prairie 

dog towns or colonies that 

overlap with wilderness.  

Context: Prairie dog habitat on 

Charles M. Russell NWR has 

declined significantly over the 

last decade, as prairie dog 

towns have struggled with a 

sylvatic plague transmitted by 

fleas carrying the bacteria 

Yersina pestis. Not only are 

prairie dogs an important 

species to the refuge, the also 

provide a critical food source 

for the black-footed ferret (a 

threatened species). In 2010, there were 14 active prairie dog towns in CMR (6) and UL Bend 

(8) wilderness. In 2003, there were 16 active prairie dog towns in CMR (12) and UL Bend (8) 

wilderness. Although only two towns have ceased being active, total prairie dog town 

acreage in wilderness has declined by 507 acres (38%) over these seven years. 

Relevance: Prairie dogs are an important native species that contribute to wildlife diversity at 

CMR NWR. They also act as important habitat creators. Their grass eating and clipping habits 

create open plains that are important bird habitat. Prairie dogs also act as important food 

sources for black-footed ferrets, coyotes, badgers, and birds of prey. The CMR CCP indicates 

an objective to òmaintain viable prairie dog towns totaling no less than 5,000 acres and no 

more than 10,000 acres on suitable areas with sizes and patterns desirable for black-footed 

ferretsó. Acres of wilderness prairie dog will contribute to this refuge-wide goal.  

Data source: Randy Matchett, wildlife biologist. 














































































