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3.25 Wildlife

3.25.1 Introduction

The KNF provides habitat for more than 300 different species of wildlife (USDA Forest Service
2003c), many of which occur on the Libby Ranger District (District) and within the Montanore
Project analysis area. The presence or absence of wildlife species depends in part on the amount,
distribution, and quality of habitat used by each species. Successional and structural changes in
habitat, as well as natural predation, hunting or trapping can impact species distribution and
population numbers.

This section is comprised of six subsections: 1) key habitats; 2) elk security, big game (elk and
deer) habitat, mountain goat, and pileated woodpecker; 3) Forest Service sensitive species; 4)
federal threatened and endangered species; 5) migratory birds; and 6) other species of interest,
namely moose and Montana Species of Concern. The evaluation of wildlife effects in the analysis
area is concurrent and interdependent with the ESA Section 7 consultation process. The effect of
a proposed activity on any wildlife species is largely dependent on the duration of its effects.
Three potential categories of effects are: (1) a short-term event whose effects are relaxed almost
immediately (pulse effect), (2) a sustained, long-term, or chronic event whose effects are not
relaxed (press effect), or (3) a permanent event that sets a new threshold for some feature of a
species' environment (threshold effect) (USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service 1998).
For the wildlife subsections, short-term effects were considered to be 2 to 5 years, while long-
term effects would last for the life of the mine (30 years) or longer. These definitions are not
consistent with those provided in section 3.1.1, Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects (p. 273),
but are more appropriate for analysis of wildlife in general due to life history, reproductive cycles,
and population dynamics specific to each species. The evaluation of impacts on Montana Species
of Concern is part of the MFSA transmission line certification process.

The analysis area for sensitive species was determined based on viability analysis and concepts
described by Ruggiero et al. 1994, which considers biological populations and ecological scale.
Evaluation of species viability is based on concepts and direction provided in the 2015 KFP FEIS
wildlife specialist report (Anderson 2014), and the Wildlife Habitat Assessment for the Kootenai
and Idaho Panhandle Plan Revision Zone (Ecosystem Research Group 2012). The analysis area
used for an individual species may vary from other resource sections, or between different species
of wildlife, based on biological needs and/or direction provided for T&E species under the ESA.

Depending on the wildlife resource, the analysis area considers all or portions of the seven PSUs
impacted by the proposed activity: Crazy, McEIk, McSwede, Riverview, Rock, Silverfish, and
Treasure PSUs. The size of a PSU is sufficient to cover home ranges of wildlife species
considered in this analysis and to determine the effects of the mine and transmission line
alternatives. The majority of the proposed and alternative mine facilities, as well as a portion of
the proposed and alternative transmission line alignments would be within the Crazy PSU while
most of the remaining segments of the transmission line alignments would be within the
Silverfish PSU. Except where noted in the Analysis Area and Methods subsection, such as for
snags, woody debris, and T&E species, only the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs were evaluated for
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to individuals and their habitat on the KNF.

In PSUs other than Crazy and Silverfish, effects would be minor. One acre or less of private land
in the Rock PSU would be impacted by the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit. A short segment of the
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Bear Creek Road, which would be widened for its proposed as the main access road, would pass
through the southeast tip of the Treasure PSU on National Forest System lands. Only private land
within the McElk and Riverview PSUs would be physically affected (vegetation clearing or road
construction) by the eastern segments of the transmission line alternatives. A small portion of the
McSwede PSU is within 1 mile of two transmission line alternatives. Effects in the Rock,
Treasure, McEIk, McSwede, and Riverview PSUs will also be quantified if those effects are
important to the species or their habitat.

To evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the transmission line on private
and State lands outside of the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, the analysis area includes all land
within a corridor 1 mile on each side of the alternative transmission line alignments. The 1-mile
buffer adjacent to the transmission line alignments was guided by Circular MFSA-2 (DEQ 2004).
Potential impacts on wildlife resources on private land are evaluated qualitatively in each
subsection and are not included in most habitat calculations conducted to assess compliance with
numeric standards, objectives, and guidelines in the 2015 KFP. Habitat data on private land were
considered in the analysis where available.

Analysis areas for threatened and endangered species are based on management areas defined in
recovery plans or other areas, such as those defined by the NRLMD or Grizzly Bear Access
Amendment. To provide information about the relative magnitude of anticipated effects of the
Montanore Project alternatives, impacts on wildlife habitat were estimated to the nearest acre;
uncertainties in the habitat mapping and impact analysis models are beyond this level of
precision.

The data available and methods used are adequate to evaluate and disclose reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse effects on wildlife resources in the analysis area and to enable the decision
makers to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. The agencies did not identify any
incomplete or unavailable information, as described in section 3.1.3, Incomplete and Unavailable
Information.

3.25.2 Key Habitats

Key habitats provide aquatic and/or vegetative characteristics, or combinations of characteristics,
which may distinguish them from surrounding habitats or may be found as a component within a
variety of broader habitat types. The characteristics of these habitats play a role in the survival
and success of many wildlife species, although their importance varies by species. This section
describes the characteristics and importance of cavity habitat provided by snags and down woody
debris and analysis of effects based on the proposed alternatives. Old growth forests, riparian
areas, and wetlands, which are also key habitats for some species, are discussed in sections 3.22,
Vegetation, 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries, and 3.23, Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.
Effects to wildlife regarding the availability of cavity habitat and down woody debris are
evaluated within the analyses for species associated with these key habitats, such as pileated
woodpecker discussed in section 3.25.3.4, Pileated Woodpecker and flammulated owl, fisher, and
western toad discussed in section 3.25.4, Forest Service Sensitive Species.

3.25.2.1 Regulatory Framework

3.25.2.1.1  Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s locatable minerals regulations are
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promulgated at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the
U.S. mining laws as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that
mining activity be conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
National Forest surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all
practicable measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by
the operations.

3.25.2.1.2  National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

The National Forest Management Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate
regulations specifying guidelines under the principles of the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of
1960, to “provide for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and
capability of the specific land area in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives, and within the
multiple-use objectives of a land management plan adopted pursuant to this section, provide,
where appropriate to the degree practicable, for steps to be taken to preserve the diversity of tree
species similar to that existing in the region controlled by the Plan” (P.L. 94-588, Sec.5 (g)(s)(B)).
The 2015 KFP was developed under the 1982 Planning Regulations (36 CFR 219.9, 1982) that
also state that fish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of
existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area.

Accordingly, the vegetation management approach in the 2015 KFP is one that provides for
ecosystem diversity by providing the ecological components, patterns, and processes at multiple
scales on the landscape, and thereby provides the full spectrum of habitats and conditions needed
for all of the biological organisms associated with the various ecosystems (USDA Forest Service
2013c). This includes the goal that “the KNF manages wildlife habitat through a variety of
methods (e.g., vegetation alteration, prescribed burning, invasive species treatments, etc.) to
promote the diversity of species and communities and to contribute toward the recovery of
threatened and endangered terrestrial wildlife species” (GOAL-WL-01).

In addition, the 2015 KFP provides management direction in the form of vegetation and wildlife
desired conditions, coarse woody debris and snag guidelines, and old growth standards and
guidelines. The companion approach to ecosystem diversity (coarse filter) is the “fine filter”
approach in which conservation strategies are used to for individual species or groups of species
to contribute to species diversity. The fine filter approach narrows the focus to those species that
require habitat that maybe outside the range of variation and are not covered under the coarse
filter. The 2015 KFP provides fine filter management direction in the form of grizzly bear, lynx,
and other species-specific standards and guidelines.

3.25.2.1.3  Major Facility Siting Act

The MFSA directs the DEQ to approve a facility if, in conjunction with other findings, the DEQ
finds and determines that the facility would minimize adverse environmental impacts, considering
the state of available technology and the nature and economics of the various alternatives. The
DNRC and FWP are required to report to DEQ information relating to the impact of the proposed
site on FWP’s area of expertise. The report may include opinions as to the advisability of
granting, denying, or modifying the certificate.
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3.25.2.2 Snags and Woody Debris

The 2015 KFP includes a desired condition that “down wood occurs throughout the forest in
various amounts, sizes, species, and stages of decay. The larger down wood (i.e., coarse woody
debris) provides habitat for wildlife species and other organisms, as well as serving important
functions for soil productivity” (FW-DC-VEG-08). Table 3 of FW-GDL-VEG-03 describes the
specific amounts of coarse woody debris that should be retained following vegetation
management activities.

The 2015 KFP also includes a desired condition that “snags occur throughout the forest in an
uneven pattern, provide a diversity of habitats for wildlife species, and contribute to the
sustainability of snag dependent species. Snag numbers, sizes, and species vary by biophysical
setting and dominance group... Over time, the number of large-diameter snags (20 inches in
DBH or greater) increases in all biophysical settings” (FW-DC-VEG-07).

Tree mortality is an inevitable outcome within a forested stand. The agent of mortality as well as
age, size, distribution, and longevity of the resulting snags are not as predictable. Snags are
created by events such as insect and disease, wildfire, physical damage, weather, over-crowding,
or simply from old age. They are lost by falling down, through both natural (e.g., decomposition
and wind) and human mechanisms (e.g., woodcutting, and timber harvest).

Snags (standing dead trees) are ecologically important for a number of reasons. They are
important habitat structures (for nesting, feeding, perching, and/or roosting) for a wide variety of
wildlife species. They provide substrate for some mosses and lichens and also serve to improve
environmental conditions on harsh sites. Once they fall, snags become down wood that provides
habitat structures (including den sites) for a different and very wide suite of wildlife and some
plant species. Down woody debris is an important component of forest ecosystems, providing for
soil protection and productivity as well as wildlife habitat (e.g., cover, reproduction, and foraging
opportunities) for a wide variety of birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians. This dead, woody
material is derived from trees in various stages of decay and any material larger than 3 inches in
diameter is considered coarse woody debris (Graham et al. 1994). The most beneficial form of
woody debris for wildlife is logs, which to qualify as a log must measure a minimum of 8 feet
long with a large-end diameter of 6 inches or more (Bull et al. 1997). The larger the log, the
greater the longevity and opportunities it provides for wildlife (Thomas 1979; Bull et al. 1997;
Brown et al. 2003) although the retention of small material is better than none (Thomas 1979).
The ecological processes and functions of down wood material are discussed in many research
papers (e.g., Bull et al. 1997; Graham et al. 1994; Maser and Trappe 1984; Maser et al. 1988).

In summary, snags and down woody debris would be maintained at a sufficient level within the
impacted PSUs to provide ample habitat for species that require or use snags during their
lifecycle. In addition, the agencies’ alternatives would retain snags unless required to be removed
for safety or operational reasons within the disturbance areas as well as down woody materials
beneath the transmission lines at levels consistent with the 2015 KFP desired conditions and
guidelines for both soil productivity and wildlife habitat as appropriate for the habitat type.

3.25.2.2.1  Analysis Area and Methods

The analysis area for snags includes the four PSUs impacted by proposed activities: the Crazy,
MCcEIK, Riverview, and Silverfish PSUs. The majority of the proposed and alternative mine
facilities, as well as a portion of the proposed and alternative transmission line alignments would
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be within the Crazy PSU while the remaining segments of the transmission line alignments on
National Forest System lands would be within the Silverfish PSU. Therefore, the bulk of the
following analysis focuses on these two PSUs. Some segments of the transmission line
alignments, substation and loop line would occur within small areas on private land of the McEIlk
and Riverview PSUs. Using the PSU to analyze the potential effects to snag and down wood
habitat on private lands provides for both consistency with the scale of analysis used for effects
occurring on National Forest System lands as well as context for how many acres of private lands
are being impacted compared to what is available within a similar sized analysis area. None of the
mine or transmission line alternatives would affect snag and down wood habitats within the
Treasure PSU because only road improvement work on an existing open road would occur within
it. Therefore, this PSU has been eliminated from further analysis and the proposed road location
can be found in the project record. Also eliminated from further analysis was the Rock PSU as
less than 1 acre of private land on steep, rocky ground would be affected by the Rock Lake
Ventilation Adit.

The analysis area includes National Forest System land as well as private and State lands.
Estimates of the impacts to snags and down woody material on National Forest System lands are
based on forest vegetation data, past vegetation management treatments (type and date of
implementation), the restricted and open road system, and disturbance area boundaries of each of
the mine and transmission line alternatives. Information from FACTS, including treatment type
and year of completion, and summaries of Vegetation Response Units (USDA Forest Service
1999c¢) were also used to estimate shag densities. District surveys for old growth and post-harvest
units provide additional data sources for cavity and down wood habitat conditions. For the Crazy
PSU, data sources for snag and down wood habitat include District surveys for old growth and
harvested units that cover about 7,502 acres. Survey methods/procedures for old growth and
harvest units are found in section 3.22, Veegetation, and the project record, respectively.
Quantitative snag and down wood information is not as readily available for private or state-
owned lands in the analysis area, much of which has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years.
Current snag and down wood availability on private and State land was estimated based on
vegetation mapping shown on Figure 85 and likely past and current land use practices.

Thomas (1979) was used to determine the percent potential population level (PPL) of National
Forest System lands within the analysis area. This process uses a weighted calculation (percent
snag level X percent of the PSU with that snag level) that considers management and other
activities as well as natural events (e.g., wildfire, insect and disease outbreaks, etc.) to estimate
current PPL and change due to proposed activities as displayed in Table 192. Old growth existing
condition acres and acres impacted by proposed activities are not directly comparable to those
found within section 3.22.2, Old Growth Ecosystems, due to different analysis methods. This
analysis includes 100 percent of all identified old growth acres regardless of classification,
includes acres above 5,500 feet, and does not include acres within close proximity of open roads
to account for snag loss to firewood gathering. Meeting the 2015 KFP riparian standards and
guidelines (USDA Forest Service 2015b), would ensure provision of large woody debris and
vertical structure per FW-DC-RIP-05.

The value applied to an activity type is founded on the following assumptions based on Thomas
(1979) and KNF snag data analyses. These assumptions are applied as a worst-case scenario and
described below and in the footnotes of Table 192. See Table 192 for snag levels applied to
activity type and references. Harvest type and period of implementation influence the number of
snags left standing in the treated area. Unharvested and old growth stands provide 100-percent
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snag levels. For the Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIS, the areas of overlap between mapped
old growth and harvest stands were considered old growth. As a result, the area of partial cut
stands differs from the Draft EIS. Partial cut stands provide a higher snag level than regeneration
harvest methods and regeneration harvests implemented since adoption of the first KFP (1987), as
they retain more snags than those implemented prior (Johnson and Lamb 1998). Firewood cutting
within 200 feet of open roads has resulted in some snag loss. However, Tincher (1998) reported
this impacted area still provides at least 40 percent snag level compared to unroaded areas of
similar habitat type. Similarly, Bate and Wisdom (2004) and Wisdom and Bate (2008) found no
difference in snag density adjacent to open and closed roads, although densities were lower in
areas closer to a town. Forestwide, visual observations suggest that snag levels adjacent to roads
can be as low as zero. Since firewood cutting is allowed from any open road, retention of snags
within 200 feet of the road over time is highly unlikely. Therefore, a worst-case scenario was used
where areas within 200 feet of open roads were considered to have total snag loss. Snag loss
associated with restricted roads was limited to the roadbed itself.

Impacts on snags and down wood habitats discussed in the Environmental Consequences section
are based on the expected disturbance areas associated with the various project features of the
mine and transmission line alternatives. Not all proposed disturbance acres would result in a
reduction in the cavity habitat PPL as it depends on the habitat condition in which the clearings
would take place. For example, road improvements occurring within existing open road prisms
likely would not reduce shags and down wood habitat and these disturbance acres would not be
counted again. Conversely, clearings occurring in old growth or previously untreated stands
would have the greatest potential reduction in cavity and down wood habitat changing the snag
level from 100 to O percent. Those acres determined to affect the PPL are the “disturbance acres”
associated with each habitat condition in Table 193; total disturbance acreage is also provided for
each alternative. The effect indicators for management level includes the percent of the maximum
PPL by PSU and acres impacted that reduce snag levels. Although 2015 KFP direction has
changed and there are no standards related to PPL for snag habitat, the information still provides
information relative to effects between alternatives.

Since Thomas (1979), new science as summarized in Bull et al. (1997) indicate that snag
densities need to be increased for variables such as larger woodpecker home ranges, foraging
structure, and other secondary uses such as loose bark that Thomas (1979) did not account for.
New Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) data since implementation of the 2015 KFP have been
incorporated into a Region One report on snag densities for western Montana (Bollenbacher et al.
2009). Bollenbacher et al. (2009) used FIA data to estimate snag density based on habitat type
groups. These snag densities were considered in this analysis. Analysis for the 2015 KFP
indicates that wildlife species that tend to require or use snags during their lifecycles will likely
have ample habitat in the future on the Forest (USDA Forest Service 2013c). The analysis
considered natural disturbance events and processes as well as management activities.

Data sources for down woody debris consist of District old growth and harvest unit associated
surveys and predominant habitat type groups (correlated with VRUSs) within the PSUs. Untreated
stands would generate down woody material associated with the habitat type. However, in
general, current down wood levels are generally considered to exceed historical levels due to
longer fire return intervals within stands (Graham et al. 1994, Brown et al. 2003). Moist VRUs
provide productive conditions for tree establishment and growth, which contribute to future down
wood materials. This coupled with fire suppression, which has produced an accumulation of both
down and standing materials, can result in high level of woody debris within forested stands.
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Based on the growing conditions and lack of large fires due to fire suppression, and high levels of
down wood debris found within survey units it can be inferred that high levels of down wood
material is available within the PSUs. Issue indicators are the relative reduction in expected down
woody debris based on existing down woody debris available and design features for retaining
down wood material within proposed activity areas.

3.25.2.2.2 Affected Environment

Three habitat type groups are found on the KNF and in the impacted PSUs: dry, low to mid
elevation moist, and subalpine. The habitat type groups are described in Bollenbacher et al.
(2009). The dry habitat type has the lowest density of snags, especially in the larger diameter
classes due to more frequent, low- to mid-severity fires. Predominant trees are ponderosa pine
and Douglas-fir on the drier sites with western larch found within the moister range of this type,
all of which are preferred species for primary excavators and secondary cavity nesters. The low
and mid moist habitat type is diverse in conifer species and include western larch snags in the
early and late seral forest condition, with cedar and grand-fir also providing cavity habitat. This
group has the highest density of snags of all size classes. The wet sites increase productivity and
periodic mixed severity fires between stand replacing fires encourages the growth of large trees.
Finally, the subalpine habitat type has high diversity of species depending on elevation and cold
tolerance. Some sites are too cold for western larch and Douglas-fir. Fire frequencies can vary
depending on the site composition and location. Snag density is high in the small diameter class
and moderate in the larger classes compared to the other habitat types. Snag density, distribution,
and longevity can be affected by timber harvest and human access in timber managed areas and
possibly climate change and fire suppression in unmanaged areas (e.g., wilderness or roadless)
(Bollenbacher et al. 2009).

Stands experiencing insect, disease, or severe wildfire could have more than 2.25 snags per acre
depending on the severity of the outbreak or fire that the stand receives. Within the analysis area,
insect and disease generally appear to be at an endemic level with some slightly larger areas of
activity at the southern end of the Silverfish PSU (USDA Forest Service et al. 2013) and there are
no large areas of snags resulting from these processes. The last large fires occurred between 1885
and 1939, with the 1910 fires affecting large areas of the Crazy and Silverfish PSU leaving
limited large tree component and little diversity or heterogeneity across the landscape. Snag
levels within the fire perimeter would have been relatively high immediately following the fires,
especially in high severity fire areas. However, snag longevity following fires depends on the
species, size, and density and most are gone within 20 years (Bull et al. 1997, Morrison and
Raphael 1993, Harris 1999, Russell et al. 2006). Estimating snag densities in these areas is
difficult as the fire severity would not be the same throughout the fire perimeter. Some trees
would have fallen, others remain, new snags would have been created from remaining trees, and
newly established seedlings could reach 10 inches dbh by 60 years (USDA Forest Service 1993b).
Harris (1999) included areas where the primary action on the stand is a natural process such as
these as “uncut.” Also, potentially high levels initially, followed by potentially low levels, would
also likely be averaged out across the analysis area depending on the acres impacted. Therefore,
fire areas where past timber harvest has not occurred were included in the old growth and
unharvested acres in Table 192 and received a managed snag level of 100 percent.

Table 192 summarizes the existing PPL on National Forest System lands in the analysis area
PSUs. Snag levels were determined based on the assumptions from the analysis method section
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above. The existing snag level on National Forest System lands in the analysis area range from
about 73 to 91 percent. Refer to the project record for details.

Table 192. Existing Potential Population Level on Timbered National Forest System Lands

in the Analysis Area.

Proportion of Total Snag
Habitat Condition* Acres National Forest | Snags per | Level PPL? (%)
System Lands (%) Acre (%)
Crazy
Old Growth 7,657 12.7 2.25 100* 12.7
Untreated Forest 34,548 57.3 2.25 100* 57.3
Partial Cut Forest® 2,722 45 1.35 60° 2.7
Past Regeneration Harvest (1990-2013)’ 786 1.3 0.9 40° 0.5
Past Regeneration Harvest (thru 1989)’ 7,046 11.7 0° 0 0
Roads® 7,454 12.3 0° 0 0
Total PSU 60,213 99.8 — — 73.2
Silverfish
Old Growth 7,279 12.0 2.25 100* 12.0
Untreated Forest 45,378 74.9 2.25 100* 74.9
Partial Cut Forest® 3,289 5.4 1.35 60° 3.2
Past Regeneration Harvest (1990-2013)’ 725 1.1 0.9 40° 0.4
Past Regeneration Harvest (thru 1989)’ 1,076 1.7 0° 0 0
Roads® 2,775 45 0° 0 0
Total PSU 60,521 99.6 — — 90.5
McElk
Old Growth 6,419 224 2.25 100* 224
Untreated Forest 16,698 58.4 2.25 100* 58.4
Partial Cut Forest® 1,427 4.9 1.35 60° 2.9
Past Regeneration Harvest (1990-2013)’ 492 1.7 0.9 40° 0.6
Past Regeneration Harvest (thru 1989)’ 1,489 5.2 0° 0 0
Roads® 2,035 7.1 0° 0 0
Total PSU 28,560 99.7 — — 84.3
Riverview
Old Growth 5,590 174 2.25 100* 174
Untreated Forest 16,897 52.8 2.25 100* 52.8
Partial Cut Forest® 2,313 7.4 1.35 60° 4.4
Past Regeneration Harvest (1990-2013)’ 1,922 6.2 0.9 40° 2.4
Past Regeneration Harvest (thru 1989)’ 2,004 6.2 0° 0 0
Roads® 3,269 10.2 0° 0 0
Total PSU 31,995 100.2 — — 77.0

YIncludes VRUs 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 11. Based on timbered lands and does not include the following habitat
types: grassland steppe, mountain bottomlands, agricultural lands, rural/urban, rock/scree/ice, and water.
% Snag density includes all snags > 10” dbh (Thomas 1979). This density is needed to achieve the corresponding snag
level value. These numbers represent the minimum number of snags per acre to manage for the respective percent snag
level (e.g., 40 percent) per Thomas 1979 methodology and do not represent either the actual estimated number of snags
per acre in the PSU per Bollenbacher et al. 2009 or the desired conditions under the 2015 Forest Plan.

* Proportionate PPL equals percent National Forest System lands multiplied by percent snag level. Sum of

proportionate PPLs from all habitat conditions equals the PSU PPL (Thomas 1979).

4 Based on Tincher (2003).
% Based on Johnson and Lamb (1998).

6 Partial cut harvests include, but are not limited to, improvement harvest treatments.

7 Regeneration harvest includes, but is not limited to, clear cut with reserves, seed tree, and shelterwood harvest

treatments.

8 Roads include an average width of 33 feet; open roads were buffered by 200 feet to account for loss due to firewood

gathering.

®Based on Tincher (1988), Bate and Wisdom (2004), and KNF forestwide observations for worst case scenario.
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The major VRU found in the vegetation analysis area is VRU5 (both VRS5S and VRUSN), which
are moderately cool and moist ecosystems (see section 3.22, Vegetation). This VRU contains
productive land types and moderate to high precipitation, providing environmental conditions
favorable to vegetative growth (Gautreaux 1999) and, therefore, potential volumes of down
woody debris. Both wildfire and vegetation management influence the levels of down wood
debris within treated stands.

Historically, wildfires have played a large role in the amount of down wood in the forests
(Graham et al. 1994). Depending on the frequency, intensity, and magnitude of fires, ponderosa
pine forests could have more than 45 tons per acre of down wood while western white pine
forests could have more than 268 tons per acre of down wood. The longer period of time between
fires, the longer the down wood would remain. During the last 100 years, the frequency of fires in
the northern Rocky Mountains has been greatly reduced, potentially resulting in larger amounts of
down wood. Vegetation management treatments, primarily timber harvest, before the 1987 KFP
would have reduced the amount of down woody debris available within the treated stands
whereas vegetation management occurring post-implementation of both KFPs have been
designed to maintain the recommended tons per acre. Results of down wood surveys in the Crazy
and Silverfish PSUs suggest that the 2015 KFP guidelines of down wood per acre are being met
in old growth and past harvest areas. Surveyed old growth stands average over 23 tons per acre
and past harvest units averaged 41 tons per acre in the Crazy PSU. These estimates only included
materials greater than 10 inches dbh, which identified the larger material more beneficial for
wildlife use. It is likely that smaller materials were also present, contributing to a higher level of
down wood available across the landscape than what was estimated. Therefore, the National
Forest System lands within the analysis area currently provide for a variety of species that use
down woody habitat.

The majority of the private and State lands impacted by the proposed transmission line, substation
and loop line is heavily roaded and has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years (Figure 85 and
project record). Also, the protection of riparian habitats on these lands is likely less stringent or
may not occur compared to vegetation management activities on National Forest System lands
and the retention of snags and down wood material is not expected to occur to the same level. As
a result, existing levels of cavity and down wood habitat is likely to be less available on private
and State lands.

3.25.2.2.3  Environmental Consequences

The Montanore Project’s mine and transmission action alternatives would generally result in the
clearing of vegetation to allow for the construction of proposed infrastructure. The reduction in
snags and amount of down wood debris depends on where the activities would occur and what the
existing habitat condition is there. Overall, proposed activities that result in the reduction of
forested stands are expected to slightly reduce both snag and down wood debris levels within the
impacted PSUs. As a worst case scenario, it was assumed that the clearings would result in a shag
level of 0 percent and that all down wood debris would be removed. Mitigation for the agencies’
alternatives would maintain some level of existing cavity and down wood habitat within clearings
(see section 2.5.7.4.4, Key Habitats and section 2.9.6.1, Down Wood Habitat).

Clearing of all snags within the disturbance area would result in the site-specific loss of cavity
habitat for the life of the mine and for some time following reclamation. For wildlife species that
use large-diameter snags and heavier canopy cover, it would take an estimated 125 to 150 years
for the local cavity habitat to recover to a condition where it may be used. For other species that
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will use smaller trees and a more open canopy condition, local recovery and use would likely
occur within 60 years. Similarly, for those species that require large amounts of down wood,
especially large-diameter wood structure, it would take many years for disturbed sites to grow
and accumulate this material on the forest floor. For effects to wildlife associated with these
habitat types, please see the following species’ analyses.

The effects to cavity habitat and the change to the PPL on National Forest System lands within
the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs are displayed in Table 193 and Table 194 for the mine and
transmission line alternatives, respectively, and are further described in the following subsections.
No activities would occur on National Forest System lands within the McEIk and Riverview
PSUs (see project record). Within the Crazy, Silverfish, McEIk, and Riverview PSUs, private and
State lands impacted by the transmission line, substation and loop line are discussed separately.

Alternative 1 — No Mine

No direct effects from federal actions would occur. The No Mine Alternative would maintain the
existing vegetative condition on the landscape and wildlife use of snag and down wood habitat
would continue at current levels. Although past timber harvests and other vegetation management
treatments resulted in site-specific decreases in the amount of both habitats available, especially
in some existing regeneration harvest units, overall there is an abundance of snag habitat
throughout the forest (USDA Forest Service 2013c). Also, current down wood levels are
generally considered to exceed historical levels due to longer fire return intervals within stands
(Graham et al. 1994, Brown et al. 2003). The addition or loss of snags would depend on other
factors, such as firewood cutting, wind events, natural attrition, or wildfire. The level of impact
from these factors cannot be calculated due to the high uncertainty in predicting occurrence and
intensity levels. Similarly, this alternative would not change the current condition or availability
of down woody debris within the PSUs.

Alternative 2 — MMC Proposed Mine

All proposed mine activities that would impact snags and down wood debris would occur within
the Crazy PSU. Disturbance for Alternative 2 would include facility (tailings impoundment, plant
site, and other) and road construction. Most of the disturbance would occur on National Forest
System lands, although some private land owned by the mine would be disturbed (Figure 78).
Approximately 2,282 acres of the total 2,582 acres would occur within the habitat conditions
identified in Table 193. Snags would be cleared within the disturbance boundaries for Alternative
2 and result in a snag level of 0 percent; however, not all proposed clearing acres would affect the
cavity habitat PPL due to their location within a previously managed area.

1072 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project



3.25 Wildlife

Table 193. Impacts on Cavity Habitat and Potential Population Level on Timbered National
Forest System Lands in the Crazy PSU by Mine Alternative.

. 1| Existing Disturb- Pc_)s_t Proportion of Total Snads Snag .
Habitat Condition Acres ance Activity NFS Lands per Acre% Level | PPL" (%)
Acres Acres (%) (%)
Alternative 2
Old Growth 7,657 303 7,354 12.2 2.25 100° [ 12.2(-0.5)
Untreated Forest 34,548 341 34,207 56.8 2.25 100* | 56.8 (-0.5)
Partial Cut Forest® 2,722 192 2,530 4.2 1.35 60° 2.5 (-0.2)
ﬂﬁtv';;ga”geggf'zog‘l3)7 786 0 786 13 0.9 40° | 05(0)
Eﬁtvssetg(iﬁf&a;ggy 7046 | 1016 | 6,030 10.0 0 0 0
Roads® 7,454 430 7,0245° 11.6 0° 0 0
Total Alternative 2 Acres — 2,282 2,282 3.7 ot 0 0
Total PSU 60,213 60,213 99.8 — — 72.0 (-1.2)
Alternative 3
Old Growth 7,657 138 7,519 12.4 2.25 100° [ 12.4 (-0.3)
Untreated Forest 34,548 306 34,242 56.8 2.25 100* | 56.8 (-0.5)
Partial Cut Forest® 2,722 184 2,538 4.2 1.35 60° 2.5(-0.2)
ﬂﬁtv;etg(elgeggf'zog‘lsy 786 0 786 13 0.9 40° | 05(0)
Eﬁtv':setg(‘iﬂfl;aigg‘gy 7,046 513 6,533 108 0° 0 0
Roads® 7,454 394 7,060%° 11.7 0° 0 0
Alternative 3 Acres — 1,535 1,535 2.5 ot 0 0
Total PSU 60,213 60,213 99.7 — — 72.2 (-1.0)
Alternative 4
Old Growth 7,657 159 7,498 12.4 2.25 100° | 12.4 (-0.3)
Untreated Forest 34,548 281 34,267 56.9 2.25 100° | 56.9 (-0.4)
Partial Cut Forest® 2,722 101 2,621 4.3 1.35 60° 2.5 (-0.2)
ﬂﬁtv';;g(el”gegrgf'zog‘lsy 786 0 786 13 0.9 40° 0.5 (0)
Eﬁtvssetg(iﬁf&aiggy 7,046 656 6,390 10.6 0 0 0
Roads® 7,454 437 7,017%° 11.6 0° 0 0
Alternative 3 Acres - 1,634 1,634 2.7 o 0 0
Total PSU 60,213 60,213 99.8 — — 72.3(-0.9)

TIncludes VRUs 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 11 and does not include the following habitat types: grassland steppe,
mountain bottomlands, agricultural lands, rural/urban, rock/scree/ice, and water.

2 Snag density includes all snags > 10” dbh (Thomas 1979). This density is needed to achieve the corresponding snag
level value. These numbers represent the minimum number of snags per acre to manage for the respective percent snag
level (e.g., 40 percent) per Thomas 1979 methodology and do not represent either the actual estimated number of snags
per acre in the PSU per Bollenbacher et al. 2009 or the desired conditions under the 2015 Forest Plan.

3 Proportionate PPL equals percent National Forest System lands multiplied by percent snag level. Sum of
proportionate PPLs from all habitat conditions equals the PSU PPL (Thomas 1979).

4 Based on Tincher (2003); ® Based on Johnson and Lamb (1998).

® partial cut harvests include, but are not limited to, improvement harvest treatments.

" Regeneration harvest includes, but is not limited to, clear cut with reserves, seed tree, and shelterwood harvest
treatments.

8 Roads include an average width of 33 feet and were buffered by 200 feet to account for loss due to firewood
gathering.

®Based on Tincher (1988), Bate and Wisdom (2004), and KNF forestwide observations for worst case scenario.

10 Existing restricted and open roads would generally still be located on the landscape; the displayed reduction in acres
is to reflect the overlap in disturbance area and reallocation to the alternative’s disturbance acres.

1 Worst-case scenario that assumes all snags would be removed with the vegetation clearing, although mitigation plans
would be implemented under the agencies’ alternatives to maintain snags, unless required to be removed for safety
reasons.
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The effect of the vegetative clearing in Alternative 2 within the Crazy PSU would be a reduction
in the PPL of 1.2 percent from 73.2 to 72.0 percent. Approximately 644 acres of disturbance
would occur within old growth and untreated stands, resulting in a change in the snag level from
100 to 0 percent on these acres. These two habitat conditions would continue to comprise 69.0
percent of the PSU and these moist habitats provide snag levels on the KNF in the range of 6.3 to
17.1 per acre (Bollenbacher et al. 2009). Alternative 2 would result in the loss of all down wood
on 2,282 acres on National Forest System land in the Crazy PSU. This estimated reduction of
down woody material would be minor as it would occur on 3.7 percent of the timbered lands
within the PSU (Table 193). Down wood levels, on average, is expected to meet KFP desired
conditions within the Crazy PSU based on: 1) the predominant habitat type within the disturbance
area, 2) the amount of old growth and untreated stands within the PSU, 3) the existing level of
down wood as supported by District surveys, and 4) because current down woody debris levels
are generally considered to exceed historical levels due longer fire return intervals within stands
(Graham et al. 1994; Brown et al. 2003).

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

The types of activities proposed under this alternative are similar to Alternative 2. Similar facility
and road construction activities would occur, but there would be no LAD Areas associated with
Alternative 3 and the tailings impoundment would be located slightly to the south and found
entirely on National Forest System lands. The disturbance area surrounding the Poorman tailings
impoundment would be smaller than the Little Cherry Creek impoundment disturbance area
proposed in Alternative 2 by 656 acres.

Within the Crazy PSU, 1,535 acres within the disturbance area boundary would occur within the
habitat conditions identified in Table 193 for Alternative 3. Not all proposed clearing acres affect
the cavity habitat PPL due to their location within a previously managed area. The effect of the
vegetative clearing to the PPL in Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2 with a 1.0 percent
reduction from 73.2 to 72.2 percent. Also, old growth and untreated stands would continue to be
found within a majority of the PSU (69.2 percent) and provide a 100 percent snag level.
Therefore, there would continue to be adequate habitat for wildlife species that use snags during
their lifecycles.

In comparison to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in fewer acres that would be disturbed
by clearing activities. This includes fewer acres being disturbed within riparian habitat and old
growth and untreated stands. This includes 200 more acres of old growth and untreated stands
that would be maintained with a 100 percent snag level in the vicinity of the mine for wildlife
use. In addition, implementation of project design features would help to maintain or improve
cavity habitat within the disturbance area. Also, mitigation plans, including the Vegetation
Removal and Disposition Plan (discussed in section 2.5.2.6.2), require snags to be left in
disturbance areas unless required to be removed for safety reasons. Therefore, the snag level
would not be 0 percent on all cleared acres and at least portions of the disturbance areas may
provide for some use by wildlife species both during mining operations and following
reclamation. Effects of reduced cavity habitat with the Crazy PSU would be less in Alternative 3
compared to Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 would result in the loss of all down wood on 1,535 acres on National Forest System
land in the Crazy PSU. This estimated reduction of down woody material would be minor as it
would occur on 2.5 percent of the timbered lands within the PSU (Table 193). The effect to the
availability of down wood from proposed vegetation clearing would be less than Alternative 2 by
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1.2 percent. Also, estimated effects to down wood would be minimized in Alternative 3 through
implementation of the Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan developed for agencies’
alternatives discussed in section 2.5.2.6.2. Down wood levels, on average, is expected to meet
KFP desired conditions within the Crazy PSU.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

The types of activities proposed under this alternative are similar to Alternatives 2 and 3. Similar
facility and road construction activities would occur, but there are no LAD sites associated with
Alternative 4 and the tailings impoundment has been modified from Alternative 2 to avoid
RHCAs and old growth. The disturbance area around the Little Cherry Creek Tailings
Impoundment Site would be 310 acres smaller than the Little Cherry Creek Impoundment
disturbance area proposed in Alternative 2.

Within the Crazy PSU, 1,634 acres within the disturbance area boundary would occur within the
habitat conditions identified in Table 193 in Alternative 4. Not all proposed clearing acres affect
the cavity habitat PPL due to their location within a previously managed area. The effect of the
vegetative clearing to the PPL in Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternatives 2 and 3 with a 0.9
percent reduction from 73.2 to 72.3 percent. Also, old growth and untreated stands would
continue to be found within a majority of the PSU (69.3 percent) and provide a 100 percent snag
level. Therefore, there would continue to be adequate habitat for wildlife species that use snags
during their lifecycles.

In comparison to Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 4 would result in a moderate reduction in
cavity habitat acres due to proposed clearing activities. This includes fewer acres being disturbed
within riparian habitat and old growth and untreated stands than Alternative 2 and is similar to
Alternative 3. Approximately 204 acres of old growth and untreated stands would be maintained
with a 100 percent snag level in the vicinity of the mine for wildlife use. In addition, implemen-
tation of project design features would help to maintain or improve cavity habitat within the
disturbance area. Also, mitigation plans, including the Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan
(discussed in section 2.5.2.6.2), require snags to be left in disturbance areas, unless required to be
removed for safety reasons (see section 2.5.7.4.4, Key Habitats). Therefore, the snag level would
not be 0 percent on all cleared acres and at least portions of the disturbance areas could provide
for some use by wildlife species both during mining operations and following reclamation.
Effects of reduced cavity habitat with the Crazy PSU are reduced in Alternative 4 compared to
Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 would result in the loss of all down wood on 1,634 acres on National Forest System
land in the Crazy PSU. This estimated reduction of down woody debris would be minor as it
would occur on 2.7 percent of the timbered lands within the PSU (Table 193). The effect to the
availability of down wood from proposed vegetation clearing would be less than Alternative 2 by
1.0 percent and similar to Alternative 3. Also, estimated effects to down wood would be
minimized in Alternative 4 through implementation of the Vegetation Removal and Disposition
Plan developed for agencies’ alternatives discussed in section 2.5.2.6.2. Down wood levels, on
average, is expected to meet KFP desired conditions within the Crazy PSU.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

No direct effects from federal actions would occur. The No Transmission Line Alternative would
maintain existing vegetative condition on the landscape and wildlife use of cavity and down wood
habitat would continue at current levels. Although past timber harvests and other vegetation
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management treatments often resulted in a site-specific decrease in the amount of both habitats
available, especially in some existing regeneration harvest units, overall there is an abundance of
snag habitat throughout the forest (USDA Forest Service 2013c). Current down wood levels are
generally considered to exceed historical levels due to longer fire return intervals within stands
(Graham et al. 1994, Brown et al. 2003). The addition or loss of snags would depend on other
factors, such as firewood cutting, wind events, natural attrition, or wildfire. The level of impact
from these factors cannot be calculated due to the high uncertainty in predicting occurrence and
intensity levels. Similarly, this alternative would not change the current condition or availability
of down wood within the PSUs.

Effects Common to All Transmission Line Action Alternatives

The Montanore Project has four transmission line action alternatives: MMC’s Proposed
Transmission Line (Alternative B), Modified North Miller Creek (Alternative C-R), Miller Creek
(Alternative D-R), and West Fisher Creek (Alternative E-R). In general, vegetation would be
cleared from access roads, pulling and tensioning sites, substation and loop line, and within the
transmission line clearing area for all action alternatives. For all but Alternative B, alternative
design and topography would help maintain some snags within the identified disturbance areas.
For example, snags located outside of the transmission lines right-of-way would only be removed
if deemed a safety hazard. Harvest would not occur and trees would be maintained in portions of
the clearing area, such as within high spans across valleys. New roads would not be open to the
public; therefore, areas adjacent to new transmission line access roads would not likely have
reduced snag levels from firewood gathering. Also, impacts on cavity habitat in riparian areas in
the agencies’ alternatives would be minimized through implementation of KFP riparian standards
and guidelines (USDA Forest Service 2015b) on National Forest System lands as well as the
Environmental Specifications (Appendix D) on all lands impacted by the transmission line in the
agencies’ alternatives.

Transmission line clearing activities on National Forest System lands would occur within the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. Clearing within old growth and untreated stands would have the most
potential impact on the existing cavity habitat PPL and down wood debris levels. Disturbance
would also occur within riparian habitat. However, due to the relatively few acres that would be
cleared at the PSU scale within these habitat conditions and that a portion of the acres occur
within stands that already have a reduced snag level, the effect of this clearing activity to the
cavity habitat PPL and down wood levels would be negligible. Also, both old growth and
untreated forest conditions would continue to comprise the majority of the PSUs (Table 194) and
these moist habitats provide snag levels on the KNF in the range of 6.3 to 17.1 snags per acre
(Bollenbacher et al. 2009), within KFP desired conditions. Down woody debris would be
maintained in portions of the clearing area, such as within high spans across valleys. Also,
impacts on down wood habitat in riparian areas in the agencies’ alternatives would be minimized
through implementation of KFP riparian standards and guidelines (USDA Forest Service 2015b)
on National Forest System lands as well as the Environmental Specifications (Appendix D) on all
lands impacted by the agencies’ transmission line alternatives. Down wood levels, on average, is
expected to meet KFP desired conditions within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs for dependent
wildlife species based on: 1) the predominant habitat type within the disturbance area, 2) the
amount of old growth and untreated stands within the PSU, 3) the existing level of down wood as
supported by District surveys, and 4) because current down woody debris levels are generally
considered to exceed historical levels due longer fire return intervals within stands (Graham et al.
1994; Brown et al. 2003).
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Clearing activities would also occur on private and State lands within the Silverfish PSU as well
as the McEIk and Riverview PSUs to the east. The majority of the private land that would be
disturbed by the action alternatives, including the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line, is heavily
roaded and has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years, and likely provides less cavity habitat than
National Forest System lands. The amount of land on which these clearing acres would occur are
negligible compared to the amount of private and State lands within the PSUs, for both upland
and riparian habitats. Also, because of the low snag and down wood debris levels expected to
currently exist on these lands, this reduction in cavity and down wood habitats on private and
State lands, including the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line, would be negligible compared to
the existing condition.

The subsections below describe the differences between the alternatives. The differences include
total acres impacted, division of acres on National Forest System versus private and State lands,
the types of habitat condition the clearing would occur in, and additional design features and
mitigation measures that would be implemented. Table 194 summarizes the impacts of the
transmission line alternatives on National Forest System lands and the change to the cavity
habitat PPL within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. Impacts from all alternatives to habitat
condition acres, proportion of National Forest System lands, and PPL have been calculated and
are available in the project record. Table 195 displays the impacts of the alternatives on private
and State lands within the Crazy, Silverfish, McEIk, and Riverview PSUs. The impacts
considered on private and State lands include the clearing areas associated with the transmission
lines, and consider this impact in context with the amount of private and State lands available
within the PSU.

Table 194. Impacts on Snag Habitat and Potential Population Level on National Forest
System Lands in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs by Transmission Line Alternative.

No MMC'’s Modified [D-R] [E-R]
Activity PSU Transmission Propos_ed N(_)rth Miller Creek West Fisher
. S North Miller Miller ) Creek
Line/Existing Creek K Alternative Al .
Conditions reek Cree _ ternative
Alternative | Alternative
Total Clearing Crazy 0 114 73 73 73
Acres Silverfish 0 69 138 125 140
Acres Within Crazy 0 24 (-0.1) 0(0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
0,
gll‘f_;?mv"th * | Sitverfish 0 8 (0) 18 (:0.1) 4(0) 0(0)
Acres Within Crazy 0 39 (0) 36 (0) 26 (0) 26 (0)
Untreated . .
Forest (% PPL)* Silverfish 0 33(0) 68 (-0.1) 37 (0) 9 (0)
Acres Within Crazy 0 51 (0) 37 (0) 47 (0) 47 (0)
Past Harvest/ . . 2
Road (% PPL)" Silverfish 0 28 (0) 52 (0) 84 (0) 131 (-0.1)
PPL Crazy 73.2 73.1 (-0.1) 73.2 (0) 73.2 (0) 73.2 (0)
(% Change) Silverfish 90.5 90.5 (0) 90.3 (-0.2) 90.5 (0) 90.4 (-0.1)

% PPL.: represents the percent change in the PPL from the existing condition.
2The one-tenth percent change due to clearing acres occurred within past partial cut forest condition.
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Table 195. Private and State Lands within the PSU Impacted by the Transmission Line
Alternative’s Clearing Areas.

(B]
MMC’s Proposed [C-R]
PSU North Miller Modified North [D-R] [E-R]
Creek Miller Creek Miller Creek West Fisher
Alternative Alternative Alternative Creek Alternative
(Acres %) (Acres %) (Acres %) (Acres %)
Crazy 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Silverfish 39 (0.4%) 35 (0.4%) 35 (0.4%) 86 (0.9%)
MCcEIlk 55 (0.1%) 72 (0.2%) 72 (0.2%) 72 (0.2%)
Riverview 39 (0%) 6 (0%) 6 (0%) 6 (0%)

Alternative B — MMC Proposed Transmission Line

This transmission line alternative would be 16.4 miles long with an associated clearing area of
150 feet. Alternative B would clear 153 acres on National Forest System lands, including 114 and
69 acres in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, respectively (Table 194). This includes impacts to 32
acres of old growth and 72 acres of untreated stands and these two habitat conditions would
continue to comprise the majority of the PSUs (Table 192). This also includes disturbance to
riparian habitat, including 20 acres within the Crazy PSU and 9 acres within the Silverfish PSU.
This would amount to 0.1 to 0.2 percent of total riparian habitat available within the PSU and
would be negligible at this scale. Although there would be site-specific loss of snags, there would
be no effect to the cavity habitat PPLs and adequate snag habitat would remain within the PSU.
Down wood habitat would be reduced on these 153 acres of National Forest System lands as well.
Effects to the down wood habitat level within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs would be negligible
based on the existing high levels and the availability of old growth and untreated forest habitats.

An additional 133 acres of clearing would occur on private and State lands (Figure 78) within the
impacted PSUs. As described above, the existing snag level is already reduced on much of these
lands and the proposed clearing acres would small compared the amount of land available within
the PSU; effects would be negligible. Disturbance to riparian habitats would occur on 2, 18, and
15 acres within the McEIk, Riverview, and Silverfish PSUs, which account for <0.8 percent of the
private and State lands. Similarly, removal of down woody debris would occur on <0.4 percent of
the private and State lands within the PSUs. In addition, the proposed clearings would not be
expected to reduce the available wood debris level to an extent different from the existing low
level condition found within these areas. Effects would be negligible on private and State lands at
the PSU scale.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

The location of this transmission line alignment was intended to increase the acreage located on
National Forest System lands versus private and State lands. This transmission line is the shortest
of all alternatives and would be 13.1 miles long with an associated clearing area of 200 feet due
to the use of wooden H-frame structures that are wider than the steel monopoles used in
Alternative B. Alternative C-R would clear 211 acres on National Forest System lands, including
73 and 138 acres in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, respectively (Table 194). This would amount
to <0.1 and 0.2 percent of the PSUs, respectively, with negligible effects to the cavity habitat
PPLs. Clearing would impact fewer acres of old growth, totaling only 18 acres of old growth
found within the Silverfish PSU, but more acres of untreated stands at about 104 acres between
the two PSUs. Additionally, the goal of the Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan would be to
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reduce the amount of vegetation clearing associated with the lines. Alternative C-R would disturb
8 and 16 acres (0.1 to 0.2 percent) of riparian habitat of National Forest System lands in the Crazy
and Silverfish PSU, respectively, and would be negligible at the PSU scale.

Alternative design and topography would help maintain some shags within the clearing and
disturbance areas. In addition, the mitigation plan for this alternative calls snags to be left in
clearing area unless required to be removed for safety reasons. Although slightly more acres of
clearing would occur on National Forest System lands with this alternative compared to
Alternative B, the amount of acres would still be very small compared to cavity habitat available
within the PSU. Also, this alternative would reduce the impact on habitat conditions that provide
100 percent snag level through a reduction in the amount of clearing occurring within old growth
and the retention of snags that do not pose a safety hazard within the clearing acres. Fewer acres
would be cleared in riparian habitats with this alternative than Alternative B. Therefore, the
effects of the vegetation clearing with the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs would be reduced in
Alternative C-R compared to Alternative B.

Approximately 113 acres of clearings would occur on State and private lands (Figure 78) within
the impacted PSUs. This is a reduction of 20 acres that would occur on State and private lands in
Alternative B. Fewer acres would also be cleared within riparian habitats (13 compared to 35
acres). Overall, the effects would be the same to Alternative B and negligible as these lands
already have reduced cavity habitat levels and activity would occur on <0.4 percent of private and
State lands within each PSU.

Alternative C-R could impact the amount of down wood on 211 acres on National Forest System
land in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. However, in contrast to Alternative B, alternative design
and topography would help maintain some down wood debris within the identified clearing areas.
In addition, the mitigation plan for this alternative calls for leaving up to 30 tons per acre of
coarse woody debris within clearing area (Table 36). Therefore, potential effects to down wood
debris under this alternative are negligible, reduced compared to Alternative B, and would
maintain levels appropriate for the site for wildlife use.

As described for cavity habitat, potential impacts to down woody debris would occur on <0.4
percent of the private and State lands within the PSUs where it is expected that reduced levels of
down wood material already exist. The mitigation plan would retain up to 30 tons per acres of
coarse woody debris within these disturbance areas that could be acquired upon removal of the
trees. Therefore, there is the potential for improvement in the down woody debris levels on State
and private lands under this alternative and is an improvement compared to Alternative B.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Similar to Alternative C-R, the location of this transmission line would increase the acreage
located on National Forest System lands versus private and State lands but reduce the amount of
vegetation clearing associated with the line through implementation of the Vegetation Removal
and Disposition Plan. This transmission line alternative would have the same clearing area of 200
feet as Alternative C-R, but would be slightly longer at 13.7 miles. Alternative D-R would clear
198 acres on National Forest System lands, including 73 and 125 acres in the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs, respectively (Table 194). Although there would be site-specific loss of shags,
there would be no effect to the cavity habitat PPLs and adequate shag habitat would remain
within the PSU. Clearing would impact fewer acres of old growth and untreated forest than either
Alternatives B or C-R, totaling only 4 acres of old growth within the Silverfish PSU, and 63 acres
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of untreated stands split between the two PSUs. Within the Crazy PSU, more riparian habitat
would be impacted with this alternative than either Alternatives B or C-R with 26 acres proposed
for clearing. This alternative proposes the clearing of 9 acres of riparian habitat in the Silverfish
PSU. This is the same as Alternative B and slightly less than Alternative C-R and the effects
would be negligible.

Similar to Alternative C-R, alternative design and topography would help maintain some snags
within the clearing and other disturbance areas. In addition, the mitigation plan for this alternative
calls snhags to be left in clearing area unless required to be removed for safety reasons (Table 36).
Although slightly more acres of clearing would occur on National Forest System lands with this
alternative compared to Alternative B, the amount of acres is still very small compared to cavity
habitat available within the PSU. Also, this alternative reduces the impact on habitat conditions
that provide 100 percent snag level through a reduction in the amount of clearing occurring
within old growth and the retention of snags that do not pose a safety hazard within the clearing
acres. Therefore, the effects of the vegetation clearing with the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs are
reduced in Alternative D-R compared to Alternatives B and C-R.

Approximately 113 acres of clearings would occur on State and private lands (Figure 78) within
the impacted PSUs. This is a reduction of 20 acres that would occur on State and private lands
than in Alternative B and is the same as Alternative C-R. Impacts to riparian habitat would be the
same as Alternative C-R (13 acres) and less than Alternative B. Overall, the effects would be the
same as Alternative C-R and negligible as these lands already have reduced cavity habitat levels
and activity would occur on <0.4 percent of each PSU.

Alternative D-R would impact the amount of down wood on 198 acres on National Forest System
land in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. However, similar to Alternative C-R, alternative design
and topography would help maintain some down wood debris within the identified clearing areas.
In addition, as for Alternative C-R the mitigation plan for this alternative calls for leaving up to
30 tons per acre of coarse woody debris within clearing area (Table 36). Therefore, potential
effects to down wood debris under this alternative are reduced compared to Alternative B and
similar to Alternative C-R, and would maintain levels appropriate for the site for wildlife use.

As described for cavity habitat, potential impacts to down woody debris would occur on <0.4
percent of the private and State lands within the PSUs where it is expected that reduced levels of
down wood material already exist. The mitigation plan would retain up to 30 tons per acres of
coarse woody debris within these clearing areas, assuming this level of debris is available for
retention. Therefore, there is the potential for improvement in the down woody debris levels on
State and private lands under this alternative and is an improvement compared to Alternative B
and the same as Alternative C-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Similar to Alternatives C-R and D-R, the clearing for this transmission line would reduce the
amount of vegetation cleared through implementation of the Vegetation Removal and Disposition
Plan. However, the location of the transmission line would result in the most acres being
impacted by clearing activities, both on National Forest System and private and State lands. This
transmission line would have a mixed-width disturbance area depending on whether the section
of line consisted of wooden H-frame structures (200-foot clearing area and majority of the line)
or wooden monopoles (150-foot clearing area). The total length is 15.1 miles which is
intermediate between Alternatives B and C-R. Alternative E-R would clear about 213 acres on
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National Forest System lands, including 73 and 140 acres in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs,
respectively. This would amount to <0.1 and 0.1 percent and would be negligible at the PSU scale
(Table 194). Clearing would not impact old growth with this alternative as compared to all other
alternatives. This alternative would also impact the fewest acres of untreated forest compared to
the other three action alternatives, totaling 35 acres between the two PSUs. This alternative would
clear 26 acres within riparian habitats in the Crazy PSU, similar to Alternative D-R, but the
fewest acres (6 acres) within the Silverfish PSU compared to all other alternatives and effects
would be negligible.

Similar to Alternative C-R, alternative design and topography would help maintain some shags
within the identified disturbance areas. In addition, the mitigation plan for this alternative calls for
snags to be left in clearing area unless required to be removed for safety reasons (Table 36).
Although slightly more acres of clearing would occur on National Forest System lands with this
alternative compared to the other action alternatives, the amount of acres would be still very small
compared to cavity habitat available within the PSU and Alternative E-R. Also, this alternative
would reduce the impact on habitat conditions that provide 100 percent snag level through the
elimination of clearing within old growth and the reduction of clearing within untreated forest,
the designation of additional old growth acres, and the retention of snags that do not pose a safety
hazard within the clearing acres. Therefore, the effects of the vegetation clearing under this
alternative would be similar to Alternative C-R with respect to the amount of clearing that would
occur but reduced effects within old growth and untreated forest that provide the highest snag
levels compared all of the other action alternatives. More total acre would be cleared with this
alternative than Alternative D-R, but more would occur within previously disturbed with similar
or slightly less effects to old growth and untreated stands.

Approximately 164 acres of clearings would occur on State and private lands (Figure 78) within
the impacted PSUs. This is an increase of 31 and 51 acres than would occur on State and private
lands with Alternative B and Alternatives C-R and D-R, respectively. Impacts to riparian habitat
ranges between 2 and 21 acres with this alternative, totaling 29 acres on private and State lands.
This is more acres than Alternatives C-R and D-R but less than Alternative B. Overall, the effects
would be similar to the other action alternatives and negligible as these lands already have
reduced cavity habitat levels and activity would occur on <0.9 percent of each PSU.

Alternative E-R could impact the amount of down wood on about 213 acres on National Forest
System land in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. However, similar to Alternative B, alternative
design and topography would help maintain some down wood debris within the identified
clearing areas. In addition, as for Alternatives C-R and D-R the mitigation plan for this alternative
calls for leaving up to 30 tons per acre of coarse woody debris within clearing area (Table 36).
Therefore, potential effects to down wood debris under this alternative are negligible, reduced
compared to Alternative B and similar to Alternatives C-R and D-R, and would maintain levels
appropriate for the site for wildlife use.

As described for cavity habitat, potential impacts to down woody debris would occur on <0.1
percent of the private and State lands within the PSUs where it is expected that reduced levels of
down wood material already exist. The mitigation plan would retain up to 30 tons per acres of
coarse woody debris within these clearing areas, assuming this level of debris is available for
retention. Therefore, there would be no effect to down wood habitat on State and private lands
under this alternative and is an improvement compared to Alternative B and the same as
Alternatives C-R and D-R.
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Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

When considering the mine and transmission lines in combination, only the Crazy PSU could
have increased impacts as it is the only PSU where both mine facilities and the transmission line
would be located. Some overlap of impact acres would occur where the transmission lines
terminated at the plant site. These overlapping acreages are small, but were not double counted
when assessing the combined acres in Table 196. Within the Crazy PSU, transmission lines D-R
and E-R alignments would be the same and combined effects with the mine alternatives would be
the same; therefore, these transmission line alternatives are shown in the same column in Table
196. For the other PSUs, the “combined effects” would be the same as those described above

under the transmission line alternatives.

Table 196. Impacts of Combined Mine and Transmission Line Alternative on Cavity Habitat
Population Level on National Forest System Land in the Crazy PSU.

[3] Agency Mitigated

[4] Agency Mitigated

[PZ] MMC's Poorman Little Cherry Creek
roposed
1A] Mine Impoundment Impoundment
o [. ) Alternative Alternative
Activity Existing
Condition (D-R] and [D-R]
[B] [C-R] [E-R] [C-R] and [E-
R]
Cavity Habitat Population Level

Total Clearing Acres 0 2,378 1,605 1,605 1,704 1,704
Acres Within Old 0 319 (-05) | 138(-0.3) | 138 (-0.3) | 159 (-0.3) | 159 (-0.3)
Growth (% PPL)* ' ' ! ' !
Acres Within Untreated
Forest (% PPL)} 0 380 (-0.6) | 342 (-0.5) | 332(-0.5) | 317 (-0.5) | 307 (-0.5)
Acres Within Partial Cut
Forest (% PPL)! 0 199 (-0.3) | 193(-0.2) | 191 (-0.2) | 110 (-0.2) | 108 (-0.2)
Acres Within Past
Regeneration 0 1,480 (0) 932 (0) 944 (0) 1,118 (0) | 1,130 (0)
Harvest/Roads (% PPL)*
PPL (% Change) 73.2 71.8(-1.4) | 72.2(-1.0) | 72.2 (-1.0) | 72.2 (-1.0) | 72.2 (-1.0)

% PPL: represents the percent change to the PPL from the existing condition.

Relative to other action alternatives, combined Alternative 2B would result in the greatest impacts
on the availability of snags. This alternative would result in the disturbance/clearing of the most
total acres, 2,378 acres, as well as impacting the most old growth and untreated forest (319 and
380 acres, respectively). Also, this alternative results in the disturbance of 252 acres (3.1 percent)
of riparian habitat, which is more than any of the other alternatives. However, this combined
reduction in acres only results in a negligible decrease in the cavity habitat PPL compared to the
mine alternative alone and the PPL would be 71.8 percent in the Crazy PSU. The effects of other
combined alternatives within National Forest System lands would be similar (Table 196).
Alternative 3 combinations would have the least potential impact on cavity habitat (1,605 acres),
acres occurring within an old growth condition (138 acres), and range of acres occurring in
riparian habitat (203 to 221 acres). Alternative 4 combinations would result in intermediate
impacts, although more similar to Alternative 3. This combination of alternatives would impact
1,704 acres in total with 159 occurring in old growth and 214 to 232 acres within riparian habitat.
These alternatives have additional mitigation plans in place that would retain snags in the
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disturbance/clearing areas that would not occur under combined Alternative 2B. Similar to
combined Alternative 2B, the proposed combined reductions in the PPL are negligible compared
to the mine Alternatives 3 and 4 alone and would remain at 72.2 percent. In all combined action
alternatives, the desired range of snags across the PSU would be maintained consistent with FW-
DC-VEG-07.

Combined effects for the potential reduction of down wood debris would be similar to cavity
habitat. The Alternative 3 combinations would have the least impact on down wood habitat as it
proposes the fewest disturbance/clearing acres, followed by Alternative 4 combinations. In
addition, the mitigation plan for the agencies’ alternatives propose to leave up to 30 tons per acre
of coarse woody debris under the transmission lines to maintain down wood habitat.

Cumulative Effects

The Affected Environment/Existing Condition section describes the past and present factors
contributing to the existing cavity and down wood habitat conditions within the analysis area.
This cumulative effects section summarizes the past actions as well as further describes ongoing
and other reasonably foreseeable contributions potentially impacting cavity and down wood
habitats. As described under the section “Analysis Areas and Methods,” the PSU was chosen as
the appropriate scale for cavity and down wood habitat cumulative effects analysis as this size is
sufficient to cover home range sizes of species associated with cavity and down wood habitat as
well as to be able to determine the effects of proposed management activities.

Past Actions

Past actions, including detailed descriptions of previous vegetation and road management
activities, are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and listed
in Appendix E. Cavity and down wood habitats are affected by various activities both directly and
indirectly. Therefore, changes in the availability of cavity habitat and down wood habitat are the
measure of effects. The Affected Environment section of this analysis summarizes the existing
condition and Table 193 reflect the changes to the snag level and PPL under the mine and
transmission line alternatives. Effects to down wood habitat were more qualitative in nature.
Harvest and other vegetation management have occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s.
Before the 1990s, these activities resulted directly in the loss of snags as well as indirectly
through reductions in trees that would have become snags in the future. Similarly, past vegetation
management often resulted in the direct loss of down woody debris as well as indirectly through
reductions in trees and snags that would have become down woody materials in the future. Road
construction and the amount of road open to public motorized use also reduced the availability of
snags and down wood due to firewood collection. In unmanaged areas, natural disturbances such
as wildfire would have resulted in the development of clusters of snags. Fires would have both
reduced down woody debris as well as the development of snags that would come down in the
future. In contrast, fire suppression since the early 1900s has altered stand structure resulting in
reduced creation of snags and development of future snags. It has also resulted in the large
accumulations of small down wood debris that does not persist on the landscape nor are as
beneficial to wildlife. Since the 1990s, application of KFP direction has resulted in the better
retention of snags, snag replacement trees, and existing and future down wood materials. There
has been more reliance on intermediate harvest that leaves more trees that would become snags
and down wood in the future. Also, there has been a reduction in roads available for public
motorized use, which has affected the location and amount of snag habitat available for firewood

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1083



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

gathering. Application of these standards and management trends has since provided better
protection and maintenance of cavity and down wood habitat.

The No Action Alternatives (Alternatives 1 and A)

No direct effects from federal actions would occur; therefore, these alternatives would not
contribute to cumulative losses of snags and down wood, and would not contribute to cumulative
effects on cavity and down wood habitats. Implementation of these alternatives would maintain
existing vegetative condition on the landscape and wildlife use of cavity and down wood habitat
would continue at current levels. Although past timber harvests and other vegetation management
treatments resulted in a decrease in the amount of both habitats available in some existing
regeneration harvest units, overall there is an abundance of snag habitat throughout the forest
(USDA Forest Service 2013c). Also, current down wood levels are generally considered to
exceed historical levels due to longer fire return intervals within stands (Graham et al. 1994,
Brown et al. 2003). The addition or loss of snags would depend on other factors, such as firewood
cutting, wind events, natural attrition, or wildfire.

Mine Alternatives (2, 3, 4), Transmission Line Alternatives (B, C-R, D-R, E-R), and Combined
Mine-Transmission Line Alternatives

Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Reasonably foreseeable actions include those federal, state, or private activities that are ongoing
or scheduled to occur within the next five years, independent of this federal action. Section 3.2,
Past and Current Actions and Appendix E identify those current and foreseeable actions in the
analysis area that were determined to be appropriate for inclusion in the analysis of environmental
effects. As described above, cavity and down wood habitat has been reduced due to past actions
that have occurred within the analysis area. However, abundant snags and down wood debris
occur throughout the analysis area due the habitat types and moist environments found here.
Changes in harvest methods and retention and protection of snags and down wood materials in
recent years have maintained/created higher quality cavity and down wood habitat throughout the
analysis area PSUs.

One active timber sale, Miller-West Fisher, occurs within the Silverfish PSU. The project includes
commercial timber harvest, which was included in the existing condition PPL. Only the
transmission line alternatives would occur within this PSU and the cumulative impact on the
cavity habitat PPL would be a 0 to 0.2 percent reduction. This reduction would be negligible at
the PSU scale. Prescribed fire units and post-harvest burning could kill or injure some of the live
trees within the units, especially those harvest units with more western redcedar left, and create
more snags. Cumulatively, the impacts of the two projects to snag level in the PSU would be
negligible as only relatively few acres would be cleared under the transmission line alternatives,
the agencies’ alternatives would retain existing snags where possible to meet KFP
recommendations, and the reduction to the high snag PPL within the PSU would be negligible.
Project design would require that the down wood materials be left as appropriate for the habitat
type; therefore, there would be no cumulative reduction in down wood on National Forest System
lands.

The Coyote Improvement vegetation management project is in the planning stages and would
take place within the Crazy PSU. The project would harvest 240 acres to increase stand resiliency
to mountain pine beetles. If this harvest occurs within currently untreated forest stands, at most
the PPL would be reduced by 0.4 percent within the PSU. In addition to the proposed activities,
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this would still result in a minor reduction in the PPL in the Crazy PSU and maintain a very high
PPL above 71 percent. Also, the project would meet riparian standards. Project design would
require that the down wood materials be left as appropriate for the habitat type; therefore, there
would be no cumulative reduction in down wood on National Forest System lands.

Increased use of public lands is likely with population growth and development, but use is
expected to be gradual and focused on areas along or near roads open to motorized traffic.
Activities include firewood cutting which removes snags and down wood. Loss would be limited
to individual trees and logs and to areas within about 150 to 200 feet of open roads and has been
accounted for in available shag habitat. Also, the Montanore Project proposes no increase in the
amount of roads open for public motorized use. However, new clearings within viewing distance
of the open roads may make existing snags more visible for cutting. Therefore, cumulatively there
would be a negligible increase in the expected loss of snags and down wood due to proposed
activities and firewood gathering within the analysis area.

Development of private land within the analysis area likely resulted in the loss of both existing
and future snags, including in riparian areas such as along the Fisher River. Also, as discussed
above under “Environmental Consequences” much of the State and private lands within the
project PSUs have been harvested within the past 20 to 30 years and already have a reduced
cavity habitat PPL and down wood level. Further development would not be expected to reduce
these habitats compared to the existing condition. In addition, high levels of both habitats
currently exist on adjacent National Forest System lands that would continue to provide habitat
for cavity and down wood dependent species.

Following implementation of any of the action alternatives and reasonably foreseeable Forest
Service projects, the primary cavity excavator PPL on National Forest System lands would
remain at > 71 percent. Only the Crazy PSU would experience a 1 percent decrease in the PPL
due to proposed mine and transmission line alternatives. The remaining PSUs would experience
negligible to no effects to the PPL on National Forest System lands. This level of snag habitat is
expected to provide for cavity habitat associated species PPL well above 40 percent, which is
thought to be the minimum needed to maintain self-sustaining populations of snag-dependent
wildlife (Thomas 1979). Additionally, due to the ongoing and future predicted bark beetle
epidemics and fire, it is anticipated that the density of snags is increasing in all diameter classes
over time (Bollenbacher et al. 2009). Productive growing conditions on impacted National Forest
System lands have resulted in high existing levels of down wood materials. Proposed clearings
would result in negligible reductions at the PSU scale. Also, mitigation plans under the agencies’
proposed alternatives would reduce this potential reduction level. Cumulatively, when proposed
activities and all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities are considered, habitat on
federal lands is considered sufficient to provide cavity and down wood habitat to cavity and down
wood dependent species within the impacted PSUs. Proposed activities on State and private lands
are expected to have negligible cumulative effects due to the reduced availability of these habitat
types currently existing on these lands, the small amount of acres that would be cleared for the
transmission line alternatives, and coarse woody would be retained up to 30 tons per acre under
the agencies’ alternatives.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1085



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed
Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on key
habitats or all practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’
alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R)
would comply with 36 CFR 228.8. The agencies’ alternatives would incorporate additional
feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts on wildlife habitat
that benefit key habitats, including leaving snags in disturbance and clearing areas unless required
to be removed for safety reasons, leaving down wood on National Forest System and State lands
minimizing effects on riparian areas and complying with KFP riparian direction, and having a
wetland mitigation plan more likely to replace lost wetland functions.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

FW-DC-VEG-07 (snags): Given the small amount of acres proposed to be impacted in the mine
and transmission line alternatives compared to the overall size of the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs,
none of the alternatives would hinder the availability of snags across the landscape. The shag
direction in the 2015 KFP is based on historical snag amounts and distributions, and those are the
conditions that native species that use shags evolved with on the KNF under natural disturbance
processes. Providing those approximate amounts and distribution of snags across the analysis area
would provide snag habitat amount and distribution similar to those found under natural
disturbance processes and consequently provide adequate snag habitat into the future for those
species that use that habitat.

National Forest System lands would not be impacted within the McElk and Riverview PSUs. In
addition, under the agencies’ alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line
Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R), snags would be left within the disturbance and clearing acres
unless required to be removed for safety reasons.

Statement of Findings

Based on the analysis for cavity habitat, analyzing snags as the primary substrate, habitat for
cavity dependent species would be maintained at a minimum PPL of about 72 percent in the
impacted PSUs. Although up to 2,378 acres would be impacted under combined Alternative 2B in
the Crazy PSU, the majority would occur within stands that already have a reduced snag level due
to prior treatment or use as a road. Also, the overall acres proposed for reduction are small
compared to the high levels of old growth and untreated habitats that would continue to provide a
100 percent snag level within the PSU; fewer acres would be disturbed and cleared under the
combined Alternatives 3 and 4. The transmission line alternatives in the other PSUs would
remove very few acres associated within the clearings relative to total acres available within the
PSUs. In addition, under the agencies’ alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission
Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R), snags would be left within the disturbance acres where
they do not pose a safety hazard. The analysis area PSUs would continue to provide sufficient
quality and quantity of snags and replacement snags for viable populations of cavity habitat
dependent wildlife species. Where clearings would occur on private and State lands under the
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transmission line alternatives, the proposed clearings are expected to have negligible effects
compared to the existing snag level conditions.

Maintenance of down wood habitat is beneficial to both forest health and various wildlife species
that are dependent on down woody material to fulfill life requirements. Based on the predominant
habitat types and district surveys within old growth and past harvest units, the analysis area PSUs
currently have high levels of down woody debris. Removal associated with the disturbance areas
is expected to remove very little compared to what would remain available within the surrounding
forested habitats under all alternatives. In addition, the retention of 2015 KFP desired conditions
(FW-DC-Veg-08) and guidelines (FW-GDL-VEG-03) for levels of down wood materials would
occur through retention of existing logs and felled snags under the agencies’ transmission line
alternatives, which would occur on both National Forest System and private and State lands.
Proposed activities and implementation of design features would maintain the availability and
distribution of down wood materials within the impacted PSUs at levels beneficial to wildlife.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53.

3.25.3 Elk Security, Big Game Winter Range (Elk and Deer), Mountain
Goat, and Pileated Woodpecker

3.25.3.1 Elk Security

3.25.3.1.1  Regulatory Framework

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s locatable minerals regulations are
promulgated at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the
U.S. mining laws as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that
mining activity be conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
National Forest surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all
practicable measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by
the operations.

The 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of elk security is:

FW-GDL-WL-10. Elk. Management activities in planning subunits should maintain
existing levels of elk security (see Glossary). Where possible, management activities in
high and medium emphasis planning subunits (determined in cooperation with Montana
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks; see FW-DC-WL-16) should improve elk security.

FW-OBJ-WL-02. Elk. Over the life of the Plan, increase by 1 the number of planning
subunits that provide at least 30 percent elk security (see Glossary) and increase by 1 the
number of high emphasis planning subunits (determined in cooperation with FWP; see
FW-DC-WL-16) that provide at least 50 percent elk security.
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Each forest plan developed under the 1982 Planning Rule for the National Forest Management
Act was required to identify certain vertebrate or invertebrate species as MIS as one of various
elements to address the National Forest Management Act requirements related to diversity of
plant and animal communities (36 CFR 219.19(a)). The direction for MIS is related to forest plan
development, forest project implementation, and forest plan monitoring. This direction is
described in the 1982 implementing regulations for the National Forest Management Act.

Elk security was identified by the Kootenai-ldaho Panhandle Planning Zone as a public concern
due to the species’ high profile and desirability as a big game animal. Elk was chosen as a MIS
for the 2015 KFP because forest access management during the hunting season influences elk
security. Elk fits the MIS selection category for a species commonly hunted (36 CFR
219.19(a)(1)). USDA Forest Service 2013c, 2014b, and Anderson 2014 identify elk as a MIS
under the 2015 KFP, and Chapter 5 in the 2015 KFP (USDA Forest Service 2015a) and the 2015
KNF Monitoring Guide (USDA Forest Service 2015d) describe the 2015 KFP-level monitoring
related to elk security levels across all planning subunits on the KNF.

For the transmission line alternatives, the MFSA directs the DEQ to approve a transmission line
if, in conjunction with other findings, the DEQ finds and determines that the facility would
minimize adverse environmental impact, considering the state of available technology and the
nature and economics of the various alternatives. An assessment of effects on big game species is
part of the transmission line certification process. FWP is required to report DEQ information
relating to the impact of the proposed site on FWP’s area of expertise. The report may include
opinions as to the advisability of granting, denying, or modifying the certificate.

3.25.3.1.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Federal Requirements

The analysis area for elk security on National Forest System lands was the seven PSUs
potentially affected by proposed activities. The majority of the proposed and alternative mine
facilities, as well as a portion of the proposed and alternative transmission line alignments would
be within the Crazy PSU while the remaining segments of the transmission line alignments on
National Forest System lands would be within the Silverfish PSU. The Rock PSU was eliminated
from further analysis as less than 1 acre of private land on steep, rocky ground would be affected
by the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit. The McEIk, McSwede, Riverview, Silverfish and Treasure
PSUs were eliminated from further analysis because none of the mine or transmission line
alternatives would affect elk security within them.

The indicator for elk security is the percentage of National Forest System lands within a planning
subunit that provides security habitat for elk. The definition of elk security on National Forest
System lands from the 2015 KFP is:

Generally timbered stands on National Forest System lands at least 250 acres in size
greater than 0.5 mile away from open motorized routes during the hunting season.
Security is calculated for individual planning subunits. Roads not open to the public for
motorized use during the hunting season are not included in this calculation. The effects
of non-motorized use and/or administrative motorized use of closed or temporary roads
during the hunting season are not included in this calculation and would instead be
analyzed separately at the project level.
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Elk security was calculated by buffering the roads and trails open to public motorized use during
the general elk hunting season by 0.5 mile. Security areas must be at least 250 acres in size.
Although roads and trails open to motorized use during the hunting season on other ownerships
are also buffered during this calculation to determine elk security on National Forest System
lands, any elk security on those other ownerships are not included in the percentage because the
KNF has no control over access on those lands. The effect of openings and non-motorized access
on the integrity of security habitat is also discussed.

State Requirements

To evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the transmission line, the analysis
area includes all land within a corridor 1 mile on each side of the alternative transmission line
alignments. The 1-mile buffer adjacent to the transmission line alignments was guided by
Circular MFSA-2 (DEQ 2004). Circular MFSA-2 requires an assessment along the transmission
line alternatives of major elk summer security areas, which are defined as any forested areas
greater than 1/2 mile in minimum radius, more than 1/2 mile from an existing road, and identified
through consultation with the Montana FWP and the USDA Forest Service as elk summer range
(DEQ 2004). In consultation with the Forest Service, the DEQ used the KNF’s approach in
calculating elk security.

3.25.3.1.3 Affected Environment

The existing condition of elk security on National Forest System lands in the planning subunits
potentially impacted by the mine and transmission line alternatives was modified from the
conditions described in the Final EIS for the 2015 KFP (USDA Forest Service 2013a). Two
modifications were made. 1) The 2015 KFP Final EIS assumed NFS road #4778 was closed
during general hunting season; it is only closed from April 1 to June 15 (Table 28 in Chapter 2).
Consequently, less elk security habitat exists in upper Midas Creek and Miller Creek drainages
than estimated in the 2015 KFP Final EIS. 2) The KNF only considers elk security on National
Forest System lands. The DEQ requires an analysis of effects of the transmission line on elk
security on all lands. The extent of existing elk security and the emphasis level in the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs are shown in Table 197. The KNF established the emphasis level for each
planning subunit in cooperation with FWP during development of the 2015 KFP.
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Table 197. Existing Elk Security on National Forest System lands and PSU Emphasis Level
in Analysis Area.

Ownership Crazy Silverfish
Acres | Percent Acres | Percent
Elk security (acres)
National Forest System Lands 27,023 47% 34,561 57%
State Lands 0 145
Private Lands 93 478
Emphasis level Medium High

Sources: USDA Forest Service 2013c; GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data.

3.25.3.1.4  Environmental Consegquences

Mine Alternatives
Alternative 1 — No Mine

No effects to elk security would occur under this alternative. No motorized access changes would
occur.

Alternative 2 — MMC’s Proposed Mine

A section of the NFS road #4781 in the vicinity of Ramsey and Poorman creeks would change
from open to the public to mine access only. Because this road would no longer be open to
motorized use by the public during the general elk hunting season, the buffer used to determine
elk security would shift to the east and be based off NFS road #231. The change in road status of
NFS roads #4781and #2316 would increase mapped elk security by 1,433 acres in the lower
Ramsey Creek and Poorman Creek drainages. Slight re-alignment of NFS road #278 would
reduce elk security habitat in the impoundment area. New roads built for the project and other
roads that are currently restricted yearlong would be used by mine traffic only. Because those
roads would not open for motorized use to the public, particularly during the general elk season,
there would not be a reduction in mapped elk security due to changes in roads open to the public
for motorized use. Employees would be prohibited from carrying firearms in all mine
alternatives. The net result of these changes would be an increase in elk security in the Crazy
PSU. Clearing of vegetation for the impoundment would only influence a small portion of
security habitat. The Ramsey Plant Site would clear vegetation in an area within existing elk
security habitat. Year-round activity 24 hours per day between the plant and impoundment sites
would likely displace elk from the Ramsey Creek drainage and negate any beneficial effect of
increased security on elk populations during the hunting season. After the plant site was
reclaimed, the road status of NFS road #4781 would return to existing conditions and mapped elk
security would return to existing conditions. Elk security in the Silverfish PSU would not change
as a result of road changes in this alternative.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

A section of NFS road #4781 in the vicinity of Ramsey and Poorman creeks would change from
open to the public to mine access only. Because this road would no longer be open to motorized
use by the public during the general elk hunting season, the buffer used to determine elk security
would shift to the east and be based off NFS road #231. This would increase elk security,
although a smaller amount than Alternative 2. Also similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would
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have slight realignment of NFS road #278 in the vicinity of Little Cherry Creek. This would
result in a small shift in the buffer to the west and a slight reduction in elk security in this area.
The change in road status of NFS roads #4781 would increase mapped elk security by 1,193
acres. Other wildlife mitigation road closures would not increase elk security areas greater than
250 acres in size due to the proximity of other roads that remain open. The net result of all the
access changes in Alternative 3 would be an increase in elk security in the Crazy PSU. Clearing
for project facilities would not be in mapped elk security. Year-round activity 24 hours per day
between the plant and impoundment sites may displace elk from the lower Ramsey Creek and
Poorman Creek drainages and partially negate any beneficial effect of increased security on elk
populations during the hunting season. After the plant site was reclaimed, the road status of NFS
road #4781 would return to existing conditions and mapped elk security would return to existing
conditions. Elk security in the Silverfish PSU would not change as a result of road changes in this
alternative.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternative 2 in the vicinity of Little Cherry Creek with slight
realignment of NFS road #278 and therefore a slight decrease in security in this vicinity.
Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternative 3 in the vicinity of Poorman and Ramsey creeks
with the change in NFS road #4781 from open to mine use only. The net result of all the access
changes in Alternative 3 would be an increase in elk security in the Crazy PSU. Clearing for
project facilities would not be in mapped elk security. Year-round activity 24 hours per day
between the plant and impoundment sites may displace elk from the lower Ramsey Creek and
Poorman drainages and partially negate any beneficial effect of increased security on elk
populations during the hunting season. After the plant site was reclaimed, the road status of NFS
road #4781 would return to existing conditions and mapped elk security would return to existing
conditions. Elk security in the Silverfish PSU would not change as a result of road changes in this
alternative.

Transmission Line Alternatives
Alternative A — No Transmission Line

This alternative would not result in any motorized access changes and would not change elk
security habitat.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Alternative B would require construction of new roads and 1.9 miles of transmission line through
a large block of security habitat that overlaps the Silverfish and Crazy PSUs. It would also go
along Ramsey Creek along NFS road #4781 accessing the Ramsey Plant site. Alternative B would
include the construction of new access roads and the use of existing gated and barriered roads.
MMC would maintain access restriction to the general public as it currently exists on all roads
planned for use. Roads currently open to the public would remain as such and those closed would
remain closed. The use of gates and berms would be installed as appropriate to control access. Elk
security in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs would not change as a result of road use in this
alternative.

Removal of vegetation to construct and maintain the transmission line may reduce the
effectiveness of security habitat. Non-motorized use of the newly built access roads, if closed
after construction, may also reduce the effectiveness of elk security habitat. Forage would
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potentially be increased by the vegetation clearing and may aid in retaining elk within the security
area by providing nearby forage. Hillis et al. (1991) stated that the arrangement of security habitat
should provide for the habitat needs of elk through the hunting season (e.g., food and water).

The big game analysis in the 2015 KFP FEIS indicates that the desired conditions for vegetation
in the 2015 KFP would benefit big game by providing more forage. Fire suppression has
impacted the amount of forage on the landscape, and given how quickly vegetation grows on the
Forest the amount of cover is artificially high in places. The desired conditions for vegetation and
fire in the Plan are based on natural disturbance processes and the vegetative historic range of
variability. Species native to the Forest evolved with those disturbance processes and the types of
habitats and pattern found under those conditions. As the Forest trends toward those desired
conditions, big game would find habitats similar to what they evolved with under natural
disturbance processes (USDA Forest Service 2013c).

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative C-R would cross through the same block of security habitat that is shared between the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. New roads would not be needed in this block because structures
would be placed with a helicopter. Unlike Alternative B, it would not impact security habitat
along Ramsey Creek. MMC would maintain access restriction to the general public as it currently
exists on all roads planned for use. In addition, Alternative C-R would not allow motorized public
access during the general hunting season along any new or existing road used during transmission
line construction and decommissioning on National Forest System lands. Elk security in the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs would not change as a result of road use in this alternative.

Removal of vegetation to construct and maintain the transmission line may reduce the
effectiveness of security habitat. In some locations, vegetation would be retained and would
continue to contribute cover. Non-motorized use of the newly built access roads may also reduce
the effectiveness of elk security habitat. Forage would potentially be increased by the vegetation
clearing and may aid in retaining elk within the security area by providing nearby forage as
described in Alternative B.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative D-R would cross along the boundary of a block of security habitat between Miller and
West Fisher creeks within the Silverfish PSU for a distance of 0.5 mile. New road construction
would primarily be within the clearing area. Elk security in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs would
not change as a result of road use in this alternative. The effect of clearing would be the same as
Alternative C-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative E-R would not cross any blocks of elk security or require changes in motorized access
that would impact elk security. This alternative would therefore not affect elk security.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Alternatives

The combined alternatives would have the same effects of the separate mine and transmission line
alternatives. Mapped elk security would increase in all combined alternatives because of access
changes in the mine area. Year-round activity 24 hours per day between the plant and
impoundment sites may displace elk from the lower Ramsey Creek and Poorman drainages and
partially negate any beneficial effect on elk populations during the hunting season. Vegetation
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clearing may reduce the effectiveness of security habitat in all combined alternatives except 3E-R
and 4E-R. Alternative 2B would require clearing in elk security in the Ramsey Creek and Miller
Creek drainages, while Alternatives 3C-R and 4C-R would require clearing in elk security in the
Miller Creek drainage. About 0.5 mile of clearing in the Miller Creek drainage would occur in
Alternatives 3D-R and 4D-R. Forage would potentially be increased by the vegetation clearing
and may aid in retaining elk within the security area by providing nearby forage.

3.25.3.1.5 Cumulative Effects

Past impacts to elk security are incorporated into the existing condition discussion as they
determine the current location and amount of elk security habitat. Past road construction and road
closures on National Forest System lands and other ownerships determined the amount of
security habitat available currently. Past fire suppression has led to a reduction in openings and
early seral stage stands on National Forest System lands and consequently reduced the amount of
forage compared to what would have been present historically under natural disturbance
processes. The amount of hiding cover may be artificially high as a consequence of fire
suppression. Past vegetation management and fires contributed openings (forage) and reduced
cover within these PSUs, but the amount of cover remains high. All mine alternatives would
increase mapped elk security and contribute toward providing security in the Crazy PSU. The
cumulative effect on mapped elk security would be beneficial.

3.25.3.1.6  Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency

Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. All mine and the
agencies’ transmission line alternatives would comply with 36 CFR 228.8.

National Forest Management Act/2015 Kootenai Forest Plan

FW-GDL-WL-10: All mine alternatives would be designed in accordance with guideline FW-
GDL-WL-10 and would increase security habitat within the Crazy PSU. Year-round activity 24
hours per day between the plant and impoundment sites may displace elk from the lower Ramsey
Creek and Poorman drainages and partially negate any beneficial effect on elk populations during
the hunting season. This increase would move the Crazy PSU closer to the 30 percent security
threshold. The increase would cease at the end of operations.

Alternative E-R would be designed and implemented in accordance with guideline with FW-
GDL-WL-10 because it would not impact elk security and therefore maintain the existing levels
of elk security. Alternatives B, C-R and D-R would not change motorized access for the public
during the general elk hunting season and would be designed and implemented in accordance
with that component of FW-GDL-WL-10. The vegetation clearing in those alternatives may
impact the effectiveness of elk security. In the case of Alternative D-R, the potentially overlap of
vegetation clearing and security habitat would be small. Alternatives B and C-R would bisect a
large block of security. The vegetation clearing would contribute needed forage habitat, but non-
motorized access may impact the integrity of the security area along the transmission line.
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3.25.3.2 Big Game (Elk/Deer) Habitat

3.25.3.2.1  Regulatory Framework

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s locatable minerals regulations are
promulgated at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the
U.S. mining laws as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that
mining activity be conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
National Forest surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all
practicable measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by
the operations.

As described in section 1.1.2.1.2 of the wildlife introduction, the vegetation management
approach in the 2015 KFP is one that provides for ecosystem diversity by providing the
ecological components, patterns, and processes at multiple scales on the landscape, and thereby
provides the full spectrum of habitats and conditions needed for all of the biological organisms
associated with the various ecosystems (USDA Forest Service 2013c). Cover/forage habitat for
native ungulates, including deer and elk, is managed through the desired conditions for vegetation
and fire in the 2015 KPF. Additional 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of big game
habitat is:

FW-DC-WL-08. Habitat for native ungulates is available and well-distributed across the
landscape to provide prey for carnivores.

FW-DC-WL-16. Habitat for native ungulates (elk, deer, moose, bighorn sheep, and
mountain goat) is managed in coordination with state agencies. Cover and forage are
managed according to FW-DC-VEG-01, FW-DC-VEG-02, FW-DC-VEG-04, FW-DC-
VEG-05, and FW-DC-VEG-11.

FW-DC-WL-17. Forest management contributes to wildlife movement within and
between national forest parcels. Movement between those parcels separated by other
ownerships is facilitated by management of the National Forest System portions of
linkage areas identified through interagency coordination. Federal ownership is
consolidated at these approach areas to highway and road crossings to facilitate wildlife
movement.

FW-DC-WL-19. By trending toward the desired conditions for vegetation, habitat is
provided for native fauna adapted to open forests and early seral habitats, or whose
life/natural history and ecology are partially provided by those habitats.

FW-GDL-WL-08. Big Game. Management activities should avoid or minimize
disturbance to native ungulates on winter range between December 1 and April 30, with
exception of routes identified on MVVUM as open to motor vehicle use. Management
activities that occur on winter range during the winter period should concentrate activities
to reduce impacts to native ungulates.

FW-GDL-WL-09. Big Game. Management activities should be avoided on native
ungulate winter range areas during the critical mid-winter period (January and February)
when snow depths most likely influence movement and availability of forage.
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FW-GDL-WL-11. Big Game. Management activities should avoid or minimize
disturbance to native ungulates during the birthing/parturition period.

FW-GDL-WL-12. Connectivity. During construction or reconstruction of highways that
cross national forest lands, or high use forest roads, wildlife crossing features should be
included in the design where necessary to contribute to connectivity of wildlife
populations.

FW-GDL-WL-13. Connectivity. Management activities within one quarter mile of
existing crossing features, and future crossing features developed through interagency
coordination, should not prevent wildlife from using the crossing features. The vegetative
and structural components of connectivity, including snags and downed wood, should be
managed according to the desired conditions for vegetation.

FW-GDL-WL-14. Connectivity. In wildlife linkage areas identified through interagency
coordination, federal ownership should be maintained.

GA-DC-WL-FSH-01. NFS lands, in particular those lands in the Miller Creek, Fritz

Mountain, Calx Mountain, and Syrup Redemption areas, provide for wildlife movement
between the larger blocks of forested lands in these areas and for movement between the
Cabinet Yaak and Northern Continental Divide ecosystems. This includes movement for
big game between the Cabinet Mountains and Fisher River. Wildlife also move between
the Fisher River, Wolf Creek, and areas east of Koocanusa Reservoir, the Blue Mountain
vicinity north of the Kootenai River, and north-south through the Cabinet Mountains.

GA-DC-WL-FSH-02. Habitat conditions for elk and mule deer are retained or enhanced
in areas of intermixed ownership.

GA-DC-WL-LIB-04. Wildlife move between the Cabinet Mountains and the Fisher
River, as well as north-south through the Cabinet Mountains.

The 2015 KFP contains direction for elk security habitat; that analysis is contained in a separate
analysis (section 3.25.3.1, Elk Security).

For the transmission line alternatives, the MFSA directs the DEQ to approve a transmission line
if, in conjunction with other findings, the DEQ finds and determines that the facility would
minimize adverse environmental impact, considering the state of available technology and the
nature and economics of the various alternatives. An assessment of effects on big game species is
part of the transmission line certification process. FWP is required to report DEQ information
relating to the impact of the proposed site on FWP’s area of expertise. The report may include
opinions as to the advisability of granting, denying, or modifying the certificate.

3.25.3.2.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Federal Requirements

The analysis area for big game security on National Forest System lands was the seven PSUs
potentially affected by proposed activities: the Crazy, McEIk, McSwede, Riverview, Rock,
Silverfish, and Treasure PSUs. The majority of the proposed and alternative mine facilities, as
well as a portion of the proposed and alternative transmission line alignments would be within the
Crazy PSU while most of the remaining segments of the transmission line alignments on National
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Forest System lands would be within the Silverfish PSU. The Rock PSU was eliminated from
further analysis as less than 1 acre of private land on steep, rocky ground would be affected by
the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit. Table 198 describes the indicators and measures used in the big
game habitat analysis.

Table 198. Resource Indicators and Measures for Assessing Effects on Big Game Habitat.

Resource Resource Indicator Measure Source
Element
Cover/forage Indicator 1—Amount of Cover/forage FW-DC-WL-16
cover relative to forage percentages FW-DC-WL-19
Winter range Indicator 2—Management Overlap of activities FW-GDL-WL-08
activities on winter range and winter range FW-GDL-WL-09

that may impact big game

Special habitats | Indicator 3—Management Acres of activities in FW-GDL-WL-11
activities in special habitats | birthing/parturition

such as birth/parturition areas and wallows
areas and wallows

Connectivity Indicator 4—Management Overlap of activities FW-DC-WL-17
activities in connectivity and connectivity areas | FW-GDL-WL-12
areas FW-GDL-WL-13

FW-GDL-WL-14
GA-DC-WL-FSH-01
GA-DC-WL-LIB-04

State Requirements

To evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the transmission line, the analysis
area includes all land within a corridor 1 mile on each side of the alternative transmission line
alignments. The 1-mile buffer adjacent to the transmission line alignments was guided by
Circular MFSA-2 (DEQ 2004). Circular MFSA-2 requires an assessment along the transmission
line alternatives of the winter distribution of elk, deer, moose, pronghorn, mountain goat and
bighorn sheep and areas where they concentrate during severe winters, as identified by the
Montana FWP and the USDA Forest Service (DEQ 2004). Suitable habitat for pronghorn and
bighorn sheep is not found in the analysis area. Effects on mountain goat winter range are
discussed in section 3.25.3.3, Mountain Goat; effects on moose winter range are discussed in
section 3.25.7.1, Moose.

The following methods were used to analyze effects.

« The effects to cover/forage were assessed based on the percentage of cover and
forage as a result of project activities.

o The effects on winter range were assessed based on the overlap of project activities
with winter range.

« The effects on special habitats were assessed based on the acres of project activities
within special habitats.

o The effects on connectivity were assessed based on overlap of project activities with
connectivity areas.
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3.25.3.2.3 Baseline Data

Cover/forage information is based on vegetation GIS layers available from the KNF and the
overlap with project activities that would reduce cover or increase forage. Winter range GIS
layers used for the 2015 KFP analysis were used to determine overlap between winter range and
project activities. The winter range layers are a compilation of winter range data available from
the State and KNF information. The location of specials habitats (e.g., calving areas, wallows) is
based on KNF or State information. Connectivity habitat is based on KNF or State information
and the overlap with project activities.

3.25.3.24 Affected Environment

Resource Indicator 1

The current amount of cover is generally high across the KNF, which is reflected in the desire to
create more open stands and openings in FW-DC-VEG-04, FW-DC-VEG-05, and FW-DC-WL-
19 in the 2015 KFP. Cover includes both thermal and hiding cover. Natural disturbance processes
across the forest would have historically created and maintained openings (i.e., forage). The FEIS
for the 2015 KFP (USDA 2013c) described how the amount of cover is artificially high due to fire
suppression and that the direction in the 2015 KFP (USDA 2015b) would increase the amount of
forage and reduce cover to levels nearer to those found historically under natural disturbance
processes (i.e., conditions that native ungulates on the KNF would have evolved with). The FEIS
for the 2015 KFP (USDA 2013c) also described how the amount of seedling/sapling size class
(recent openings and therefore forage for big game) is expected to decrease over time due to the
limited amount of active vegetation management and the few acres expected to burn on the
Forest. This may eventually decrease the acreage in this seedling/sapling size class down to the
lower edge of the historic range of variation, and potentially below that threshold. This illustrates
the need to maintain and create as much forage (openings) as possible to keep the amount within
or near what would have been expected under natural disturbance processes.

Within the Crazy PSU, cover is 82 to 96 percent and forage is 4 to 18 percent. Within the
Silverfish PSU cover is 97 to 99 percent and forage 1 to 3 percent.

Resource Indicator 2

Winter range for elk, white-tailed deer, and mule deer is found within all the PSUs affected by the
alternatives. Most of this habitat is at the lower elevations within the PSUs near US 2.

Resource Indicator 3

Wallows, found near springs and other wet areas, are important habitat features for elk. See the
Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. section for more information regarding the extent of
wetlands and effects of the alternatives. No known concentrated fawning/calving sites lie within
the analysis area, although these activities likely occur.

Resource Indicator 4

Potential connectivity areas (movement areas) for big game were determined to be ridgetops (3rd
order or larger drainages) or drainages. As discussed in the cover/forage portion of this analysis,
the amount of cover is high compared to openings (forage) and therefore openings are not
considered limiting for big game movement through these PSUs.

Elk and deer cross US 2 in the vicinity of Raven and Brulee creeks in the McEIk PSU (moving
between Barren/Teeters Peaks and Kenelty/Fritz Mountains) as they move between summer and
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winter ranges. This area is near the boundary of the McEIk PSU and Silverfish PSUs, with a
portion of the Riverside PSU as well. Much of the land near US 2 in this vicinity is either
corporate or private ownership.

3.25.3.2.5  Environmental Consegquences

Mine Alternatives
Alternative 1 — No Mine

Resource Indicator 1
There would be no changes to cover/forage under this alternative. Within the Crazy PSU, cover
would remain at 82 to 96 percent and forage at 4 to 18 percent.

Resource Indicator 2
There would be no impacts to winter range under this alternative.

Resource Indicator 3
There would be no impacts to wallows or wetlands under this alternative, or to
birthing/parturition areas.

Resource Indicator 4
There would be no impacts to connectivity (movement areas) under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — MMC’s Proposed Mine

Resource Indicator 1

Mine facilities would reduce cover but would not necessarily contribute to forage until after
mining operations and reclamation has occurred. Within the Crazy PSU, cover would change to
82 to 92 percent and forage to 8 to 18 percent.

Resource Indicator 2

Effects due to human disturbance during winter are not anticipated because none of the facilities
for Alternative 2 would be in winter range for elk and deer. The Libby Creek Road, which is open
to motorized use on the Motor Vehicle Use Map, passes through deer winter range and adjacent to
elk winter range. Snowplowing and year-round road use would occur during the 2-year
Evaluation Phase and the first year of Construction. Such activity would occur during the critical
mid-winter period (January and February) when snow depths most likely influence movement
and availability of forage. Increased road use may affect wintering elk and deer and cause them to
decrease use near the road. After the Bear Creek Road was reconstructed in the Construction
Phase, it would be used for access and effects on deer and elk winter range along the Libby Creek
Road would cease. The Bear Creek Road does not pass through or adjacent to winter range for
deer and elk and its use as the main access road would not affect wintering elk and deer.

Resource Indicator 3

In the Crazy PSU, 39 acres of wetlands (potential wallows) would be impacted, with an
additional 3 acres or more potentially impacted by the pumpback well system. See the Wetlands
and other Waters of the U.S. section for information regarding wetland impacts and mitigation.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative 2 may remove habitat that could be used for these activities.
Human disturbance around the mine facilities may also reduce big game use in the immediate
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vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project activities and
would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4

Alternative 2 may impact potential big game connectivity in the Little Cherry, Poorman, and
Ramsey creek drainages where the tailings impoundment, plant site, and LAD Areas would be
constructed, and where other mine-related activities would occur. Facilities associated with
Alternative 2 would not occur on ridgetops and would not likely directly interfere with big game
connectivity in these areas. Individual animals may adjust their localized movement patterns, but
no connectivity barriers would be created by Alternative 2. Increased traffic on the Libby Creek
Road during the Evaluation Phase and first year of Construction and on the Bear Creek Road
during the Construction, Operations, and Closure Phases is not expected to create a barrier to deer
and elk movement.

Other Potential Effects

Widening, improvement, and yearlong access of the Bear Creek Road would lead to increased
vehicle volumes and speed. Estimates of increased annual traffic volume range from 187 percent
to 234 percent (Table 177 in section 3.21, Transportation). The increase in traffic in Alternative 2
would substantially increase the risk of increased deer mortality on the access road. MMC would
limit concentrate haulage to daylight hours during the day shift (0800 to 1630), which would
minimize vehicular-big game collisions during the early morning, evening and night time-
periods. MMC would provide transportation to employees using buses, vans, and pickup trucks
thereby limiting the use of personal vehicles. MMC would report road-killed animals to the FWP
as soon as road-killed animals were observed. The FWP would either remove road-killed animals
or direct MMC how to dispose of them.

When the mill ceased operations in the Closure Phase, mine traffic volume would be substantially
less than shown in Table 177 in section 3.21, Transportation. Future traffic volume when all
activities at the mine are completed in the Post-Closure Phase would be higher than in Alternative
1 because of reconstruction of Bear Creek Road and loss of the Little Cherry Loop Road beneath
the impoundment. Mortality risk to big game would decrease on the Bear Creek Road compared
to operations, but the permanently improved road conditions (increased road width, improved
sight distance, paving) and higher traffic speeds would result in a permanently higher big game
mortality risk compared to pre-mine conditions. At mine closure, all new roads (except the Bear
Creek access road) constructed for the project would be reclaimed, which would include grading
to match the adjacent topography and obliterating the road prism. After reclamation success
criteria are achieved, areas disturbed by road use would provide forage for big game. MMC
would store mine, adit, or tailings water at the Ramsey Plant Site, a surge pond at the LAD Avreas,
and the tailings impoundment. The metals in the tailings water would be similar to what is found
at the Troy Mine decant ponds (see Table 122 in the Water Quality section), where adverse effects
on wildlife have not been observed (USDA Forest Service and DEQ 2012). Concentrations of
metals in mine and adit water, which would be stored in mine/yard pond at the Ramsey Plant Site
and in a surge pond at the LAD Areas, would be lower than tailings water (see Table 122 in the
Water Quality section). The Ramsey Plant Site would be fenced, restricting deer access.
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Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

Resource Indicator 1

Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 mine facilities would reduce cover but would not
necessarily contribute to forage until after mining operations and reclamation has occurred. Cover
within the Crazy PSU would change to 82 to 93 percent and forage to 8 to 18 percent.

Resource Indicator 2
The effects on winter range would be the same as Alternative 2.

Resource Indicator 3

In the Crazy PSU, 13 acres of wetlands (potential wallows) would be impacted, with an
additional 16 acres or more potentially impacted by the pumpback well system. See the Wetlands
and other Waters of the U.S. section for information regarding wetland mitigation.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative 3 may remove habitat that could be used for these activities.
Human disturbance around the mine facilities may also reduce big game use in the immediate
vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project activities and
would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4

Alternative 3 may impact potential big game connectivity in the Poorman and Libby creek
drainages where the tailings impoundment and plant site would be constructed, and where other
mine-related activities would occur. Alternative 3 would impact fewer riparian corridors than
Alternative 2 because disturbance from the plant and adits would be concentrated in the Libby
Creek drainage. Also, the Alternative 3 impoundment would occupy less of the Little Cherry
Creek riparian corridor than the Alternative 2 impoundment. Facilities associated with Alternative
3 would not occur on ridgetops and would not directly interfere with big game connectivity in
these areas. Individual animals may adjust their localized movement patterns, but no connectivity
barriers would be created by Alternative 3.

Other Potential Effects

The effect of increased traffic on the Libby Creek and Bear Creek roads would be the same as
Alternative 2, except that in Alternatives 3 and 4, MMC would remove big game animals killed
by any vehicles daily from road rights-of-way within the permit area and along roadways used for
access or hauling ore for the life of the mine and monitor the number of big game animals killed
by vehicle collisions on these roads and report findings annually. Highway safety signs such as
“Caution — Truck Traffic” would help slow public traffic speeds in anticipation of meeting
oncoming trucks. Staging shipments of supplies in a general location prior to delivery to the mine
site would reduce traffic and deer mortality risk.

Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce the risk to wildlife from contaminant
uptake from storage of mine, adit, and tailings water. All mine and adit water would be treated
and discharged at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant and not stored in ponds. The LAD Areas
would not be used and the surge ponds would not pose a risk to white-tailed deer. Tailings water
quality would have lower metal concentrations than in Alternative 2; the factors leading to lower
metal concentrations in tailings water quality in Alternatives 3 and 4 are discussed in section 3.13,
Water Quality, p. 712.
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Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Resource Indicator 1

Similar to other alternatives, Alternative 4 mine facilities would reduce cover but would not
necessarily contribute to forage until after mining operations and reclamation has occurred.
Within the Crazy PSU cover would change to 82 to 93 percent and forage to 7 to 18 percent.

Resource Indicator 2
The effects on winter range would be the same as Alternative 3.

Resource Indicator 3
In the Crazy PSU, 43 acres of wetlands (potential wallows) would be impacted. See the Wetlands
and other Waters of the U.S. section for information regarding wetland mitigation.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative 4 may remove habitat that could be used for these activities.
Human disturbance around the mine facilities may also reduce big game use in the immediate
vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project activities and
would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4
Impacts to big game connectivity from Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternative 2.

Transmission Line Alternatives
Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Resource Indicator 1

This alternative would not change the amount of cover/forage within the PSUs. Within the Crazy
PSU cover would remain at 82 to 96 percent and forage at 4 to 18 percent. Within the Silverfish
PSU cover would remain at 97 to 99 percent and forage 1 to 3 percent.

Resource Indicator 2
There would be no impacts to winter range under this alternative.

Resource Indicator 3
There would be no impacts to wetlands and potential wallows under this alternative, or impacts to
birthing/parturition areas.

Resource Indicator 4
There would be no impact to connectivity (movement areas) under this alternative.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Resource Indicator 1

Alternative B would remove vegetation along the transmission line corridor and consequently
reduce cover and increase forage. Most of the change would occur within the Silverfish PSU.
Within the Crazy PSU cover would remain at 82 to 96 percent and forage at 4 to 18 percent.
Within the Silverfish PSU, cover would decrease to 96 to 99 percent and forage increase to 1to 4
percent.
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Resource Indicator 2

The eastern extent of the transmission line in Alternative B would overlap winter range (elk,
white-tailed deer, and mule deer). Alternative B would affect 124 acres of elk winter range and
149 acres of deer winter range in the analysis area, primarily in the Miller Creek drainage and
along the Fisher River valley (Table 199 and Figure 89). The effect would primarily be from
clearing, with some minor habitat loss from road construction. Short-term disturbance impacts in
winter range from transmission line construction would be minimized by restricting transmission
line construction between December 1 and April 30. Private land at the Sedlak Park Substation
and loop line currently have high road densities and overall elk and deer populations would not
likely be affected. After construction, there would be relatively little project-related activity along
the transmission line until decommissioning and therefore few effects would be anticipated to
wintering big game. MMC did not propose to restrict decommissioning activities during the
winter. Helicopter use and other activities could result in short-term disturbance of big game
winter range during line and substation decommissioning.

Table 199. Impacts on Elk and Deer Winter Range by Transmission Line Alternative.

[C-R] i
[A] [B] Modified [D-R] [E-R]
. No North . West
Species . : North Miller .
Transmis- Miller : Fisher
sion Line Creek Miller Creek Creek
Creek
Elk (acres)
National Forest System Lands 0 27 53 20 5
State and Private Lands 0 97 108 108 97
Total 0 124 161 128 103
Deer (acres)
National Forest System Lands 0 16 48 30 37
State and Private Lands 0 133 114 114 151
Total 0 149 162 144 188

Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data and 2008 FWP mapping.

Resource Indicator 3

Four acres of wetlands (potential wallow site) would be within the clearing area of Alternative B.
The wetlands would still remain, but the vegetation near the wetlands may be cleared for the
transmission line and thereby change potential elk use of these sites.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative B may remove habitat that could be used for these activities.
Human disturbance around the transmission line may also reduce big game use in the immediate
vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project activities and
would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4

Potential big game connectivity in the Crazy PSU may be affected where the Alternative B
transmission line would traverse or cross the Howard, Libby, and Ramsey creek drainages.
Alternative B may also impact big game connectivity in the Crazy PSU where it followed the
ridge between Midas Creek and Howard Creek. Big game may temporarily avoid using these
areas during transmission line construction and decommissioning due to increased noise and the
presence of humans and machinery, but these effects would be short-term, and would be
minimized through timing restrictions. The width of clearing area would not likely be great
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enough to affect big game movement in this area after the Construction Phase because some
cover would remain and the width of the clearing area would not be large. Individual animals
may adjust their localized movement patterns in the short term, but no barriers to connectivity
would likely be created by Alternative B.

Alternative B would potentially impact big game connectivity in the Silverfish PSU where it
followed the ridges between Midas Creek and Howard Creek, and Midas Creek and the unnamed
tributary to Miller Creek. Big game may potentially use these areas less compared to existing
conditions during transmission line construction due to increased noise from helicopters and
machinery and the presence of humans, but these effects would be short-term. The width of
clearing area would not likely be great enough to effect big game movement in this area after the
construction phase because cover would remain and the width of the clearing area is not large.

The eastern segment of the Alternative B transmission line alignment would be within the
connectivity area of US 2 in the Fisher River valley described in the existing condition section.
The proximity of this alignment to US 2 would result in a widening of disturbed area and could
potentially impact big game movement by decreasing cover (primarily corporate/private lands in
Silverfish, Riverview, and McEIk PSUs). Transmission line construction activities may
potentially cause big game to change their movement patterns within this area, but these effects
would be short-term because human-caused disturbance directly related to the project would
decrease when the transmission line construction were completed. Once revegetated, cleared
areas could provide additional forage habitat. Some shrub and tree cover would be maintained in
the transmission line clearing area because only the largest trees would be removed, and
remaining vegetation would continue to provide cover. Given that most of the connectivity area
potentially affected by Alternative B is generally heavily roaded and has been logged in the past
20 to 30 years (mainly corporate/private lands), and because of the short-term nature of human-
caused disturbance, it is not likely that big game movement within the connectivity area would be
greatly affected by Alternative B.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Resource Indicator 1

Alternative C-R would also remove vegetation along the transmission line corridor and
consequently reduce cover and increase forage. Most of the change would occur within the
Silverfish PSU. Within the Crazy PSU cover would remain at 82 to 96 percent and forage at 4 to
18 percent. Within the Silverfish PSU, cover would decrease to 96 to 99 percent and forage
increase to 1 to 4 percent.

Resource Indicator 2

Similar to Alternative B, the eastern segments of Alternative C-R would overlap winter range
(elk, white-tailed deer, and mule deer). Alternative C-R would affect 161 acres of elk winter range
and 162 acres of deer winter range in the analysis area, primarily in the Miller Creek, West Fisher
Creek, and Fisher River drainages (Table 199 and Figure 89). The effect would primarily be from
clearing, with some habitat loss from road construction. Short-term disturbance impacts in winter
range from transmission line construction would be minimized by restricting transmission line
construction and decommissioning between December 1 and April 30. Exemptions to these
timing restrictions may be granted by the agencies in writing if MMC could clearly demonstrate
that no significant environmental impacts would occur as a result. No waiver of winter range
timing restrictions would be approved on National Forest System or state trust lands where the
grizzly bear mitigations would apply. Private land at the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line
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currently have high road densities and overall elk and deer populations would not likely be
affected. After construction, there would be relatively little project-related activity along the
transmission line until decommissioning. Few effects would be anticipated to wintering big game
during operations and timing restrictions would eliminate decommissioning activities during the
winter.

Resource Indicator 3

Two acres of wetlands (potential wallow site) would be within the clearing area of Alternative C-
R. The wetlands would still remain, but the vegetation near the wetlands may be cleared for the
transmission line and thereby change potential elk use of these sites.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative C-R may remove habitat that could be used for these
activities. Human disturbance around the transmission line may also reduce big game use in the
immediate vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project
activities and would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4
In the Crazy PSU, impacts from Alternative C-R on connectivity would be similar to Alternative
B.

Alternative C-R may impact big game connectivity in the Silverfish PSU where it would follow
the ridges between Midas Creek and Howard Creek, Midas Creek and the unnamed tributary to
Miller Creek, and Miller Creek and West Fisher Creek and the east-facing ridge north of the
Sedlak Park Substation. Big game may potentially use these areas less during transmission line
construction due to increased noise from helicopters and machinery and the presence of humans,
but these effects would be short-term. The transmission line would not likely affect big game
connectivity in this area after the construction phase because some cover would remain and the
width of the clearing area would be narrow.

A relatively small segment of the Alternative C-R transmission line would cross the Fisher River
valley in the wildlife connectivity area near US 2 (as described in the existing condition),
potentially impacting big game movement in a localized area due to transmission line
construction activities. These effects would be short-term because human-caused disturbance
directly related to Alternative C-R would decrease when the transmission line construction was
completed. Given that the area of the connectivity area potentially affected by Alternative C-R is
generally heavily roaded and has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years (mainly corporate/private
lands), and because of the short-term nature of human-caused disturbance, it is not likely that this
alternative would greatly affect big game movement within the connectivity area

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Resource Indicator 1

Alternative D-R would also remove vegetation along the transmission line corridor and
consequently reduce cover and increase forage. Most of the change would occur within the
Silverfish PSU. Within the Crazy PSU cover would remain at 82 to 96 percent and forage at 4 to
18 percent. Within the Silverfish PSU, cover would decrease to 96 to 99 percent and forage
increase to 1 to 4 percent.
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Resource Indicator 2

Similar to other alternatives, the eastern segments of Alternative D-R would overlap winter range
(elk, white-tailed deer, and mule deer). Alternative D-R would affect 128 acres of elk winter
range and 144 acres of deer winter range in the analysis area, primarily in the Miller Creek, West
Fisher Creek, and Fisher River drainages (Table 199 and Figure 89). The type and duration of
direct impacts on winter range would be the same as Alternative C-R.

Resource Indicator 3

Approximately 2 acres of wetlands (potential wallow site) would be within the clearing area of
Alternative D-R, the same as Alternative C-R. The wetlands would still remain, but the vegetation
near the wetlands may be cleared for the transmission line and thereby change potential elk use of
these sites.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative D-R may remove habitat that could be used for these
activities. Human disturbance around the transmission line may also reduce big game use in the
immediate vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project
activities and would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4
In the Crazy PSU, Alternative D-R impacts to connectivity would be similar to Alternatives B and
C-R.

Like Alternative C-R, Alternative D-R may potentially impact big game connectivity in the
Silverfish PSU where it followed the east-facing ridge north of the Sedlak Park Substation and
crosses the ridges between Miller Creek and West Fisher Creek, and Miller Creek and Howard
Creek. Big game connectivity may potentially be impacted in these areas during transmission line
construction due to increased noise from helicopters and machinery and the presence of humans,
but these effects would be short-term. The transmission line would not likely affect big game
connectivity in this area after the construction phase because some cover would remain and the
width of the clearing area would be narrow.

Potential effects of Alternative D-R on big game connectivity in the area around US 2 described
earlier would be the same as Alternative C-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Resource Indicator 1

Alternative E-R would also remove vegetation along the transmission line corridor and
consequently reduce cover and increase forage. Most of the change would occur within the
Silverfish PSU. Within the Crazy PSU cover would remain at 82 to 96 percent and forage at 4 to
18 percent. Within the Silverfish PSU, cover would decrease to 95 to 99 percent and forage
increase to 1 to 5 percent.

Resource Indicator 2

Similar to other alternatives, the eastern extent of Alternative E-R overlaps winter range (elk,
white-tailed deer, and mule deer). Alternative E-R would affect 103 acres of elk winter range and
188 acres of deer winter range in the analysis area, primarily in the Miller Creek, West Fisher
Creek, and Fisher River drainages (Table 199 and Figure 89). The type and duration of direct
impacts on winter range would be the same as Alternative C-R.
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Resource Indicator 3

Approximately 2 acres of wetlands (potential wallow site) would be within the clearing area of
Alternative E-R, the same as Alternatives C-R and D-R. The wetlands would still remain, but the
vegetation near the wetlands may be cleared for the transmission line and thereby change
potential elk use of these sites.

No known concentrated fawning/calving sites occur within the analysis area, although project
activities associated with Alternative E-R may remove habitat that could be used for these
activities. Human disturbance around the transmission line may also reduce big game use in the
immediate vicinity. Much of the PSUs in the analysis area would not be impacted by project
activities and would remain available for fawning and calving.

Resource Indicator 4
In the Crazy PSU, Alternative E-R would potentially impact connectivity in the Howard and
Libby Creek drainages but would otherwise be similar to the other transmission line alternatives.

Alternative E-R may potentially impact big game connectivity in the Silverfish PSU where it
followed the east-facing ridge north of the Sedlak Park Substation and crossed the ridge between
West Fisher and Howard creeks. Big game connectivity may be impacted in these areas during
transmission line construction due to increased noise from helicopters and machinery and the
presence of humans, but these effects would be short-term. The transmission line would not likely
affect big game connectivity in this area after the construction phase because some cover would
remain and the width of the clearing area would be narrow.

Potential effects of Alternative E-R on big game connectivity in the US 2 area described earlier
would be the same as Alternatives C-R and D-R.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Alternatives

Resource Indicator 1

The combined alternatives would only overlap in effects for cover/forage in the Crazy PSU. The
combined result would still drop the upper end of the percentage range for cover slightly and raise
the lower end of the range for forage slightly compared to individual alternatives. Overall, the
result would still be abundant cover and limited forage within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs.

Resource Indicator 2

Snowplowing and year-round use of the Libby Creek Road in all combined alternatives would
occur during the 2-year Evaluation Phase and the first year of Construction. Such activity would
occur during the critical mid-winter period (January and February) when snow depths most likely
influence movement and availability of forage. Increased road use may affect wintering elk and
deer and cause them to decrease use near the road. After the Bear Creek Road was reconstructed
in the Construction Phase, it would be used for access and effects on deer and elk winter range
along the Libby Creek Road would cease. Due to the timing restriction in the mine and
transmission line alternatives during the winter for construction activities, displacement impacts
on wintering big game during the transmission line construction phase would be avoided.
Alternatives 3C-R and 4C-R would have the greatest amount of clearing in winter range, while
Alternatives 3E-R and 4E-R would have the least amount.
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Resource Indicator 3

The mine alternatives have a greater impact on wetlands (potential wallows) compared to the
transmission line alternatives. There would not be much difference in effects among the
transmission line alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 4 would have more impacts on wetlands than
Alternative 3 and therefore any combination with those two alternatives and a transmission line
alternative would have greater impacts compared to Alternative 3 combinations.

Resource Indicator 4

All of the mine and transmission line alternatives potentially impact big game connectivity at
least temporarily during construction activities, although none of them were identified as creating
a barrier to movement.

3.25.3.2.6 Cumulative Effects
Resource Indicator 1

Past impacts to cover and forage are incorporated into the existing condition discussion as they
determine the current amount of cover and forage. Past fire suppression has had the largest impact
on the amount of cover and forage. In many areas of the KNF the amount of cover is artificially
high compared to what would have been present under natural disturbance processes. On other
land ownerships, particularly corporate and private lands, the amount of forage may be greater
than on National Forest System lands. It is expected that vegetation management on National
Forest System lands that create more forage and move vegetative conditions nearer to the Desired
Conditions in the 2015 KFP will provide the amounts of cover and forage and the pattern similar
to what big game would have found on the KNF historically under natural disturbance processes.
Although the Montanore Project is not a vegetation management project, it would contribute
toward increasing forage, especially along the clearing for the transmission line. Mine facilities
that were reclaimed and revegetated would eventually contribute forage as well.

Resource Indicator 2

Past impacts to winter range include the conversion of winter range to subdivisions and
residences on private lands, as well as road construction on all land ownerships. Fire suppression
and past vegetation management has also altered the amount of cover and forage available for
wintering big game on all land ownerships. As discussed under Resource Indicator 1, National
Forest System lands may be providing less forage than big game would have found historically
under natural disturbance processes. Human presence on winter range on all land ownerships may
contribute toward shifting big game use away from those areas immediately adjacent to the
human disturbance, at least temporarily. The transmission line alternatives contain timing
restrictions on construction and decommissioning during the winter that would minimize or avoid
impacts to wintering big game.

Resource Indicator 3

Past activities on all land ownerships may have impacted special habitat features such as wallows
and birthing/parturition areas. The amount of wetlands impacted by the Montanore alternatives is
relatively small compared to the overall size of the PSUs in the analysis area. However, those
acres impacted have the potential to provide wallows and would be lost or their use by big game
potentially diminished under these alternatives. Wetland mitigation would potentially offset these
losses. On other land ownerships, particularly private lands, big game use of potential wallows
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may have been impacted due to loss of wetlands or simply due to human presence that may
discourage big game use.

No concentrated areas of birthing/parturition have been identified in these PSUs. However, these
activities may occur throughout the PSUs and the mine/transmission line alternatives may impact
some individuals and cause them to use other sites. Given the size of the PSUs and the
availability of habitat elsewhere, the potential effect on birthing/parturition activities for big game
is expected to be minimal. Development of private lands may have caused the loss of potential
birthing/parturition sites for the similar reasons described above for impacts to wallows. Also,
vegetation management and fire suppression may have altered habitat and changed the specific
location of birthing/parturition within the PSUs over time.

Resource Indicator 4

Likely the biggest impact on connectivity for big game has occurred on private lands as those
lands were subdivided and developed over time. This is particularly true near US 2 where the
private land is concentrated and most of the development has occurred. Vegetation management
on all land ownerships may have changed the pattern of cover/forage and therefore potentially
impacted connectivity in some locations. Fire suppression, particularly on National Forest System
lands, likely has increased the amount of cover compared to what would have been present under
natural disturbance processes. Road construction on all land ownerships also may have impacted
big game connectivity, particularly those roads that receive greater human use. The Montanore
alternatives may have limited impacts on connectivity, but these are not anticipated to rise to the
level of becoming a barrier to movement. The transmission line, for example, is not likely to have
much human presence after construction was completed. The access roads for the mine would see
an increase in traffic, but no locations along those roads is expected to become a barrier to
movement for big game.

3.25.3.2.7  Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency

Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Mineral Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed
Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on winter
range or all practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’
alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R)
would comply with 36 CFR 228.8. The agencies’ alternatives would incorporate additional
feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts on wildlife habitat
that benefit winter range, such as timing restrictions during all project phases.

National Forest Management Act/2015 Kootenai Forest Plan

The National Forest Management Act directs the Forest Service to “provide for diversity of plant
and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order
to meet overall multiple-use objectives.” The direction in the 2015 KFP provides for the diversity
of plants and animals across the KNF and was developed under the 1982 Planning Rule for the
National Forest Management Act.

Consistency with 2015 KFP direction is described below.
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FW-DC-WL-08: The Montanore Project is not managing vegetation for ungulate habitat.
The alternatives would contribute in a minor way to progress toward this desired
condition. The transmission line alternatives would contribute toward the creation of
forage for big game. The mine alternatives would do so in a minor way as well, although
it would not occur until after reclamation and revegetation occurred. Big game habitat
would remain available and well-distributed across the landscape to provide prey for
carnivores.

FW-DC-WL-16: The Montanore Project is not managing vegetation for ungulate habitat.
Analysis of all mine and transmission line alternatives used information provided by the
State (e.g., winter range GIS layers). All alternatives would not affect overall forestwide
trends toward achieving this desired condition.

FW-DC-WL-17: None of the mine and transmission line alternatives would create
barriers to movement. All alternatives would be neutral with regard to progress toward
achieving this desired condition.

FW-DC-WL-19: The mine alternatives would be neutral to this desired condition or
would contribute to early seral habitats in the long-term after reclamation and
revegetation was completed. The transmission line alternatives would create openings
and early seral habitats, which would contribute to progress toward this desired condition.

FW-GDL-WL-08: All mine and transmission line alternatives would avoid or minimize
disturbance to deer and elk on winter range between December 1 and April 30, with
exception of routes identified as open to motor vehicle use. The Libby Creek Road,
which is open to motor vehicle use, would be snowplowed and used during the winter
during the Evaluation Phase and first year of Construction. Transmission line alternatives
would limit construction during the winter on winter range, and during operation very
little activity would occur and would be concentrated along the transmission line. All
alternatives would be designed and implemented in accordance with this guideline.

FW-GDL-WL-09: None of the mine alternatives would be designed in accordance with
this guideline. Snowplowing and year-round use of the Libby Creek Road would occur
during the 2-year Evaluation Phase and the first year of Construction. Such activity
would occur during the critical mid-winter period (January and February) when snow
depths most likely influence movement and availability of forage. After the Bear Creek
Road was reconstructed in the Construction Phase, it would be used for access and effects
on deer and elk winter range along the Libby Creek Road would cease. Section 2.12,
Forest Plan Amendment describes the project-specific amendment to the 2015 KFP that
the KNF would adopt in all mine alternatives. The amendment would allow snowplowing
and use of the Libby Creek Road in deer winter range during the critical mid-winter
period (January and February) when snow depths most likely influence movement and
availability of forage. The amendment for deer winter range would be needed for the
project until the Bear Creek Road was reconstructed. Design features cannot be applied to
the project to achieve compliance with the guideline. The amendment would apply to
National Forest System lands affected by the Montanore Project facilities, and would not
apply to State or private lands. A significance determination of the amendments will be in
the ROD and is available in the project record.
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FW-GDL-WL-11: No areas of concentrated use for deer and elk birthing or parturition
are known within the analysis area. Therefore, all alternatives would be designed and
implemented in accordance with this guideline.

FW-GDL-WL-12: There are no sites along routes used for these alternatives where
project activities are expected to create a connectivity or movement barrier. No crossing
features are warranted for inclusion in the project design. Therefore, all alternatives
would be designed and implemented in accordance with this guideline.

FW-GDL-WL-13: There are no existing crossing features or any crossing features under
development. Therefore, all alternatives would be designed in accordance with this
guideline. The locations where the transmission lines would be nearest to US 2 are not
National Forest System lands.

FW-GDL-WL-14: None of the alternatives would create barriers to connectivity for deer
and elk. Mitigation lands that were purchased and transferred to the KNF for
management (see grizzly bear analysis) may contribute toward National Forest System
lands near US 2 and consequently contribute toward connectivity. Therefore, all
alternatives would be designed and implemented in accordance with this guideline.

GA-DC-WL-FSH-01: None of the alternatives would create barriers to connectivity for
deer and elk. Depending on the location of the grizzly bear mitigation lands purchased
and transferred, those lands may contribute toward this desired condition.

GA-DC-WL-FSH-02: None of the alternatives would create barriers to connectivity for
deer and elk. Depending on the location of the grizzly bear mitigation lands purchased
and transferred, those lands may contribute toward this desired condition.

GA-DC-WL-LIB-04: None of the alternatives would create barriers to connectivity for
deer and elk. Depending on the location of the grizzly bear mitigation lands purchased,
those lands may contribute to progress toward this desired condition.

3.25.3.3 Mountain Goat

3.25.3.3.1  Regulatory Framework

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s locatable minerals regulations are
promulgated at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the
U.S. mining laws as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that
mining activity be conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
National Forest surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all
practicable measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by
the operations.

As described in section 1.1.2.1.2 of the wildlife introduction, the vegetation management
approach in the 2015 KFP is one that provides for ecosystem diversity by providing the
ecological components, patterns, and processes at multiple scales on the landscape, and thereby
provides the full spectrum of habitats and conditions needed for all of the biological organisms
associated with the various ecosystems (USDA Forest Service 2013c). Cover/forage habitat for
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mountain goat is managed through the desired conditions for vegetation and fire in the 2015 KPF.
Additional wildlife-specific 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of big game habitat,
including mountain goat, is described under section 3.25.3.2, Big Game (Elk/Deer Habitat).

3.25.3.3.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Mountain goat ecology, biology, habitat use, status, and conservation are described and
summarized in Joslin (1980) and Brandborg (1955). That information is incorporated by
reference. Mountain goat occurrence data come from District wildlife observation records, Forest
historical data (NRIS Wildlife) and other agencies (FWP).

Habitat mapping for mountain goat is derived from Joslin (1980), and is categorized according to
seasonal use (winter and summer, range). Five habitat categories are defined in Joslin (1980) and
mapped by Brown (2006). Because winter range is limited and critical for the annual overwinter
survival and productivity of mountain goats, any impact on winter range, whether categorized as
confirmed, likely, or possible winter range, was considered as an impact on winter range.
Likewise, areas used by goats to transition between summer and winter range (transitional
summer range) and areas regularly used by mountain goats during summer (summer range) were
combined into a single summer range because mountain goats may be found in any of these areas
during warm seasons.

Mountain goats have been shown to be sensitive to human disturbances such as helicopter use,
blasting, and road building (Joslin 1980; Cote 1996; Cote et al. 2013, Goldstein et al. 2005,
Wilson 2005). Increased disturbance may result in displacement from suitable habitat. Mountain
goats may also remain in proximity of the disturbance, potentially suffering increased stress
levels that could result in a decline in reproductive rates (Ibid.). Mountain goats have been found
to be moderately to strongly disturbed by helicopter flights less than 500 meters horizontal
distance (Cote et al. 2013) Disturbance responses decrease with horizontal distance up to 1,500
meters where goats have little to no response to helicopter flights (Ibid.). Cote et al. (2013) and
Cadsand (2012) suggest a minimum separation distance of 1,500 meters between helicopter
flights and goat range, thus, the influence zones (1 mile or about 1,600 meters) suggested for
grizzly bear in the Cumulative Effects Model (USDA Forest Service et al. 1988; USDA Forest
Service et al. 1990) were used to estimate the displacement effects of disturbances associated
with mine and transmission line construction and operations on mountain goats. Disturbance
effects were calculated by applying the following buffers: 0.25 mile on each side of open roads
(including seasonally open roads that are open during bear year from April 1 to Nov. 30) and 1
mile on each side of helicopter construction disturbance. In all transmission line action
alternatives, no transmission line construction would occur on National Forest System or State
lands between December 1 and April 30.

Effects of the alternatives were evaluated based on impacts on mountain goat habitat. The
analysis area for direct and indirect project impacts on individuals and their habitat includes all
mountain goat habitat in the Crazy, and Silverfish PSUs, and a 0.25-mile buffer surrounding the
Rock Lake Ventilation Adit in the Rock PSU (Figure 90). The boundaries for determination of
population trend and contribution toward population viability are the FWP Mountain Goat HD
100 and the KNF, respectively. Mountain goat habitat does not occur on private land within the
zone of influence of the proposed project.

The impacts analysis includes an evaluation of the potential benefits to mountain goats from
mitigation measures proposed by MMC or the agencies. The agencies’ mitigations include
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funding for monitoring of mountain goat responses to mine-related impacts, prohibiting blasting
at adit portals during kidding (between May 15 and June 15), access changes, land acquisitions,
and prohibiting employees from carrying firearms.

3.25.3.3.3 Affected Environment

Mountain goats are found primarily in alpine habitat and high elevation coniferous forest stands
throughout the year. Goats annually use the same summer and winter ranges, travel corridors,
kidding areas, and mineral licks, and rarely explore new territory, which make them vulnerable to
human activities or habitat changes in their range. Habitat use information and traditional use
patterns are learned behaviors passed down through generations. If traditional use patterns are
altered and seasonal home range knowledge is not transferred to offspring, then suitable ranges
may not be recolonized. Mountain goats use steep rock outcrops and escarpments for escape from
predators and security during the kidding period, and feed on vegetation found in the rock
crevices. They use coniferous timber as shelter from severe weather, particularly during winter.
Mountain goats eat a wide variety of foods, but in the Cabinet Mountains, shrubs are the major
component of their diet year-round. Grasses are also consumed when available. The analysis area
contains about 43,470 acres of summer mountain goat habitat (Figure 90).

Mountain goat winter range is usually found in spruce-fir forests that are characterized by 80
percent slopes, average snow depths of less than 20 inches, or where the terrain extends to areas
of lower elevation with an average snow depth less than 20 inches. During the winter, mountain
goats usually forage on shrubs and trees. During mild winters, mountain goats have been known
to travel between several winter areas. The analysis area contains about 5,863 acres of winter
range (Figure 90).

During the 1988-1989 environmental studies, most goats in the area wintered in Rock Creek, but
two were observed above Libby Creek and one above Ramsey Creek (Western Resource
Development Corp. 1989f). FWP has identified the area above Rock Creek the south-facing
slopes above upper West Fisher Creek; and south-facing slopes above Libby, Ramsey, and
Poorman creeks as winter range (Brown 2006).

Historical population numbers were estimated to be 350 goats in the Cabinet Mountains in 1950,
declining to between 95 and 160 in 1980 (Casebeer et al. 1950; Joslin 1980). Mountain goat
counts have fluctuated widely during FWP standardized sampling surveys of HD 100 (Cabinet
Mountains) since 2001. A low count of 53 total goats was counted in HD 100 in 2001 with a high
count of 105 in 2003. The most recent count (2013) counted 54 total goats, but a high percentage
of kids compared to adults (43 percent), indicating a high rate of reproduction (FWP 2013d).
During surveys conducted in 1988 and 1989, 40 to 55 mountain goats were estimated to occupy
rocky ridges in portions of the analysis area (Western Resource Development Corp. 1989f).
During all seasons, most of the activity was in and near the headwalls of the Rock, Libby, and
West Fisher creek drainages, but some solitary males were observed in the Ramsey and Poorman
creek areas. The closest documented wintering area on the east side of the Cabinet Mountains was
on the south-facing slope of Shaw Mountain in Libby Creek. Two goats were seen in this area in
1989 (Ibid.), which is about 0.5 mile north of the Libby Adit Site. More recent observations by
FWP personnel indicate that Libby, Ramsey, West Fisher, Poorman, and Rock creeks represent a
population epicenter for mountain goats in the southern Cabinet Mountains (Brown 2008a).
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Mountain goat breeding occurs primarily in November (Joslin 1980). During the breeding season,
mountain goats are primarily observed in the project vicinity in the Libby, Ramsey, and West
Fisher creek drainages (Brown, pers. comm. 2007).

Summer transitional mountain goat habitat provides high-quality forage areas within high
elevation coniferous forests and rock outcrops. Although winter range appears to be the limiting
factor to goat densities in the Cabinet Mountains, quality summer range is also of paramount
importance in providing highly nutritious forage, which fortifies the body for winter and sustains
the population from year-to-year. Ridgelines are commonly used as travel corridors (Joslin 1980).

Mountain goats generally give birth to their kids in late May or early June on lower slopes at the
mouth of drainages (Joslin 1980). The areas around Shaw Mountain and Leigh Lake appear to be
important for mountain goat kidding (Brown 2008a).

3.25.3.3.4  Environmental Conseguences

Mine Alternatives

Alternative 1 would have no direct impacts on mountain goats. Physical impacts on mountain
goat habitat from the mine alternatives would be greatest for Alternative 2, which would affect
108 acres of summer range, primarily due to the Ramsey Plant Site and LAD Area 1. Alternative
2 would also directly affect 44 acres of winter range along Ramsey Creek. MMC would not
restrict blasting at the entrances to adit portals during May 15 to June 15, potentially disturbing
the potential goat kidding area on Shaw Mountain.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would directly impact 90 acres of summer mountain goat habitat along
Libby Creek and at the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit. Alternatives 3 and 4 would not directly affect
any winter mountain goat habitat. In Alternatives 3 and 4, results of mountain goat surveys
funded by MMC would be analyzed by the KNF, in cooperation with the FWP, at the end of the
construction period to determine the appropriate level and type of survey work needed during the
Operations Phase. If the agencies determined that construction disturbance were significantly
affecting goat populations, mitigation measures would be developed and implemented to reduce
the impacts of mine disturbance. MMC would not conduct any blasting at the entrance to any adit
portals during May 15 to June 15 to avoid disturbance to the potential goat kidding area on Shaw
Mountain.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line
Alternative A would have no impacts on mountain goat habitat (Table 200).

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

The agencies’ transmission line alternatives (C-R, D-R, and E-R) would not affect mountain
goats. Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would have no impacts to
mountain goats with any alternative. Impacts on mountain goats from the Transmission Line
Alternative B are shown in Table 200 and described in the following subsections. The analysis of
the effects of human activity on goats is based on activity-specific buffers, and includes the
effects of open roads. Road access changes associated with mitigation were determined for
combined action alternatives. It is not possible to attribute these access changes to individual
mine and transmission line alternatives independent of one another. Because the disturbance
influence zone applied to new or opened roads associated with the transmission line is
encompassed entirely by the buffer applied for helicopter disturbance, human disturbance effects

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1113



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

for transmission line construction are calculated based on the area of overlap between the
helicopter disturbance influence zone and mountain goat habitat. It is assumed that human
activity would not affect mountain goats during transmission line operations. The evaluation of
the effects of human activity on mountain goats from individual mine alternatives may be inferred
from impact calculations for the combined mine-transmission line alternatives shown in Table

201.
Table 200. Mountain Goat Habitat Affected by North Miller Creek Transmission Line
Alternative.
(B]
[A] North Miller
: No Transmission Creek
Habitat Component Line (acres)
(acres)
Const! Ops2
Summer Mountain Goat Habitat Available (acres) 43,407 43,407 | 43,407
Summer Mountain Goat Habitat Physically Removed (acres) 0 23 23
Winter Mountain Goat Habitat Available (acres) 5,863 5,863 5,863
Winter Mountain Goat Habitat Physically Removed (acres) 0 24 24
Total Mountain Goat Habitat Available (acres) 49,090 49,090 | 49,090
Total Mountain Goat Habitat Physically Removed (acres) 0 47 47

Const = during transmission line construction.
2 Ops = during transmission line operations

Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF Cabinet Mountain goat habitat, 2006 developed by Jerry

Brown, FWP, digitized by Barb Young.
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Table 201. Summer Mountain Goat Habitat Affected by Combined Mine-Transmission Line Alternative.
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No [h];l]ine/ [2]. [3]. . [4]. .
Existing MMC's Agency Mitigated _ Agency Mitigated
c . Proposed Poorman Impoundment Little Cherry Creek Impoundment
; onditions Mine (acres) Alternative (acres) Alternative (acres)
Habitat (acres)
Component
TL-A TL-B TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R

Const' | Ops® | Const' [ Ops? | Const' [ Ops® | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops?
Summer Mountain 43,407 43,407 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407 | 43,407
Goat Habitat
Auvailable (acres)
Summer Mountain 0 125 125 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Goat Habitat
Physically Removed
(acres)®
Summer Habitat 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713 3,713
Displacement from 9) 9) 9) 9) 9) 9) 9) 9) C) 9) 9) 9) © C) 9)
Past Human
Activity
(acres
% of available)
Summer Habitat 0 6,791 2,200 5,066 1,707 5,011 1,707 5,011 1,707 5,006 1,707 5,011 1,707 5,011 1,707
Displacement from 0.0) (16) (5) (12) (4) (12) 4) (12) (4) (12) (4) (12) (4) (12) (4)
Alternative
Activity*®
(acres
% of available)

Const = during project construction.
20ps = during project operations.

® Due to overlap between mine and transmission line disturbance footprints, habitat physically removed due to mine alternatives in combination with transmission line alternatives are not additive.
4 Acres of disturbance do not include areas of overlap from different sources of disturbance.

®For Alternative 2B, the use of helicopters during line construction would be at the discretion of MMC. The agencies assumed that helicopters would not be used during vegetation clearing or

structure placement for Alternative 2B. Helicopter use was assumed for line stringing only.
Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF Cabinet Mountain goat habitat, 2006, developed by Jerry Brown, Montana FWP, digitized by Barb Young.
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Table 202. Winter Mountain Goat Habitat Affected by Combined Mine-Transmission Line Alternative.

(1] (2] [3] (4]
No Mine/ MMC's Agency Mitigated Agency Mitigated
Existing Proposed Poorman Impoundment Little Cherry Creek Impoundment
Habitat Conditions Mine Alternative Alternative
Component
TL-A TL-B TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R
Const' | Ops? | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops® | Const' | Ops? | Const' | Ops?
Winter Mountain 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683 5,683
Goat Habitat
Auvailable (acres)
Winter Mountain 0 56 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Goat Habitat
Physically
Removed (acres)

Const = during project construction.
2 0ps = during project operations.
® Due to overlap between mine and transmission line disturbance footprints, habitat physically removed due to mine alternatives in combination with transmission line alternatives are not additive.
No transmission line construction would occur in any alternative between December 1 and April 30.
Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF Cabinet Mountain goat habitat, 2006, developed by Jerry Brown, Montana FWP, digitized by Barb Young.
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Alternative B would physically remove 23 acres of summer mountain goat habitat and 24 acres of
winter mountain goat habitat, due to the transmission line clearing area in Ramsey Creek (Table
200). During the Construction Phase, Alternative B would result in additional short-term
disturbance to goats, primarily due to displacement from roads and helicopter line stringing in the
Ramsey Creek area, between May 1 and November 30. Transmission line construction would not
occur between December 1 and April 30. Line stringing conducted by helicopter would likely
approach within 500 meters (horizontal distance) of mountain goat groups. Mountain goats within
500 meters of helicopter line stringing would be moderately to strongly disturbed (Cote et al.
2013). Disturbance to mountain goats would diminish with distance to 1,500 meters horizontal
distance where little to no disturbance would occur (Cote et al. 2013). Disturbance could displace
goats from suitable habitat or reduce their ability to effectively use the available habitat in the
short term. Individual goats or groups could suffer increased stress levels from disturbance during
helicopter line stringing, but these impacts would last no more than 10 days and would not likely
affect goat populations. Disturbance effects could also occur from other transmission line
construction activities in areas where helicopters were not used. Except for annual inspection and
infrequent maintenance operations, helicopter and other transmission line construction activities
would cease after transmission line construction until decommissioning. Helicopter use and other
activities could result in short-term disturbance of mountain goats during line decommissioning.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative C-R would not physically remove any mountain goat habitat. Helicopter construction
of transmission structures would not occur in proximity to mountain goat habitat, and is not
expected to affect mountain goats. Line stringing conducted by helicopter may displace goats
temporarily from suitable habitat or reduce their ability to effectively use the available habitat.
During the Construction Phase, Alternative C-R would result in increased short-term disturbance
of goat habitat, primarily due to helicopter line stringing at the mouth of upper Libby Creek.
Individual goats may suffer increased stress levels from disturbance during helicopter line
stringing, but these impacts would last no more than 10 days and would not likely affect goat
populations. In Alternative C-R, except for annual inspection and infrequent maintenance
operations, helicopter use and other transmission line construction activities would cease after
transmission line construction until decommissioning, similar to Alternative B.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
Impacts of Alternative D-R on mountain goats would be the same as Alternative C-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative
Impacts of Alternative E-R on mountain goats would be the same as Alternative C-R.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

Impacts of the combined mine-transmission line alternatives are shown in Table 201 and Table
202 and described below. Because some of the impact buffers for the mine alternatives and
transmission line alternatives, acres of disturbance do not include areas of overlap from the
different sources of disturbance. Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would
have no impacts to mountain goats with any alternative.

Alternative 2B would result in direct losses of about 125 acres of summer mountain goat habitat
and 56 acres of winter mountain goat habitat, mostly due to disturbance from the Rock Lake
Ventilation Adit and Ramsey Plant Site (Table 201). Slightly less goat habitat would be directly
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lost by the combined agencies’ alternatives because the adits and plant site would be located in
the same drainage (i.e., Libby Creek). All combined agencies’ alternatives would physically
disturb about 90 acres of summer mountain goat habitat and no winter habitat. However, both
Alternative 2B and the combined agencies’ alternatives would directly impact one percent or less
of the available summer and winter goat habitat.

Disturbance effects from human activity would have a much greater impact on the mountain goat
than physical impacts on goat habitat, and would include disturbance from activities associated
with blasting, construction of the plant and adit sites, road construction and use, plant and adit
operations, and helicopter use that could displace goats from suitable habitat or reduce their
ability to effectively use the available habitat. Disturbance from helicopter use and other
transmission line construction activities are described above for the transmission line alternatives.
Disturbance from blasting during mine construction could result in habitat displacement and
increased stress levels for mountain goats, but would be short-term. Blasting would likely be
mostly underground at the Libby Adit, where a maximum of two rounds of blasting would occur
at the surface. The Ramsey Adits would probably require a maximum of two rounds of surface
blasting per adit. The ventilation raise would be constructed from inside the mine and would not
require any surface blasting, except for creation of the surface opening. Construction of the
Ramsey Adits for Alternative 2B and the lower and upper Libby Adits for the combined agencies’
alternatives is expected to take about 1 year. The Construction Phase in all combined action
alternatives is expected to last 2 to 3 years. Noise and human activity associated with plant
construction could also cause goats inhabiting surrounding areas to move to other portions of
their home range for the duration of construction activities. Goats could suffer increased stress
levels from disturbance during construction and operations that could result in a decline in
reproductive rates (Joslin 1980).

During the Construction Phase, Alternative 2B would result in the most additional human
disturbance to goat habitat, affecting about 6,791 acres of summer mountain goat range (16
percent of the habitat available). Human disturbance impacts from Alternative 2B would be
greater than the combined agencies’ alternatives due to helicopter line stringing, plant
construction, and adit construction in Ramsey Creek. Less goat habitat would be disturbed by
combined agencies’ alternatives because the adits and plant site would be located in the same
drainage (i.e., Libby Creek), and because the transmission line would end at the mouth of Libby
Creek. The agencies’ alternatives would result in additional disturbance to between 5,006 acres
and 5,066 acres or 12 percent of the summer mountain goat habitat available during project
construction (Table 201). For the combined agencies’ alternatives, no blasting would occur at the
adits from May 15 to June 15, which would minimize disturbance to the potential goat kidding
area on Shaw Mountain. The combined agencies’ alternatives also would include funding for
monitoring of mountain goat responses to mine-related impacts. In the agencies’ mitigation (see
section 2.5.7.4.5, Indicator Species), MMC would monitor goat populations, and the KNF, in
consultation with the FWP, would assess effects. If mine disturbance were found to have a
substantial impact on goat populations, MMC would develop, fund, and implement mitigation
measures to reduce the impacts of mine disturbance.

During mine operations, additional disturbance to summer mountain goat habitat would range
from 1,707 acres for the combined agencies’ alternatives to 2,200 acres for Alternative 2B (4 and
5 percent of available summer habitat, respectively). Operations of Alternative 2B would affect
slightly less winter goat habitat than the combined agencies’ alternatives. During winter, mine
operations would result in additional disturbance to winter mountain goat habitat ranging from
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290 acres for Alternative 2B to 351 acres for the combined agencies’ alternatives (5 and 6 percent
of available winter habitat, respectively).Long-term disturbance to mountain goats during
operations, such as noise and human activity, could cause goats to experience increased stress
levels or to move from currently inhabited surrounding areas to other portions of their home
range.

Most disturbances to goats would be short-term, and long-term disturbance (habitat removal)
would increase on a relatively small proportion of goat habitat in the analysis area (Table 201).
Alternative 2B would result in 0.3 percent of the summer mountain goat habitat and 1 percent of
the winter mountain goat habitat available. The agencies’ combined alternatives would result in
less than 1 percent of the summer mountain goat habitat available and no loss of winter habitat. In
all combined action alternatives, some disturbance effects would be offset by access changes
(installation of gates or barriers and public access restrictions) and habitat acquisitions planned as
mitigation for the impacts on grizzly bear and big game security. Acquired parcels would be
managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity, and could improve or contribute suitable mountain
goat habitat if the acquired parcels were within goat habitat. The combined agencies’ alternatives
would include more road access changes and habitat acquisition, and would more effectively
mitigate potential effects of disturbance to mountain goats. The combined mine-transmission line
alternatives are not anticipated to result in the loss of goat herd occurrence or abundance in the
southern Cabinet Mountains. In all combined action alternatives, the risk of mountain goat
mortality would increase as a result of increased access to summer mountain goat habitat.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and
listed in Appendix E. Past actions, particularly timber harvest. Past actions (Appendix E)
applicable to cumulative effects on mountain goats include mineral activities and road
construction, maintenance and obliteration.

Neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative A would cumulatively impact mountain goats. Mineral
exploration has occurred and would continue to occur throughout the Cabinet Mountains,
cumulatively displacing goats from suitable habitat or reducing their ability to effectively use the
available habitat. Disturbance impacts on mountain goats from the combined action alternatives
would be compounded when impacts from other reasonably foreseeable actions are taken into
account. Although unlikely to occur concurrently, the Wayup Mine/Fourth of July Road Access
Project, the Rock Creek Project, and the Bear Lakes Access Project would collectively influence
about 4,561 acres of MS-1 goat habitat (Bratkovich, pers. comm. 2008), potentially resulting in
this habitat becoming less desirable or less effective for mountain goats.

Some of the disturbance associated with construction of the proposed project and other
reasonably foreseeable actions, such as blasting and helicopter line stringing and construction,
would be short-term. Noise generated by construction and blasting for the evaluation adits for the
Rock Creek Project would occur sporadically for several weeks. Underground blasting would be
considered after the adit reaches a depth of about 500 feet at the Rock Creek site to reduce the
effects of blasting, based on experience at the Troy Mine adit. If surface blasting and other
construction activities occurred concurrently for the Rock Creek and Montanore projects,
cumulative noise disturbance could result in habitat displacement and increased stress levels for
mountain goats.
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While cumulative disturbance impacts on goats would be mostly short-term, disturbance during
project operations, such as noise and human activity, would be long-term. Road access into
critical goat habitat is the single biggest threat to goats in the Cabinet Mountains (Joslin 1980),
and the Fourth of July proposal would construct a new road to the edge of the CMW and MS-1
habitat. Cumulative long-term disturbance to mountain goats could result in changes in seasonal
habitat use, potentially causing goats to shift their use of both summer and winter habitat in
Ramsey Creek (Alternative 2B only), and summer ranges in Libby Creek (all combined action
alternatives), upper West Fisher Creek and Rock Creek basins. These potential changes in
seasonal habitat use could increase the use of unaffected summer ranges creating potential
conflicts with resident goats in the CMW. The cumulative disturbance effects of the mine
alternatives and other reasonably foreseeable actions could result in reduced reproductive rates
and a decrease in population of the Rock Creek herd. Some cumulative human-caused
disturbance effects would be offset by road access changes (installation of barriers and gates and
public access restrictions) and habitat acquisitions planned as mitigation for the Montanore, Rock
Creek, and other projects.

No other past, current, or reasonably foreseeable actions are anticipated to contribute to
cumulative impacts on mountain goats.

3.25.3.3.5  Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency

Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In these
alternatives, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the
mountain goat or practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’
alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R)
would incorporate feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts
on the mountain and wildlife habitat. These measures would include adding timing restrictions to
blasting, and implementing monitoring and adaptive management during construction and
operations. The agencies’ land acquisition requirements in Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and
Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R would more likely provide mountain goat
habitat than the land acquisition requirements of Mine Alternative 2 and Transmission Line
Alternative B.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan
Consistency with the 2015 KFP is described below.

FW-DC-WL-08: The Montanore Project is not managing vegetation for ungulate habitat.
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and B would remove mountain goat habitat (summer or winter habitat)
through construction of mine or transmission line facilities. Additionally, construction and
operation of these facilities would potentially disturb and displace mountain goats in the vicinity
and cause them to underuse available habitat. The other transmission line alternatives may also
displace mountain goats temporarily during the Construction Phase. Forestwide, adequate
amounts of mountain goat habitat would remain available and well-distributed across the
landscape to provide prey for carnivores. None of the alternatives would affect overall forestwide
trends toward achieving this desired condition.
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FW-DC-WL-16: The Montanore Project is not managing vegetation for ungulate habitat.
Analysis of all mine and transmission line alternatives used information provided by the State
(e.g., winter range information). All alternatives would not affect overall forestwide trends toward
achieving this desired condition.

FW-DC-WL-17: The mine and transmission line alternatives would not create barriers to
movement. None of the alternatives would affect overall forestwide trends toward achieving this
desired condition.

FW-GDL-WL-08 and FW-GDL-WL-09: MMC’s proposed mine and transmission line
alternatives would not comply with these guidelines for big game winter range. The agencies’
mine and transmission line alternatives would avoid activities during the winter on mountain
goat winter range. The impacts during the operation phase of the agencies’ alternatives would be
monitored. If mine disturbance were found to have a substantial impact on goat populations,
MMC would develop, fund, and implement mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of mine
disturbance. All agency alternatives would be designed and implemented to meet the intent of
these guidelines.

FW-GDL-WL-11: MMC'’s proposed mine and transmission line alternatives would not comply
with this guideline for mountain goat birthing/parturition period. In the agencies’ alternatives,
impacts to mountain goat birthing/parturition areas would be minimized through timing
restrictions during the construction phase (blasting) when disturbance is most likely. The
agencies’ alternatives would be designed and implemented in accordance with this guideline.

FW-GDL-WL-12: There are no sites along routes used for these alternatives where project
activities are expected to create a connectivity or movement barrier. No crossing features are
warranted for inclusion in the project design. All alternatives would be designed and implemented
in accordance with this guideline.

FW-GDL-WL-13: There are no existing crossing features or any crossing features under
development. All alternatives would be designed and implemented in accordance with this
guideline.

FW-GDL-WL-14: No wildlife linkage areas have been identified for mountain goats in the
analysis area and connectivity would not be impacted. All alternatives would be designed and
implemented in accordance with this guideline.

GA-DC-WL-LIB-04: The alternatives are not expected to impact mountain goat connectivity
north-south through the Cabinet Mountains. Depending on the location of the grizzly bear
mitigation lands purchased, those lands may contribute to progress toward this desired condition.
All alternatives would be neutral to progress toward achieving this desired condition.

Mountain Goat Statement of Findings

All of the action alternatives would have a minor long-term effect on mountain goats. Less than
0.3 percent of the available summer habitat would be directly lost from the construction of any
alternative. About 1.2 percent of the available winter habitat would be directly lost from the
construction of Alternative 2B. Operational activities of the mine under Alterative 2B could
displaces goats from 5.1 percent of the available summer and winter habitat, whereas, the
agencies’ modified alternative could displace goats from about 3.9 and 6.2 percent of available
summer and winter habitat, respectively. Mosaics of habitat types, forage opportunities, and
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secure habitat away from open roads and mine facilities are available within alpine habitats in the
analysis area. Therefore, sufficient quality and quantity of the diverse age classes of vegetation
currently found within the analysis area to provide habitat for mountain goats in the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs, consistent with KFP direction for native ungulate habitat.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53. Hunting is managed by the FWP. The Proposed Action would not prevent
the state from continuing to manage these species as harvestable populations.

3.25.34 Pileated Woodpecker

3.25.3.4.1  Regulatory Framework

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s locatable minerals regulations are
promulgated at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the
U.S. mining laws as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that
mining activity be conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
National Forest surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all
practicable measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by
the operations.

The 1987 KFP included pileated woodpecker as the management indicator species for old growth.
However, the analysis for the 2015 KFP indicated that sufficient habitat for pileated woodpecker
is available across the forest (Ecosystem Resource Group 2012). The coarse filter vegetation
habitat management direction will continue to provide adequate habitat for the pileated
woodpecker over the life of the plan.

In addition, FW-DC-WL-11, old growth, or other stands having many of the characteristics of old
growth, exists for terrestrial species associated with these habitats; and FW-DC-WL-12, trees and
snags greater than 20-inch DBH are available through the forest provide direction for habitat
important for the pileated woodpecker. See sections 3.22.2, Old Growth Ecosystems and 3.25.2.2,
Snags and Woody Debris for additional information related to these habitat characteristics and
associated KFP compliance.

3.25.3.4.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Old growth provides both nesting habitat and year-round foraging habitat for pileated
woodpecker (Thomas 1979); the pileated woodpecker, however, is not solely dependent on old
growth for their habitat needs. Large-diameter snags characteristically found in old growth forests
provide nesting habitat for this species (the largest woodpecker in the Rocky Mountains), while
both the snags and coarse woody debris provide habitat for the woodpecker’s primary prey
species, the carpenter ant (Warren 1990).

Pileated woodpecker population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships in the
northern Rocky Mountains are described in McClelland and McClelland (1999), McClelland
(1979, 1977), McClelland et al. (1979), and Warren (1990). Research conducted in the Pacific
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and Inland Northwest is described in Bull and Jackson (1995), Bull and Holthausen (1993), Bull
et al. (1992b), Bull (1987, 1980, 1975), Bull and Meslow (1977), Mellen et al. (1992), Mellen
(1987), Thomas (1979), Mannan (1977), and Jackman (1974). This research provided guidance in
evaluating potential habitat and effects to pileated woodpeckers and is incorporated by reference.

Pileated woodpecker occurrence data come from recent District wildlife observation records, the
Region One Landbird Monitoring Program (Avian Science Center, University of Montana), and
Forest historical data (NRIS Wildlife). Potential habitat for this species on National Forest System
land was estimated using old growth and recruitment potential old growth that has been mapped
for the KNF. General pileated woodpecker habitat was identified using KNF vegetation data.
Often specific pileated woodpecker habitat information was not available for private or state-
owned lands in the analysis area, much of which has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years.

The analysis area includes the PSUs impacted by proposed activities. While the bulk of activities
occur within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, there are also project activities within McEIK,
Riverview, Treasure, and Rock PSUs. The analysis area boundary for direct effects is the
proposed activity areas, as activities and alteration of the habitat would affect suitability for
different species. The acres directly impacted by activities are put into the context of the PSU
scale to provide a consistently sized analysis unit and better gauge the relative impacts of the
activities. The boundaries for indirect and cumulative effects are the planning subunits that
contain the analysis area as alteration of habitat could affect the availability and use of habitats.
Analysis at the PSU scale allows the effects of the proposed activities to be put into context and
their relative impacts gauged. The impacts to the Rock PSU are limited to a less than 1 acre of
patch of steep, rocky ground, the impacts are nearly undetectable at the PSU scale, and therefore
this PSU is not carried forward in detailed analysis.

Project impacts are evaluated based on impacts to important attributes of pileated woodpecker
habitat, primarily impacts to old growth. Specific features of old growth stands evaluated for
project impacts include preferred nest tree species, preferred nest tree size, down logs (both size
and quantity), basal area, and canopy closure.

The overall assessment of habitat quality also accounts for potential adverse factors discussed in
the old growth analysis that relate to size and connectivity, and include fragmentation, edge
effect, and lack of interior habitat. Risk to firewood cutting is also evaluated. Other stands may
have one or more important attributes of old growth forests, or perhaps provide for connectivity
and interior habitat. These stands were also reviewed as part of this analysis. The impacts analysis
includes an evaluation of the potential benefits to pileated woodpeckers from mitigation measures
proposed by MMC or the agencies, such land acquisitions.

3.25.3.4.3 Affected Environment

No population estimate is available for pileated woodpeckers within the KNF. However, trend
data for many species, including the pileated woodpecker are being gathered through the
Northern Region Landbird Monitoring Program. The objective of this program is long-term
population-trend monitoring on the National Forests in Region One. Seven surveys have been
conducted over a 10-year period on the KNF (USDA Forest Service 2008d).

Within the Crazy and Silverfish PSU, no pileated woodpeckers were observed during breeding
bird surveys conducted in 2005 at the Little Cherry Creek Tailings Impoundment Site, the
Ramsey Plant Site, the LAD Areas, and MMC'’s proposed transmission line alignment (Westech
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2005a). The pileated woodpecker has been documented in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs during
1995, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2007, and 2012 during different bird surveys conducted by either the
MNHP and FWP, the Avian Science Center as part of the Region 1 Landbird monitoring program,
and most recently the Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory monitoring program which has replaced
the previous Region 1 Landbird Monitoring program. Data gathered through the Regional bird
monitoring programs, do not indicated any noticeable population change for the species on the
KNF (USDA Forest Service 2008d).

The Crazy PSU contains 8,350 acres of effective old growth, and the Silverfish PSU contains
5,298 acres of effective old growth. The Crazy PSU contains 465 acres of recruitment potential
old growth, and the Silverfish PSU contains 1,491 acres of recruitment potential old growth.
Existing pileated woodpecker nesting territories likely encompass a large portion of this old
growth. Snags and down wood provide food resources such as carpenter ants and their larvae, one
of the primary prey items for pileated woodpeckers in the Northern Rockies (McClelland and
McClelland 1999; McClelland 1977). Existing snag densities and amounts of down wood in the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs are consistent with KFP desired conditions. Existing PPL for snag
habitat and are 73 percent in the Crazy PSU and 90 percent in the Silverfish PSU (see 3.25.2, Key
Habitats).

3.25.3.4.4  Environmental Conseguences

The following section discusses the direct and indirect, and cumulative effects on pileated
woodpeckers for each of the mine alternatives, transmission line alternatives, and combined
mine-transmission line alternatives, on federal and private land. Impacts on pileated woodpecker
in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs from the mine and transmission line alternatives are
summarized in Table 203 and Table 204 and described below.

Alternative 1 — No Mine

In Alternative 1, natural successional processes would continue to occur throughout the forest and
habitat would continue to be provided for pileated woodpecker nesting pairs where feeding and
breeding conditions are suitable. There would be no direct impacts on pileated woodpecker from
Alternative 1 (Table 203).

Table 203. Effects on Potential Pileated Woodpecker Habitat in Crazy PSU by Mine
Alternative.

(3] (4]
[1] 2] Agency Agency
Analysis Area No'Mllne/ MMC's Mitigated Mitigated Little
Existing . Poorman Cherry Creek
- Proposed Mine
Conditions Impoundment Impoundment
Alternative Alternative
Unmitigated Effects
Effective OG (acres) 8,373 8,072 (301) 8,219 (154) 8,197 (176)
Recruitment OG (acres) 465 418 (47) 465 (0) 418 (47)
hGaet:f;?' pileated woodpecker 8,788 8,584 (204) 8,720 (68) 8,649 (139)
OG = old growth.

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres due to the alternative compared to Alternative 1 No
Mine/Existing Conditions.

Mine alternatives would not impact potential pileated woodpecker habitat (old growth) in the Silverfish PSU and are
not shown.
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Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine

As shown in Table 203, Alternative 2 would affect about 301 acres of effective old growth, 47
acres of recruitment old growth, and 204 acres of general habitat in the Crazy PSU, reducing
nesting and foraging habitat for the pileated woodpecker. No old growth would be directly
affected by Alternative 2 in the Silverfish PSU or on private or State land east of the Silverfish
PSU. The majority of impacts on potential pileated woodpecker habitat would occur in Little
Cherry Creek Impoundment and LAD Area 2 at the mouth of Ramsey and Poorman creeks,
reducing habitat connectivity between these drainages. The Alternative 2 tailings impoundment
would result in the loss of 158 acres of effective old growth, 47 acres of recruitment old growth,

3.25 Wildlife

and 172 acres of general pileated woodpecker habitat in one localized area, which could displace
one or more nesting pairs that may have traditionally used the area. Snag impacts associated with
Alternative 2 could include the removal of a nest tree or night winter roost tree used by the
pileated woodpecker. Impacts on old growth are described in section 3.22.2, Old Growth
Ecosystems. Loss of old growth providing potential pileated woodpecker habitat may be offset by
private land acquisition associated with grizzly bear habitat mitigation. As described in section
3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris, Alternative 2 would result in the loss of snags greater than 20
inches diameter at breast height (dbh) and down logs greater than 10 inches dbh that provide
potential nesting and foraging habitat for pileated woodpeckers. Snag densities and quantities of
down wood would remain consistent with KFP desired conditions and would continue to provide
adequate habitat for cavity-dependent species on the KNF. Snag losses would not likely increase

due to roads constructed for Alternative 2 because these roads would be closed to the public.

Table 204. Effects on Potential Pileated Woodpecker Habitat by Transmission Line

Alternative.
[A] CR
Analysis Area and No [B] . M(Edifi]ed [DR] [ER.]
Indicator Transmission North Miller North Miller Miller Creek West Fisher
Line Creek Creek Creek
Crazy PSU
Effective OG (acres) 8,373 8,361 (12) 8,373 (0) 8,371 (2) 8,371 (2)
recruitment OG (acres) 465 465 (0) 465 (0) 465 (0) 465 (0)
General Pileated 8,788 8,779 (9) 8,776 (12) 8,761 (27) 8,761 (27)
Woodpecker Habitat
(acres)
Silverfish PSU
Effective OG (acres) 5,887 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0) 5,883 (0) 5,887 (0)
recruitment OG (acres) 1,506 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0)
General Pileated 9,124 9,124 (0) 9,121 (3) 9,088 (36) 9,072 (52)
Woodpecker Habitat
(acres)
State Land (acres) 338 338 (0) 332 (6) 332 (6) 321 (17)
Plum Creek (acres) 499 499 (0) 499 (0) 499 (0) 496 (3)
McElk PSU

Plum Creek (acres) 2,292 2,286 (6) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10)

OG = old growth.

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres due to the alternative compared to Alternative A, No

Transmission Line.

Source: GIS analysis by KNF.

Noise and other human-caused disturbances, such as blasting, construction of the plant and adit
sites, road construction and use, and plant and adit operations could cause pileated woodpeckers
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to avoid nearby habitat, at least temporarily. Disturbance impacts would likely be greatest during
the Construction Phase, but could persist through mine operations.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

Direct impacts of Alternative 3 on old growth potentially supporting pileated woodpeckers would
be similar to Alternative 2, except that Alternative 3 would affect less old growth. About 154
acres of effective old growth and 68 acres of general pileated habitat in the Crazy PSU would be
disturbed In Alternative 3 (Table 203). The majority of impacts on old growth would occur as a
result of the Poorman Impoundment construction or in LAD Area 2 at the mouth of Ramsey and
Poorman creeks, reducing habitat connectivity between these drainages. The Alternative 3 tailings
impoundment would result in the loss of 117 acres of effective old growth and 60 acres of general
pileated woodpecker habitat in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting pairs
that may have traditionally used the area. Snag impacts associated with Alternative 3 could
include the removal of a nest tree or night winter roost tree used by the pileated woodpecker or
some of the old growth-associated wildlife species it represents.

Loss of old growth providing potential pileated woodpecker habitat may be offset by private land
acquisition associated with grizzly bear habitat mitigation.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Impacts of Alternative 4 on old growth potentially supporting pileated woodpeckers would be
similar to Alternative 2, except that Alternative 4 would affect less old growth. Alternative 4
would affect about 176 acres of effective habitat, 47 acres of recruitment habitat, and 139 acres of
general pileated habitat in the Crazy PSU (Table 203).

Impacts from noise and human activities associated with Alternative 4 would be similar to
Alternatives 2 and 3.

The Alternative 4 tailings impoundment would result in the loss of 135 acres of effective old
growth, 47 acres of recruitment old growth, and 133 acres of general pileated woodpecker habitat
in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting pairs that may have traditionally
used the area. Snag impacts associated with Alternative 4 could include the removal of a nest tree
or night winter roost tree used by the pileated woodpecker or some of the old growth-associated
wildlife species it represents.

Loss of old growth providing potential pileated woodpecker habitat may be offset by private land
acquisition associated with grizzly bear habitat mitigation.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

There would be no impacts on pileated woodpecker from Alternative A (No Transmission Line )
(Table 204). There would be no impacts to the Riverview PSU from any of the transmission line
alternatives. Based on the lack of old growth and pileated woodpecker sightings, construction of
the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect pileated woodpeckers in any
transmission line alternative.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Alternative B would affect about 12 acres of effective old growth in the Crazy PSU and 9 acres of
general pileated habitat (Table 204). No recruitment old growth would be impacted in the Crazy
PSU and no effective or replacement old growth would be impacted in the Silverfish or
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Riverview PSUs. Alternative B would impact about 6 acres of pileated habitat on Plum Creek
land in the McEIk PSU. The majority of impacts on old growth would occur in the Ramsey Creek
corridor and at the confluence of Libby and Howard creeks, reducing habitat connectivity in these
drainages. Loss of old growth providing potential pileated woodpecker habitat may be offset by
private land acquisition associated with grizzly bear habitat mitigation.

As described in section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris, Alternative B would result in the loss
of snags greater than 20 inches dbh and down logs greater than 10 inches dbh that provide
potential nesting and foraging habitat for pileated woodpeckers. Snag densities and quantities of
down wood would remain consistent with KFP desired conditions and would continue to be
provide adequate habitat for cavity-dependent species in the KNF. Snag losses would not likely
increase due to roads constructed for Alternative B because these roads would be closed to the
public.

Noise from helicopters during line stringing could cause pileated woodpeckers to avoid nearby
habitat, at least temporarily. Similar effects could occur from other transmission line construction
activities in areas where helicopters were not used, and would be more extensive for Alternative
B than the agencies’ alternatives. Disturbance impacts would be short-term and, with the
exception of line maintenance activities, would cease after transmission line construction until
decommissioning. Helicopter use and other activities would cause similar disturbances with
similar durations during line decommissioning.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative C-R would have similar physical impacts on pileated woodpecker habitat as
Alternative B, except that no effective or recruitment old growth would be disturbed in the Crazy
or Silverfish PSUs. As shown in Table 204, Alternative C-R would affect 12 acres of general
pileated habitat in the Crazy PSU and 3 acres of general habitat in the Silverfish PSU.
Additionally, 6 acres of State land would be impacted in the Silverfish PSU and 10 acres of Plum
Creek land in the McEIk PSU would be impacted. Impacts on old growth on private and State
lands would be minimized through implementation of the Environmental Specifications
(Appendix D) and Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan. Loss of old growth providing
potential pileated woodpecker habitat may also be offset by private land acquisition associated
with grizzly bear habitat mitigation.

Impacts on snag habitat from Alternative C-R would be similar to Alternative B, except that
disturbance would be more extensive for Alternative C-R (see section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody
Debris).

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts of Alternative D-R on old growth potentially supporting pileated woodpeckers would be
similar to Alternative C-R. As shown in Table 204, Alternative D-R would directly affect 2 acres
of effective old growth. There would be no impact on recruitment old growth in the Crazy PSU.
General pileated habitat would be reduced by 27 acres in the Crazy PSU. Alternative D-R would
have no effect on effective or recruitment old growth in the Silverfish PSU. Thirty-six acres of
general pileated habitat would be impacted. Impacts on snag habitat from Alternative D-R would
be similar to Alternatives B and C-R, except that disturbance would be more extensive for
Alternative D-R (see section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris).
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Noise and other human-caused disturbance to pileated woodpeckers would be similar to
Alternative C-R, except that disturbance would be more extensive for Alternative D-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Direct impacts on pileated woodpecker habitat from Alternative E-R would be similar to
Alternative D-R, a 2 acre reduction in effective old growth and a 27 acre reduction in general
pileated habitat in the Crazy PSU. There would be no impact on recruitment old growth in the
Crazy PSU. In the Silverfish PSU, 52 acres of general pileated habitat, 17 acres of habitat on
State of Montana land, and 3 acres of Plum Creek land would be impacted. In the McEIk PSU 10
acres of Plum Creek land would be impacted. Noise and other human-caused disturbance to
pileated woodpeckers on private and State land would be similar for Alternatives E-R and
Alternatives C-R and D-R, except that the extent of the disturbance would be greater for the
longer Alternative E-R.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

Impacts on pileated woodpecker in the Crazy, Silverfish, and McEIk PSUs from the combined
mine-transmission line alternatives are summarized in Table 205. There are no impacts to the
Riverview PSU from any of the alternative combinations. Based on the lack of old growth and
pileated woodpecker sightings, construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would
not affect pileated woodpeckers in any transmission line alternative.

In the Crazy PSU, MMC'’s proposed alternative (2B) would impact 313 acres of effective old
growth, 47 acres of recruitment old growth, and 213 acres of general pileated woodpecker habitat.
The agencies’ combined alternatives would impact between 154 and 156 acres of effective old
growth, 0 acres of recruitment old growth, and 80 to 95 acres of general pileated habitat for the
Poorman Impoundment Alternatives. Under the Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternatives,
between 176 and 178 acres of effective old growth, 0 to 47 acres of recruitment old growth, and
151 to 166 acres of general pileated habitat would be impacted.

In the Silverfish PSU, none of the alternatives would impact effective or recruitment old growth.
The alternatives that include the Poorman Impoundment would impact between 3 and 52 acres of
general pileated habitat, 6 to 17 acres of state of Montana land, and 0 to 10 acres of Plum Creek
land. Under the alternatives that include the Little Cherry Creek Impoundment no effective or
recruitment old growth would be impacted, between 3 and 52 acres of general pileated habitat, 6
to 17 acres of State of Montana land, and 0 to 3 acres of Plum Creek land would be impacted.

In the McEIk PSU each of the agency combined alternatives impacts 10 acres of Plum Creek
land. The MMC alternative impacts 6 acres of Plum Creek land. There are no impacts to the
Riverview PSU from any of the alternative combinations.
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1 [21 3] [4]
o No Mine MMC's Agency Mitigated _ Agency Mitigated
Measurement Criteria Existing Prop_osed Poorman Impqundment Little Cherry Creek _Impoundment
Condition Mine Alternative Alternative
TL-B TL-CR | TL-D-R | TL-ER TL-CR | TL-D-R | TL-ER
Crazy PSU
Effective OG (acres) 8,373 8,060 (313) 8,219 (154) 8,217 (156) 8,217 (156) 8,197 (176) 8,195 (178) 8,195 (178)
Recruitment Potential OG 465
(acres) 418 (47) 465 (0) 465 (0) 465 (0) 418 (47) 418 (47) 465 (0)
General Pileated Woodpecker 8,788
Habitat (acres) 8,575 (213) 8,708 (80) 8,693 (95) 8,693 (95) 8,637 (151) 8,622 (166) 8,622 (166)
Silverfish PSU
Effective OG (acres) 5,887 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0) 5,887 (0)
Recruitment Potential OG 1,506
(acres) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0) 1,506 (0)
General Pileated Woodpecker 9,124
Habitat (acres) 9,124 (0) 9,121 (3) 9,088 (36) 9,072 (52) 9,121 (3) 9,088 (36) 9,072 (52)
State of Montana Land (acres) 338 338 (0) 332 (6) 332 (6) 321 (17) 332 (6) 332 (6) 321 (17)
Plum Creek (acres) 499 499 (0) 499 (0) 499 (0) 496 (3) 499 (0) 499 (0) 496 (3)
MCcEIK PSU
Plum Creek (acres) 2,292 2,286 (6) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10) 2,282 (10)
OG = old growth.
Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres due to the alternative compared to Alternative 1, No Mine/Existing Condition.
Source: GIS analysis by KNF.
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1129




Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

For all combined action alternatives, the tailings impoundment would result in the loss of 117 to
158 acres of effective old growth, 0 to 47 acres of recruitment potential old growth, and 60 to 172
acres of general pileated habitat in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting
pairs that may have traditionally used the area. Snag impacts associated with all combined action
alternatives could include the removal of a nest tree or night winter roost tree used by the pileated
woodpecker. Impacts on old growth from the combined mine-transmission line alternatives are
described in section 3.22.2, Old Growth Ecosystems.

As described in section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris, all combined action alternatives
would result in the loss of snags greater than 20 inches dbh and down logs greater than 10 inches
dbh that provide potential nesting and foraging habitat for pileated woodpeckers. In all combined
mine-transmission line alternatives, snag densities and quantities of down wood would remain
consistent with KFP desired conditions and would continue to be provide adequate habitat for
cavity-dependent species in the KNF. Snag losses would not likely increase due to roads
constructed for the combined action alternatives because these roads would be closed to the
public.

In all combined action alternatives, noise from helicopters during line stringing and from other
construction-related activities may cause pileated woodpeckers to avoid nearby habitat, at least
temporarily. Disturbance impacts from blasting and helicopters would be short-term and, with the
exception of line maintenance activities, would cease after transmission line construction until
decommissioning. Disturbance from helicopter use and other transmission line construction
activities are described for Alternatives B and C above. Disturbance impacts during mine
operations would probably be lower in intensity, but would last through the life of the mine.

For all combined action alternatives, impacts on old growth on private land would be minimized
through implementation of the Environmental Specifications (Appendix D) and Vegetation
Removal and Disposition Plan described in section 2.5.2.6.2, Vegetation Removal and Disposition
Plan. In all combined action alternatives, losses and degradation of providing potential pileated
woodpecker habitat may be offset by private land acquisition associated with grizzly bear habitat
mitigation.

Cumulative Effects
Summary of Existing Condition

Past actions, particularly timber harvest, road construction, and fire-suppression activities, have
altered the old growth ecosystems in the analysis area. These changes have resulted in a reduction
in late succession habitats; conditions favoring shade-tolerant, fire-intolerant species; loss of large
snags and down wood; and increases in tree density and a shift to a largely mid-seral structural
stage (USDA Forest Service 2003b).

Timber harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s. Prior to the 1990s, timber
harvest often resulted in the loss of old growth, snags and down wood habitat. Road construction
reduced the availability of snags and downed wood both directly and from firewood collection.
Detailed description of previous vegetation and road management activities are found in
Appendix E, of this document. In unharvested areas, natural disturbances such as wildfire would
have resulted in the development of complex forest structure used by pileated woodpeckers. In
contrast, fire suppression since the early 1900s has altered stand structure resulting in more
homogenous stands with increased fuel loading in the understory and reduced development of
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large-diameter trees, snags, and down woody materials. Since the 1990s, application of KFP
standards has resulted in the retention of snags and down woody materials as well as protection of
old growth. Also, there has been more reliance on intermediate harvest that leaves more forest
structure (including large old trees) and cover.

Effects of No Action Alternatives

The no action alternatives do not directly contribute any cumulative effects to pileated
woodpeckers or their habitat.

Effects of Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable actions

Reasonably foreseeable actions include those federal, state, or private activities that are ongoing
or scheduled to occur within the next five years, independent of this federal action. Appendix E
identifies those current and foreseeable actions in the analysis area that were determined to be
appropriate for inclusion in the analysis of environmental effects. As described above, loss of
pileated habitat due to past actions has occurred within the analysis area. However, potential
pileated habitat occurs throughout the analysis area due to the moist environment and associated
forest cover types found here. Changes in harvest methods and protection of old growth areas in
recent years has created/maintained higher quality habitat throughout the analysis area. Analysis
for the 2015 KFP indicated that sufficient habitat for pileated woodpecker is available across the
forest (Ecosystem Resource Group 2012).

Vegetation Management and Fuels Reduction Activities

Regeneration harvest included in the Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project, the
Coyote Improvement Vegetation Management Project, and the Silverbutte Bugs timber sale,
which would occur in the Silverfish PSU, would not directly affect old growth providing potential
pileated woodpecker habitat. Cumulatively, the proposed alternatives activities in old growth may
reduce the amount and distribution of old growth, sufficient habitat for the pileated wood pecker
would be available through the PSUs.

Public Use

Firewood gathering would continue to remove some snags from old growth along open road
corridors and these acres were previously accounted for as part of the existing condition. Other
forest uses such as mushroom and berry picking, camping, hunting, Christmas tree cutting, bough
collection, etc. have little to no measurable impact on old growth and the pileated woodpecker
because they are largely non-consumptive or rapidly re-established and would not contribute to
the cumulative effect on snags and the old growth resource

While the combined action alternatives, in combination with other past, current, and reasonably
foreseeable actions, would result in minimal losses and degradation of pileated woodpecker
habitat.

Private Lands

Development of private lands, including timber harvest, home construction, and land clearing, are
likely to continue within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. Therefore, on private and State lands
there would likely be a decrease in at least general forest habitat. Impacts on pileated woodpecker
on private, corporate timberlands and State lands would probably be minimal because it is likely
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that limited amounts of old growth occur on these lands, based on development and past and
current harvest practices.

Cumulative noise and other human-caused disturbances could occur as a result of the combined
action alternatives and other reasonably foreseeable actions. Cumulative disturbance effects could
affect individual pileated woodpeckers, but would not likely affect pileated woodpecker
populations in the KNF.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In these
alternatives, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the
mountain goat or practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’
alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R)
would incorporate feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts
on pileated woodpecker habitat. These measures would include adding timing restrictions to
blasting, and implementing monitoring and adaptive management during construction and
operations. The agencies’ land acquisition requirements in Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and
Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R would more likely provide pileated
woodpecker than the land acquisition requirements of Mine Alternative 2 and Transmission Line
Alternative B.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

As described in section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris, all action alternatives would be
consistent with KFP desired conditions for snags and down wood. Although there would be site-
specific reductions in old growth, Ecosystem Research Group reported the existing forestwide
vegetation conditions and expected management under the 2015 KFP provide for pileated
woodpecker habitat needs (Ecosystem Research Group 2012). In all combined mine-transmission
line alternatives, a wide range of successional habitats, and associated amounts of down wood
would be available.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53.

3.254 Forest Service Sensitive Species

Sensitive species are administratively designated by the Regional Forester (Forest Service
Manual (FSM) 2670.5) and are those species for which population viability is a concern.
Conservation Assessments have been completed for some sensitive species to assist land
managers with planning efforts. The 2015 KPF includes direction for the protection,
enhancement, and restoration of sensitive species and their habitats (Anderson 2014, Ecosystem
Research Group 2012, Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National Forests 2014).
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3.25.4.1 Regulatory Framework

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s locatable minerals regulations are
promulgated at 36 CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the
U.S. mining laws as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that
mining activity be conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
National Forest surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all
practicable measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by
the operations.

The National Forest Management Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate
regulations specifying guidelines for land management plans that “provide for the diversity of
plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in
order to meet overall multiple-use objectives...” The “specific land area” (scale) for providing
diversity is established in the framework as the area covered by the 2015 KFP, or the entire KNF.

As described in section 1.1.2.1.2 of the wildlife introduction, the vegetation management
approach in the 2015 KFP is one that provides for ecosystem diversity by providing the
ecological components, patterns, and processes at multiple scales on the landscape, and thereby
provides the full spectrum of habitats and conditions needed for all of the biological organisms
associated with the various ecosystems (USDA Forest Service 2013c). In addition to general
habitat managed through the desired conditions for vegetation and fire in the 2015 KPF, the
following 2015 KFP direction was considered in the analysis of all sensitive wildlife species
discussed in this section. FW-GDL-WL-21 applies to those sensitive, threatened, or endangered
species not covered under other forestwide guidelines. This direction is not repeated for each
individual species.

GOAL-WL-01: The KNF manages wildlife habitat through a variety of methods (e.g.,
vegetation alteration, prescribed burning, invasive species treatments, etc.) to promote the
diversity of species and communities and to contribute toward the recovery of threatened
and endangered terrestrial wildlife species.

GOAL-WL-02: The KNF manages and schedules activities to avoid or minimize
disturbance to sensitive species and manages habitat to promote their perpetuation into
the future.

FW-GDL-WL-21: Management activities on NFS lands should avoid/minimize
disturbance at known active nesting or denning sites for other sensitive, threatened, or
endangered species not covered under other forestwide guidelines. Use the best available
information to set a timeframe and a distance buffer around active nests or dens.
Individual animals that establish nests and den sites near areas of pre-existing human use,
inconsistent with the timeframes and distances in the other forestwide wildlife guidelines
or in the best available information, are assumed to be accepting of that existing higher
level of human use at the time the animals established occupancy. In those instances, as
long as the individual animals continue to use the site, the higher intensity, duration, and
extent of disturbance could continue but would not be increased beyond the level existing
at the time the animals established occupancy.”
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Sensitive species are designated by the Regional Forester (FSM 2670.5). FSM 2672.42 directs the
Forest Service to conduct a biological evaluation (BE) to analyze impacts on sensitive species.
The sensitive species analysis in this document meets the requirements for a BE as outlined in
FSM 2672.42. FSM 2670.22 requires that the Forest Service develop and implement management
practices to ensure that sensitive species do not become threatened or endangered because of
Forest Service actions and maintain viable populations of all native and desired nonnative
wildlife, fish, and plant species in habitats distributed throughout their geographic range on
National Forest System lands. Any decision on the Montanore Project cannot result in loss of
sensitive species viability or create significant trends toward federal listing (FSM 2670.32).
Sensitive plant species identified within the analysis area are listed in Table 206. State wildlife
Species of Concern are discussed in section 3.25.7, Other Species of Interest.
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Table 206. Sensitive Wildlife Species on the KNF and Status within the Montanore Project

Analysis Area.

(Bufo boreas)

Sensitive Species Status® | Determination? Comments

American Peregrine Falcon NS No Impact May occur in the analysis area, but

(Falco peregrinus anatum) no suitable habitat would be affected
by project alternatives. Species
dropped from further analysis.

Bald Eagle K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) in analysis area

Bighorn Sheep NS No Impact No suitable habitat available in

(Ovus canadensis) analysis area

Black-backed Woodpecker S May Impact Observed outside, but in vicinity of

(Picoides arcticus) analysis area and suitable habitat
available

Coeur d’Alene Salamander S May Impact Adverse effect not likely because

(Plethodon vandykei idahoensis) species not observed in analysis area
since 1989 and habitat in analysis
area degraded

Common Loon NS No Impact No suitable habitat available in

(Gavia immer) analysis area

Fisher K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Martes pinnanti) in analysis area

Flammulated Owl K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Otus flammeolus) in analysis area

Gray Wolf K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Canus lupus) in analysis area

Harlequin Duck K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Histrionicus histrionicus) in analysis area

North American Wolverine K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Gulo gulo) in analysis area

Northern Bog Lemming NS No Impact Analysis area not within species

(Synaptomys borealis) range

Northern Leopard Frog NS No Impact No suitable habitat available in

(Rana pipiens) analysis area

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

(Corynorhinus townsendii) in analysis area

Western Toad K May Impact Species and suitable habitat observed

in analysis area

Status Key:

K = Species is known to occur within the analysis area.

S = Species is suspected to occur within analysis area.

NS = Species is not suspected to occur within the analysis area, and is dropped from further evaluation.

2 Determination Key:

No Impact = Species is not suspected to occur within the analysis area.
May Impact = May impact individuals or their habitat but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or

cause a loss of viability to the population or species.

Source: USDA Forest Service 2011f; Westech 2005a; MNHP and FWP 2014; and KNF data for District observation

and historical records (NRIS Wildlife).
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3.25.4.2 Bald Eagle
3.25.4.2.1  Regulatory Framework

Federal Requirements

The bald eagle was removed from the federal threatened species list in 2007 (USFWS 2007b) and
was subsequently added to the Forest Service sensitive species list. Bald eagles are also protected
by two federal laws: the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act) and the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The Eagle Act prohibits the “take, possession, sale, purchase, barter,
offer to sell, purchase, or barter, transport, export, or import, of any bald or golden eagle, alive or
dead, including any part, nest, or egg, unless allowed by permit.” “Take” is defined as “pursue,
shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest, or disturb.” The term “disturb”
is defined as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to
cause, based on the best scientific information available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a decrease in its
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or
3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior” (50 CFR 22).

Regulations under the Eagle Act (50 CFR 22) allow for the limited take of bald eagles, or their
nests, when the take is associated with otherwise lawful activities and the take would be
compatible with the preservation of the bald eagle (74 Federal Register 46835). Compatible with
the preservation of the bald eagle means the actions would have to be consistent with the goal of
stable or increasing populations. Under these regulations, the USFWS may issue take permits,
based on regional population thresholds, to allow take that results in mortality of eagles or an
eagle nest under special circumstances. The permits authorize limited, non-purposeful take of
bald eagles and golden eagles; authorizing individuals, companies, government agencies
(including tribal governments), and other organizations to disturb or otherwise take eagles in the
course of conducting lawful activities such as operating mines. Most permits issued under the
regulations authorize disturbance. In limited cases, a permit may authorize the physical take of
eagles, but only if every precaution is taken to avoid physical take. Removal of an eagle nest is
allowed only where it is necessary to alleviate a safety hazard to people or eagles, necessary to
protect human health or safety, the nest prevents the use of a human-engineered structure, or the
activity, or mitigation for the activity, will provide a net benefit to eagles (50 CFR 22.27).

The MBTA specifically protects migratory bird nests from possession, sale, purchase, barter,
transport, import, and export, and take. The other prohibitions of the MBTA, capture, pursue,
hunt, and Kill, are inapplicable to nests. The regulatory definition of take, as defined by 50 CFR
10.12, means to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect. Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal agencies
to Protect Migratory Birds, requires analysis of effects of federal actions on migratory birds as
part of the environmental analysis process. In 2008, the USDA Forest Service and USFWS signed
an MOU outlining the responsibilities of both parties in implementing the Executive Order. Under
the MOU, the Forest Service will, during the NEPA process, evaluate the effects of agency
actions on migratory birds, focusing first on species of management concern along with their
priority habitats and key risk factors.

General 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of sensitive species is described in section
3.25.4.1, Regulatory Framework, p. 1133. In addition, the 2015 KFP direction considered in the
analysis of the bald eagle is:
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FW-DC-WL-06. Large-diameter trees are available within potential bald eagle nesting
habitat adjacent to large lakes and major rivers. Forested stands are managed to promote
large-diameter trees within eagle nesting territories, especially in the area between the
nest site and the adjacent water body.

FW-GDL-WL-02. Bald Eagle. Management activities should avoid or minimize
impacts to bald eagles on known occupied nest sites and roost sites, including known
winter communal night roost areas, with timing and distance buffers based on the best
available information.

FW-GDL-WL-03. Bald Eagle. Management activities should not result in the loss of
existing nest trees or established roost sites.

FW-GDL-WL-04. Bald Eagle. Management activities should maintain or enhance nest
site habitat suitability within existing nest territories (refer to FW-DC-VEG-03, FW-DC-
VEG-07, FW-STD-VEG-01, FW-GDL-VEG-01, FW-GDL-VEG-02, FW-GDL-VEG-04,
FW-GDL-VEG-05, and FW-DC-WL-13).

State Requirements

The State of Montana also has regulations in place to protect bald eagles. The intent of the
Nongame and Endangered Species Act (87-5-103, MCA\) is to “provide adequate remedies for the
protection of the environmental life support system from degradation and provide adequate
remedies to prevent unreasonable depletion and degradation of natural resources.” This Act has
similar language to the MBTA.

3.25.4.2.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Analysis Area

The analysis area for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to individuals and their habitat are
all lands along US 2 from the Sedlak Park Substation to the Libby Loadout and within 1 mile of
the transmission line alignment that are within the Bald Eagle Consultation Area (USFWS 2001).
The 1-mile buffer adjacent to the transmission line alignments is based on the impact assessment
requirements for linear features under MFSA (DEQ 2004). The analysis area occurs in the Crazy,
Silverfish, McSwede, McElk, and Riverview PSUs. This area includes the Sedlak Park Substation
and loop line. The analysis area for assessing trend toward federal listing and population viability
is the KNF.

Methods

The National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (NBEMG) (USFWS 2007c) provide
recommendations for avoiding disturbance to bald eagles, and also encourage the continued
development and use of state-specific management plans. The Montana Bald Eagle Management
Plan (MBEMP) (Montana Bald Eagle Working Group 1994) and the 2010 addendum developed
by the Montana Bald Eagle Working Group (Montana Bald Eagle Working Group 2010) stated
that the Plan “will also serve as the conservation and management plan when bald eagles are
delisted.” The MBEMP and addendum provides guidance for bald eagle habitat management on
the KNF. The effect of any proposed activity on potential eagle habitat (Y2 mile of major water
source) and any known eagle nests within the bald eagle habitat will be discussed in relation to
the 2010 Montana Bald Eagle Management Guidelines in lieu of the NBEMG. The NBEMG are
more appropriate for states such as Florida, which have higher concentrations of bald eagles and
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have built nests near pre-existing human activity whereas Montana bald eagles are likely more
accustomed to areas with less human activity and rural areas.

Eagle population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships identified by research are
described in Montana Bald Eagle Working Group (MBEWG) (1991, 1994, 2010); USFWS
(1995b, 1999); and USFWS (2007b). Eagle occurrence data come from recent District wildlife
observation records, Forest historical data (NRIS Wildlife), and KNF monitoring data (USDA
Forest Service 2008c). Nesting attempts on the KNF have increased significantly over the last
two decades. Only one active nest was known to occur in 1978, whereas 35 active nests (15 on
National Forest System lands and 20 on private land) were known and monitored in 2008. Nest
success for active nests in 2008 was 41 fledglings. This is above the 20-year average of 24.5
fledges calculated for the last KNF monitoring reporting period (1988-2007, USDA Forest
Service 2008c)

MBEMP guidelines identify four general areas of management concerns for bald eagles: nest
sites, concentrated foraging areas winter communal roost sites, and mortality risks. In addition,
the MBEMP describes seasonal restrictions and buffers around nests, foraging, and winter roost
sites, based on activity type, to minimize disturbance to (MBEWG 2010). Buffers consist of
visual buffers based on whether the human activity is visible from the nest, and distance buffers
determined by the type of activity. MBEWG (2010) recommends seasonal restrictions from
February 15 through August 15 for the following activities:

« Construction and maintenance including buildings roads, trails, or any other outside
construction within direct line of sight of an active nest.

« Loud noises including fireworks, blasting, and operation of forest harvest machinery
(skidders, trucks, chainsaws, etc.), jackhammers, construction equipment, etc.

o Forest management activities, thinning, and fuels reduction including all activities
associated with the removal forest vegetation around occupied nests.

« Concentrated recreation including, but not limited to, hiking, bird-watching, fishing
(on and offshore), hunting, boating, and use of personal watercraft.

Foraging areas, especially in the winter, often are found along highway and railroad corridors
where animals killed by vehicles or trains occur. Winter habitat is generally dictated by the
presence and abundance of food, open water, and secure night roost sites (MBEWG 1994).
Effects indicators will be a quantitative (acres affected) or qualitative (potential to increase risk of
mortality) effects analysis for the four habitat categories/management concerns. The impacts
analysis includes an evaluation of the mitigation measures proposed by MMC or the agencies
described in sections 2.4.6.3, Grizzly Bear and 2.9.6, Wildlife Mitigation Measures,
recommendations outlined in Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines (APLIC
2006) and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines (APLIC 2012), and measures described
in MMC'’s proposed Environmental Specifications (MMI 2005b) and the agencies’ Environmental
Specifications (Appendix D).

3.25.4.2.3 Affected Environment

Bald eagles occur as both seasonal migrants and year-round residents within the boundaries of the
KNF. Based on the bald eagle habitat area boundaries agreed to by the USFWS (USFWS 2001),
about 564,558 acres (242,965 acres National Forest System land, 275,470 acres private land, and
46,123 acres open water) of potential bald eagle habitat occurs in the KNF (USFWS 2001).
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Nesting on the KNF has increased significantly over the last 2 decades. Only one active nest was
known to occur in 1978, whereas 35 active nests (15 on National Forest System lands and 20 on
private land) were known and monitored in 2008. Nest success for active nests in 2008 was 41
fledglings. This is above the 20 year average of 24.5 fledges calculated for the last KNF
monitoring reporting period (1988-2007, USDA Forest Service 2008c).

Three known eagle nests are within the analysis area, all on private land (Figure 91). In 2006, a
pair of bald eagles initiated nesting at a site, known as the Silverfish nest, located along the Fisher
River just north of Silver Butte Road and just west of US 2 in the Silverfish PSU, about 600 feet
west of MMC'’s proposed transmission line alignment Alternative B. Another active nest site is
located along the Fisher River on private land about 1.4 miles north of the proposed transmission
line. A third active nest is along Libby Creek about a mile south of the Libby Loadout and east of
US 2. Bald eagles tend to use the same breeding area, and often the same nest, each year
(MBEWG 1994) and these nests are likely to be active in the future.

Several bald eagle foraging, perching, and roosting areas are located along the Fisher River. Bald
eagle foraging is occasionally observed along US 2 and in the major drainages in the Silverfish
PSU (Bratkovich, pers. comm. 2006). In the fall, eagle use of Libby Creek is usually limited to
about 8 miles upstream of its confluence with the Kootenai River.

Wintering bald eagle numbers have fluctuated over the years depending on food sources (fish
from open waters and dead animals along roads and railroad tracks) and winter conditions (open
versus frozen water for foraging habitat). Mid-winter bald eagle counts have averaged 88 bald
eagles over the past 25 years (1989-2013, KNF bald eagle monitoring records). Winter use within
the analysis area occurs along the US 2 corridor.

3.25.4.2.4  Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not directly or indirectly affect bald eagle nesting, foraging, communal roost,
or other potential habitat. Without the proposed mine, traffic on US 2 from White Haven to Bear
Creek Road would grow at an annual rate of 1.2 percent, increasing from a predicted 1,914
vehicles per day in 2010 to 2,401 vehicles in 2029. The traffic on Bear Creek Road averaged
16,338 vehicles per year between 1986 and 1991. Assuming traffic on the Bear Creek Road
increased at the same rate as traffic on US 2, average traffic would be 20,493 vehicles per year in
2010. Without the proposed mine, traffic would grow at an annual rate of 1.2 percent increasing
to 25,707 vehicles per year in 2029. No improvements would be completed to Bear Creek Road
under this alternative. The increase in traffic in Alternative 1 would slightly increase the risk of
increased eagle mortality on the Bear Creek Road and US 2 in the Bald Eagle Consultation Area.

Alternative 2 — MMC’s Proposed Mine

The proposed mine would generate a negligible increase in traffic during the Evaluation Phase
and the Construction Phase between Libby and the intersection with the Libby Creek Road. The
increase would have a negligible effect on eagle mortality risk in the Bald Eagle Consultation
Area. After the Bear Creek Road was reconstructed, traffic volume would increase, with an
additional 132 vehicles per day on US 2, including 52 trucks and six buses. The increase in traffic
would be 5 to 7 percent. Eagles are vulnerable to oncoming high-speed traffic, especially when
gorged, ambient temperatures are well below freezing and wind is calm (MBEWG 1994). The
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increase in US 2 traffic in Alternative 2 during operations would slightly increase the risk of
increased eagle mortality on US 2 in the Bald Eagle Consultation Area.

Traffic would increase substantially on the Bear Creek Road, a short (less than 1 mile) segment of
which is in the Bald Eagle Consultation Area. Estimates of increased annual traffic volume range
from 187 percent to 234 percent (Table 177 in the Transportation section). The increase in U.S.
traffic in Alternative 2 would substantially increase the risk of increased eagle mortality on the
short segment of the Bear Creek Road that is in the Bald Eagle Consultation Area. When the mill
ceased operations in the Closure Phase, mine traffic volume would be substantially less than
shown in Table 177. Future traffic volume when all activities at the mine are completed in the
Post-Closure Phase would be higher than in Alternative 1 because of reconstruction of Bear Creek
Road and loss of the Little Cherry Loop Road beneath the impoundment. Mortality risk to the
bald eagle would decrease on the Bear Creek Road compared to operations, but the permanently
improved road conditions (increased road width, improved sight distance, paving) and higher
traffic speeds would result in a permanently higher bald eagle mortality risk the compared to pre-
mine conditions.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative and Alternative 4 —
Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Alternatives 3 and 4 would have similar effects on traffic volume on the Bear Creek Road and US
2 as Alternative 2. Creation of a supply staging area in Libby and consolidating shipments to the
mine area would reduce traffic and associated eagle mortality risk from that estimated for
Alternative 2.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Alternative A would not directly or indirectly impact bald eagle nesting, foraging, communal
roost, or other potential habitat. The increase in traffic in Alternative A would slightly increase the
risk of increased eagle mortality on US 2 in the Bald Eagle Consultation Area.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

About 0.5 mile of MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line would have direct impacts on about 9
acres of bald eagle habitat in the nesting zone (Table 207). Alternative B would also temporarily
disturb 33 acres of home range foraging area for nesting bald eagles, and 103 acres of other
potential bald eagle habitat during transmission line construction. The clearing area for
Alternative B would clear 4 acres of old growth on private land along the Fisher River and a short
stretch of Miller Creek. Alternative B would likely result in the clearing of large spruce and
cottonwood trees in these old growth areas that provide potential bald eagle nest sites. The
clearing area associated with Alternative B would be within both the visual and distance buffers
of an existing nest site. Bald eagles often avoid areas of high human use for nesting, foraging,
perching, and roosting; they have shown a wide range of sensitivity to human disturbance
(Stalmaster and Newman 1978; Knight and Knight 1984; Martell 1992; Beuhler et al. 1991,
McCarigal et al. 1991). In addition to physical losses of habitat, impacts on bald eagles from
Alternative B may include disturbance of breeding bald eagles and nest abandonment due to
increased noise and the presence of humans and machinery and would likely require a federal
take permit under the Eagle Act. Temporary disturbance impacts from Alternative B may also
occur if increased noise and human presence associated with construction, including construction
of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line, caused eagles to avoid foraging in some areas.
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Table 207. Transmission Line Impacts on Bald Eagle Nesting Habitat and Potential Bald

Eagle Habitat by Transmission Line Alternative.

Nest Site Primary Use Other
Nearest Home Range .
L . . Area Area . Potential
Transmission Line Distance to . : Foraging
. ) (Visual (Distance 3 Bald Eagle
Alternative Nest Site 1 2 Area Y
. Buffer) Buffer) Habitat
(miles) (acres)
(acres) (acres) (acres)
B-North Miller Creek 0.07 9 10 33 103
C-Modified North 0.58 0 0 13 107
Miller Creek
D-Miller Creek 0.58 0 0 13 107
E-West Fisher Creek 0.58 0 0 26 112

The transmission line disturbance area includes typical tree clearing width of 150 feet for Alternative B and 200 feet for
Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R; and the disturbance area for the Sedlak Park Substation and access road. Areas of
impact overlap between zones are not counted.

Y Visual buffer = The initial buffer implemented based on whether the human activity is visible from within 0.25 mile
radius of nest site.

2 Distance Buffer = In the absence of adequate visual buffers, a distance buffer from 0.25 to 0.5 mile radius of nest site
determined by the type of activity.

% Foraging Area (formally Zone 3) = suitable foraging habitat within 2.5 miles of nest site. Foraging habitat consists of
rivers, streams, and wetland areas.

4 Other potential bald eagle habitat = all lands within the analysis area.

Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data.

The likelihood of the 230-kV transmission line resulting in the electrocution of bald eagles or
other raptors is extremely low; electrocution of raptors is primarily a problem associated with
lower-voltage distribution lines (APLIC 2006). Also, electrocutions potentially caused by the
transmission line would be minimized through implementation of recommendations outlined in
APLIC (2006), which are based on a minimum spacing of 60 inches between phases or between
phase and ground wires. The transmission line from BPA’s loop line would not pose a risk of
electrocution of raptors because phase spacing would be a minimum of 20 feet.

Although raptors are generally less vulnerable to collisions with power lines than other bird
species (Olendorff and Lehman 1986), the proximity of the Alternative B transmission line,
including BPA’s Substation and loop line, to nesting bald eagles and their foraging habitat along
the Fisher River would add to the risk of bald eagle collisions with the transmission line. Potential
collisions of bald eagles with the transmission line would be reduced by constructing the
transmission line according to recommendations outlined in APLIC (2012). Applicable
recommendations outlined in APLIC include locating the transmission line away from streams
and other potential flight corridors, placement of the lines below treeline or other topographical
features, and installation of line-marking devices. MMC indicated no aviation flight paths were
identified for the preferred corridor and no markers or other warning devices were planned (MMI
2005D).

MMC did not propose any timing restrictions for winter-time transmission line construction.
Winter-time transmission line construction would slightly increase traffic on US 2 in the analysis
area and would slightly increase eagle mortality risk.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative C-R would have no direct physical impacts on bald eagle habitat in the nesting zone.
About 13 acres of bald eagle foraging habitat and 107 acres of other potential habitat would be
temporarily disturbed during construction of Alternative C-R (Table 207). The clearing area for
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Alternative C-R would not affect any old growth on private land along the Fisher River.
Temporary disturbance impacts from Alternative C-R may also occur if increased noise and
human presence associated with construction, including construction of the Sedlak Park
Substation and loop line, caused eagles to avoid foraging in some areas. These impacts are likely
to be minor, given the availability of foraging habitat in the surrounding area.

The location of the Alternative C-R transmission line alignment on an east-facing ridge immedi-
ately north of the Sedlak Park Substation would reduce the risks of bald eagle wire strikes and
electrocutions relative to Alternative B. Similar to Alternative B, recommendations outlined in
Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines (APLIC 2006) and Reducing Avian
Collisions with Power Lines (APLIC 2012) would be implemented.

Section 2.9.6.2.1, Bald Eagle describes the agencies’ mitigation for the bald eagle. MMC would
either: 1) not clear vegetation or conduct other construction activities during the breeding season
(February 1 to August 15) in potential bald eagle nesting habitat or; 2) fund or conduct field
and/or aerial reconnaissance surveys to locate any new bald eagle or osprey nests along specific
segments of the transmission line corridor in Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R. Surveys would be
conducted between March 15 and April 30, one nesting season immediately before transmission
line construction. If an active nest were found, guidelines from the Montana Bald Eagle
Management Plan (Montana Bald Eagle Working Group 2010) would be followed to provide
management guidance for the immediate nest site area (Zone 1), the primary use area (Zone 2),
and the home range area (Zone 3) as long as they were in effect. This mitigation would minimize
affecting a bald eagle nest.

The agencies’ mitigation also includes other timing restrictions. All activities for both
transmission line construction seasons and during decommissioning of the transmission line on
National Forest System and State trust lands within the CYRZ and Cabinet Face BORZ would
occur between June 16 and October 14. No transmission line construction in elk, white-tailed
deer, or moose winter range between December 1 and April 30 unless approved by the agencies.
The agencies’ timing restrictions would minimize any increase in traffic on US 2 in the analysis
area and increased eagle mortality risk.

The agencies’ Environmental Specifications (Appendix D) include additional monitoring and
mitigation not described in MMC’s Environmental Specifications. As described in Appendix D,
areas of high risk for bird collisions where line-marking devices may be needed, such as the
Fisher River crossing, and recommendations for type of marking device would be identified
through a study conducted by a qualified biologist and funded by MMC.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

The impacts on bald eagles from Alternative D-R would be the same as Alternative C-R.
Modifications to the transmission line alignment and mitigation described in Alternative C-R
would be implemented in Alternative D-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative E-R would have no direct physical impacts on bald eagle habitat in the nesting zone.
About 26 acres of bald eagle foraging habitat and 112 acres of other potential habitat would be
temporarily disturbed during construction of Alternative E-R (Table 207). The clearing area for
Alternative E-R would clear 7 acres of old growth on private and State land where the
transmission line crossed the Fisher River and paralleled West Fisher Creek. Alternative E-R
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would likely result in the clearing of large spruce and cottonwood trees in these old growth areas
that provide potential bald eagle nest sites. Temporary disturbance impacts from Alternative E-R
may also occur if increased noise and human presence associated with construction, including
construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line, caused eagles to avoid foraging in some
areas. These impacts are likely to be minor, given the availability of foraging habitat in the
surrounding area. The risks of bald eagle wire strikes and electrocutions would be the same as
Alternatives C-R and D-R. Modifications to the transmission line alignment and mitigation
described in Alternative C-R would be implemented in Alternative E-R.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions (Appendix E) applicable to cumulative effects on bald eagle include existing road
and associated traffic volume, primarily on US 2, and existing roads and human disturbance in
the analysis area. Future actions that may increase traffic volume on US 2, and human
disturbance in the analysis area include private land development, the Miller-West Fisher
Vegetation Management Project, the Coyote Improvement Vegetation Management Project, the
Silverbutte Bugs timber sale and the Flower Creek Vegetation Management Project. If timber
harvest activities occurred concurrently with mine or transmission line construction and
operations, higher traffic volume and associated increased eagle mortality risk along US 2 may
occur. No other past, current, or reasonably foreseeable actions are anticipated to contribute to
cumulative impacts on bald eagles.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In these
alternatives, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the
bald eagle or practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’
alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R)
would incorporate feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts
on the bald eagle and wildlife habitat. These measures would include realigning the transmission
line away from an active eagle nest, limiting winter-time transmission line construction, either not
clearing vegetation or conducting construction activities during breeding season in bald eagle
habitat, or fund or conduct surveys to locate active nests in appropriate habitat, creating a supply
staging area in Libby and consolidating shipments to the mine area to reduce traffic, and
assessing areas of high risk for bird collisions where line-marking devices may be needed.
Transmission Line Alternatives C-R and D-R would avoid old growth on private land along the
Fisher River.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

All known bald eagle nest sites are on private land and 2015 KFP direction does not apply to
activities on private land. All mine alternatives would be consistent with 2015 KFP sensitive
species and bald eagle direction. MMC’s transmission line alternative would not be designed in
accordance with bald eagle guideline (FW-GDL-WL-02) to avoid or minimize impacts to bald
eagles on known occupied nest sites and roost sites, including known winter communal night
roost areas, with timing and distance buffers based on the best available information. In the
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agencies’ transmission line alternatives, activity timing restrictions and snag retention described
in section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris would be consistent with 2015 KFP bald eagle
direction.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual bald eagles or their habitat within the
analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability
to the population or species. All action alternatives may impact individual bald eagles and their
habitat within the analysis area, but would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the population or species. All action alternatives may affect the bald
eagle and their habitat by increasing mortality risks in winter foraging area. All action transmis-
sion line alternatives would disturb home range foraging areas and may displace eagles from
foraging areas during transmission line construction. The USFWS has removed the bald eagle
from federal listing. Nesting on the KNF has increased significantly over the last 2 decades.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

Alternative B would not comply with the Eagle Act, as it would likely require obtaining a federal
eagle take permit for which MMC has not applied. The agencies’ transmission line alternatives
would result in minimal impacts on individual bald eagles or eagle populations and habitat, and
would comply with the Eagle Act.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186

All action alternatives would comply with the MBTA, Executive Order 13186, and its associated
MOU by evaluating the effects of federal actions on migratory birds as part of the NEPA process
and promoting conservation of and minimizing adverse impacts on migratory birds.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53. All alternatives would comply with the Nongame and Endangered Species
Act.

3.25.4.3 Black-backed Woodpecker

3.25.4.3.1  Regulatory Framework

General 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of sensitive species is described in section
3.25.4.1, Regulatory Framework, p. 1133. In addition, the 2015 KFP direction considered in the
analysis of the black-backed woodpecker is:

FW-GDL-WL-05. Wildfire Areas. Maintain unlogged conditions in some portions of
areas burned by wildfires for 5 years post-fire. A well distributed diversity of patch sizes
and burned conditions, based on fire characteristics and pre-fire forest conditions, should
be left to provide habitat for species whose habitat requirements include recently burned
forests (black-backed woodpecker, etc.).
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3.25.4.3.2  Analysis Area and Methods

The analysis area for black-backed woodpeckers is described in section 3.25.1, Introduction. The
analysis area for determination of population trend and contribution toward population viability is
the KNF.

Black-backed woodpecker population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships
identified by research are described in Samson (2006a, 2006b), O’Connor and Hillis (2001),
Dixon and Saab (2000), Powell (2000), Cherry (1997) and Hutto (1995). These provided
guidance in evaluating habitat and potential effects to black-backed woodpeckers, and are
incorporated by reference. Black-backed woodpecker occurrence data come from recent District
wildlife observation records and KNF historical data (NRIS Wildlife).

Bonn et al. (2007) provides some guidance for conducting project-level analysis to determine
effects to black-backed woodpeckers. Black-backed woodpecker habitat was analyzed using GIS
layers on fire and timber harvest history, stand type, and stand age/size. Additional sources used
for analysis includes snag data, prescribed burn records for the analysis area, and Regional fire
history summaries (Northern Rockies Coordination Center 2004-2011).

High quality habitat is defined as areas where recent (less than 8 years old) mixed-lethal or stand-
replacement fires have occurred. Black-backed woodpeckers have been found to be almost
entirely restricted to early post-fire forests (Hutto 1995). General forest (low quality) habitat
consists of forested areas with patches of snags produced by insect and disease. Specific black-
backed woodpecker habitat information was not available for private or state-owned lands in the
analysis area, much of which has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years.

Indicators for comparing alternative effects on black-backed woodpecker are changes in high-
quality and general forest habitat.

3.25.4.3.3 Affected Environment

Black-backed woodpeckers are associated with boreal and montane coniferous forests that have
experienced recent burns. Black-backed woodpeckers are known to use three types of forested
habitat: 1) post-fire areas that have burned within 1 to 6 years, 2) areas with extensive bark beetle
outbreaks causing widespread tree mortality, and 3) areas of smaller disturbances scattered
throughout the forest caused by wind throw, ice damage, or other occurrences that produce small
patches of dead trees. These conditions all provide habitat for the black-backed woodpecker’s
primary food source, woodborer beetles, and larvae (Ecosystem Research Group 2012).

Research conducted in Montana (Hutto 1995; Caton 1996; Hitchcox 1996; Hejl and McFadzen
2000; Powell 2000) suggests black-backed woodpeckers require fire-killed trees for long-term
survival. High quality black-backed woodpecker habitat is defined as recent (<8 years old)
mixed-lethal or stand-replacement fire areas where an abundance of snags are available. Fire-
created black-backed woodpecker habitat provides the best conditions for 2 to 3 years following
the fire then begins to decline as tree moisture content decreases and wood borer larvae decline
(Bonn et al. 2007). Fire-killed trees generally do not provide insect food sources beyond 5 to 7
years (Caton 1996; Murphy and Lehnhausen 1998); secondary mortality from fire and insect
attacks often extend the availability of quality habitat. Hoyt and Hannon (2002) documented
black-backed woodpecker use of fire areas from up to 33 miles (50 kilometers) away up to 8
years after a fire occurred.
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The analysis area has no high quality habitat because there have been no fires during the past 8
years. Low quality black-backed woodpecker habitat in the Crazy, Silverfish, McEIk, and
Riverview PSUs consists of general forest habitat that supports populations of resident black-
backed woodpeckers. Based on potential habitat data, about 15,143 acres of general forest habitat
is in the Crazy PSU, while 15,437 acres of general forest habitat is in the Silverfish PSU.

Black-backed woodpeckers nest in snags at high densities in burned areas from 1 to 6 years after
fires (Caton 1996; Hitchcox 1996) and can colonize very small, isolated burns (Hitchcox 1996).
As primary cavity-nesters, black-backed woodpeckers require dead or live trees with heartwood
rot and show a preference for Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, and western larch.
According to Thomas (1979), a PPL of 40 percent or more should maintain viable populations of
birds dependent on cavities for nest sites. The existing PPL for the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs is
73 and 90 percent, respectively. The availability of nest snags is non-limiting for black-backed
woodpeckers (Ecosystem Research Group 2012).

On a forestwide level, habitat modeling estimated nearly 30,000 acres of black-backed
woodpecker habitat (Ecosystem Research Group 2012). Potential black-backed woodpecker
habitat is abundant, broadly distributed, and totals 1,317,790 acres of general forest habitat.
Across the KNF, wildfires over the last 8 years ranged from 11 to 4,723 acres per year and created
a total of about 9,390 acres of high quality habitat (Northern Rockies Coordination Center 2004-
2011). Wildfire activity during the summer season of 2014 are estimated to have burned 32,000
acres.

The nearest recorded observation of a black-backed woodpecker to the analysis area occurred in
1995 in a burned area west of Rock Creek (MNHP and FWP 2014). No black-backed
woodpeckers were observed during black-backed woodpecker surveys of more than 1 mile of the
Libby Creek wildfire burn area in 2003 and 2004 (see Project record). No black-backed
woodpeckers were observed during breeding bird monitoring and point count surveys of old
growth stands in and adjacent to the proposed impoundment sites and Libby Plant Site conducted
in 1992 (Mitchell and Bratkovich 1993), 2002, and 2004 (see Project record). Similarly, no black-
backed woodpeckers have been observed during Region One (Forest Service) landbird
monitoring surveys of transects established directly northwest of the proposed LAD Area 1 and in
Miller Creek along NFS road #4724 in 1994, 1995, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, and 2004 (Ibid). The
majority of the private and State lands in the analysis area has high road densities, allowing
access for firewood collection, and has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years, and it is not likely
that snags have been left standing. As a result, snag and down wood important to black-backed
woodpeckers is likely to be less available on private and State lands.

Across the Forest Service Northern Region, the black-backed woodpecker is considered secure in
terms of persistence (Samson 2006a, 2006b). The Northern Region Black-backed Woodpecker
Overview (Bonn et al. 2007) shows region-wide populations are increasing. Habitat modeling for
the 2015 KFP predicted the amount of habitat declines substantially in the first decade after 2015
implementation and then increases steadily to near current levels at decade five. The increasing
trend matches predicted increases in burned acres through the five-decade period (Ecosystem
Research Group 2012).

3.25.4.3.4  Environmental Conseguences

Activities associated with mine and transmission line construction and operation have the
potential to impact black-backed woodpecker habitat. Impacts from the mine (Table 208) and
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transmission line alternatives (Table 209) are described in the following subsections. None of the
proposed alternatives for the mine or the transmission line would impact high-quality black-
backed woodpecker habitat (recently burned forest).

Alternative 1 — No Mine

The No Mine Alternative would not have any direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on black-
backed woodpeckers or their habitat. Over time, with continued fire suppression and lack of
active forest management, indirect effects of this alternative would include a continued trend
toward later successional habitats.

Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine

Alternative 2 would have no effect on black-backed woodpecker habitat in the Silverfish PSU. In
the Crazy PSU, 889 acres of general forest habitat would be impacted (Table 208). The
Alternative 2 tailings impoundment would result in the loss of 715 acres of general forest habitat
in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting black-backed woodpecker pairs
that may have traditionally used the area.

Table 208. Impacts on Black-backed Woodpecker Habitat in the Analysis Area by Mine
Alternative.

(3] (4]

,[\Il(]) MIE/IZ(]Z’S Agency Agency

Habitat Type . - Mitigated Mitigated Little
Mine/Existing Proposed
o . Poorman Cherry Creek
Conditions Mine
Impoundment | Impoundment
General Forest Habitat 15,143 14,254 14,425 14,478
(acres/%) (889/69%0) (718/5%) (665/4%)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percent in habitat area compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by KNF using KNF data.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

Direct and indirect impacts from Alternative 3 on black-backed woodpecker would be slightly
less than Alternative 2. In the Crazy PSU, Alternative 3 would affect 718 acres of general forest
foraging habitat (Table 208). The Alternative 3 tailings impoundment would result in the loss of
627 acres of habitat in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting black-backed
woodpecker pairs that may have traditionally used the area.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Direct and indirect impacts from Alternative 4 on black-backed woodpecker would be less than
Alternative 2. In the Crazy PSU, Alternative 4 would affect 665 acres of general forest habitat
(Table 208). The Alternative 4 tailings impoundment would result in the loss of 571 acres of
mapped habitat in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting black-backed
woodpecker pairs that may have traditionally used the area.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

The No Transmission Line Alternative would have no direct or indirect impacts on black-backed
woodpecker habitat. The effects would be the same as Alternative 1.
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Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Alternative B would affect 35 acres of general forest habitat in the Crazy PSU, and 28 acres of
general forest habitat in the Silverfish PSU (Table 209). The Alternative B clearing area would
include 15 acres of potential black-backed woodpecker habitat on State and private land outside
of the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. The quality of the black-backed woodpecker habitat on private
land is unknown. Based on the lack of suitable habitat and black-backed woodpecker sightings,
construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect black-backed
woodpeckers in any transmission line alternative.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts on black-backed woodpecker from Alternative C-R would be similar to Alternative B
(Table 209), affecting 2 additional acres of general forest habitat in the Crazy PSU, 6 additional
acres of general forest habitat in the Silverfish PSU, and 13 more acres of potential habitat on
State and private land. The quality of the black-backed woodpecker habitat on private land is
unknown. Impacts on general forest foraging habitat in the agencies’ alternatives would be
minimized through implementation of the agencies’ Environmental Specifications (Appendix D)
and a Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative D-R would affect 39 acres of general forest habitat in the Crazy PSU, and 82 acres of
general forest habitat in the Silverfish PSU (Table 209). The Alternative D-R clearing area would
include about 31 acres of coniferous forest providing potential black-backed woodpecker habitat
on State and private land. The quality of the black-backed woodpecker habitat on private land is
unknown.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative
Effects of Alternative E-R would be similar to Alternative D-R (Table 209).

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects
Combined mine-transmission line impacts on black-backed woodpecker habitat in the analysis

Table 209. Impacts on Black-backed Woodpecker Habitat in the Analysis Area by
Transmission Line Alternative.

N [B] M[%-?] d [D-R] et
. 0] . odifie - es
Habitat Type Transmission North Miller North Miller | Miller Creek Fisher
. Creek
Line Creek Creek
Crazy PSU
General Forest 15,143 15,108 15,108 15,104 15,104
Habitat (acres/%) (35/<1%) (35/<1%) (39/<1%) (39/<1%)
Silverfish PSU
General Forest 15,437 15,409 15,388 15,353 15,358
Habitat (acres/%) (28/<1%) (49/<1%) (82/<1%) (79/<1%)
State and Private Land

General Forest NA 15 28 28 31
Habitat (acres)

NA = Not applicable.
Numbers in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percent in habitat area compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by KNF using KNF data.
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area are shown in Table 210. Impacts on black-backed woodpecker in the Crazy PSU would
range from 700 to 922 acres of general forest foraging habitat. For all combined action
alternatives, impacts on black-backed woodpecker in the Silverfish PSU would be due entirely to
the transmission line. Impacts in the Silverfish PSU would range from 28 to 82 acres of potential
general forest foraging habitat. Impacts on potential black-backed woodpecker habitat on State
and private lands would be 59 acres for Alternative B, 47 acres for Alternatives 3C-R and 3D-R,
50 acres for Alternative 3E-R, 72 acres for Alternatives 4C-R and 4D-R, and 75 acres for
Alternative 4E-R. The quality of the black-backed woodpecker habitat on private land is
unknown. Based on the lack of suitable habitat and black-backed woodpecker sightings,
construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect black-backed
woodpeckers with any alternative.

The loss of potential habitat resulting from the combined action alternatives could reduce the
quality of the habitat in these PSUs for nesting black-backed woodpeckers through increased
habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and disturbance effects. For all alternatives, construction of
the tailings impoundment would result in the loss of between 571 and 715 acres of potential
habitat in one localized area, which could displace one or more nesting black-backed woodpecker
pairs that may have traditionally used the area. None of the alternatives would affect burned
forest habitat or areas of bark-beetle outbreak preferred by black-backed woodpeckers. Despite
several surveys conducted in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, no black-backed woodpecker nests
were identified in the analysis area.

Cumulative Effects

The Affected Environment/Existing Condition describes the existing suitable habitat within the
analysis area, primarily general forest habitat as no wildfires have occurred within the analysis
area in recent years (<8 years). In addition, adjacent planning areas were evaluated for potential
impacts to high-quality habitat related to areas of disturbance that occur across project
boundaries. There are no apparent conditions within proximity of the analysis area that would
contribute to effects to black-backed woodpeckers.

Past Actions

The primary measure of habitat suitability is changes to nesting and foraging habitat, primarily
changes to high quality habitat that developed as a result of wildfire. Past actions, particularly
timber harvest, road construction, fire suppression, and firewood gathering activities, have
contributed to a reduction in potential black-backed woodpecker habitat (USDA Forest Service
2003b). Fire suppression since the early 1900s has resulted in fewer severe fires on the landscape
and has affected the creation of high quality habitat for black-backed woodpeckers. Timber
harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s. Harvests that targeted beetle infested
stands and post-fire areas for salvage reduced natural disturbance areas targeted by the
woodpecker. In addition, regeneration harvests would have had the most impact on general forest
habitat. Detailed description of previous vegetation management activities are found in Appendix
E. Since the 1990s, application of KFP direction has resulted in the retention of snags and
protection of old growth and riparian habitats. Also, there has been more reliance on intermediate
harvest that leaves more forest structure (including large old trees), snags, and downed wood.
Current levels of black-backed woodpecker habitat are relatively high, the result of recent
wildfires (Ecosystem Research Group 2012).
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Table 210. Impacts on Black-backed Woodpecker Habitat in the Analysis Area by Combined Mine-Transmission Line Alternative.

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

Agency Mitigated

Existi MMC's Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek
Measurement Criteria xisting Prop_osed Poorman Impo_undment Impoundment
Condition Mine Alternative .
Alternative
TL-A TL-B TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R
Crazy PSU
General Forest Foraging 15,143 14,221 14,391 14,386 14,386 14,443 14,439 14,439
Habitat (acres/%) (922/6%) (752/5%) (757/5%) (757/5%) (700/5%) | (704/5%) | (704/5%)
Silverfish PSU
General Forest Foraging 15,437 15,409 15,388 15,355 15,358 15,388 15,355 15358
Habitat (acres/%) (28/<1%) (49/<1%) (82/<1%) (79/<1%) (49/<1%) | (82/<1%) | (79/<1%)
State and Private Land

Potential habitat affected NA 59 47 47 50 72 72 75
(acres)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by KNF using KNF data.
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No Action

The No Action alternatives (Alternative 1 and Alternative A) would not contribute to cumulative
impacts on the black-backed woodpecker.

Action Alternatives
Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Reasonably foreseeable actions include those federal, state, or private activities that are ongoing
or scheduled to occur within the next five years, independent of this federal action. Appendix E,
identifies those current and foreseeable actions in the analysis area that were determined to be
appropriate for inclusion in the analysis of environmental effects.

Vegetation Management

The Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project will include intermediate harvest of
1,206 acres, regeneration harvest of about 692 acres, precommercial thinning of 351 acres, and
prescribed burning of 2,830 acres of National Forest System lands in the Silverfish PSU. The
Coyote Improvement Vegetation Management Project is in the planning stages and will take place
within the Crazy PSU. The project will harvest 240 acres to increase stand resiliency to mountain
pine beetles. Silverbutte Bugs timber sale is in the Silverfish PSU and will be a small project like
Coyote. Timber harvest and other clearing activities planned for the projects will contribute to
cumulative losses of snags used by black-backed woodpecker for nesting. Activities associated
with the projects are expected to retain sufficient suitable cavity habitat. Snags and down wood
created in burned areas will provide both feeding and nesting habitat for the black-backed
woodpecker.

Flower Creek timber sale is in the Treasure PSU and only has minimal overlap with the project
with a small amount of the access road for Montanore within this PSU. Flower Creek timber sale,
like the timber sales mentioned above, would contribute openings or open-canopied habitat as
well. Approximately 900 acres are proposed for treatment. Due to the minimal overlap,
cumulative effects would be minimal.

Normal road and trail maintenance activities have the potential to remove nesting and foraging
trees if they are close to a trail or road and present a safety hazard. Similarly, firewood cutting
would remove snags and would reduce nesting and foraging habitat availability along open roads.
The decrease in habitat would be limited to areas within about 150 to 200 feet of open roads. This
loss of snag habitat was accounted for in the analysis of available snag habitat.

Within the analysis area, continued development of private land is anticipated and, depending on
the type of development, such as timber harvest, home construction or land clearing would reduce
general forest habitat by varying levels. This loss of general forest habitat would have minimal
effect on black-backed woodpecker populations. Proposed removal of vegetation associated with
this project would result in a 6 percent reduction of general forest habitat and would not reduce
areas of high quality habitat.

Similarly, other agency and public actions identified in Appendix E (description of ongoing and
foreseeable actions) would have little or no effect on black-backed woodpeckers or their habitat
as most activities would occur within general forest habitat.
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Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed
Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the black-
backed woodpecker or all practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The
agencies’ alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R,
and E-R) would comply with 36 CFR 228.8. The agencies’ alternatives would incorporate
additional feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts on
wildlife habitat that benefit black-backed woodpecker, including minimizing the disturbance area
in the agencies’ mine alternatives and implementing a Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan
and Environmental Specifications in the agencies’ transmission line alternatives.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

As described in section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris, all action alternatives would be
consistent with desired conditions for snags and down wood. In all combined mine-transmission
line alternatives, a wide range of successional habitats, and associated amounts of down wood
would be available.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual black-backed woodpeckers or their habitat
within the analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss
of viability to the population or species. All combined action alternatives may impact individual
black-backed woodpeckers or their habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend toward
federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species. This determination is
based on: 1) no impact on high quality (post-fire) habitat would occur; 2) general forest habitat
reduction would be 6 percent or less; 3) no black-backed woodpeckers have been observed in the
Crazy or Silverfish PSU, despite several recent surveys; 4) individual nest trees or localized
patches of insect infestation within the analysis area removed during project activities may
disturb individuals or pairs.

3.25.4.4 Coeur D’Alene Salamander

3.25.4.4.1  Analysis Area and Methods

The analysis of potential impacts of the proposed project on individuals of the Coeur d’Alene
salamander or their habitat is limited to where the Coeur d’Alene salamander could potentially
occur, adjacent to Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278). Other areas of the analysis area do not
provide suitable habitat for this species.

Coeur d’Alene salamander population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships
identified by research are described in Cassirer et al. (1994), Maxell (2000), Maxell et al. (2003),
and MNHP and FWP (2014), which are incorporated by reference. Coeur d’Alene salamander
occurrence data come from recent District wildlife observation records and KNF historical data
(NRIS Wildlife), MNHP, and other agencies, such as FWP. The impacts analysis includes an
evaluation of the benefits to the Coeur d’Alene salamander from mitigation measures proposed
by the agencies such as implementation of a final Road Management Plan and a Vegetation
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Removal and Disposition Plan and adherence to INFS standards and guidelines and Montana
water quality standards.

3.25.4.4.2 Affected Environment

The Coeur d’Alene salamander has been found below 5,000 feet in western Montana and is the
only species of lungless salamander in the northern Rocky Mountain region (Cassirer et al. 1994).
The salamander is associated with seepages, waterfalls, and small creeks near talus with fractured
rock and with dense overstory canopies (Werner et al. 2004; MNHP and FWP 2014).

Johnson (1999) reports Coeur d’Alene salamander confirmed presence in four of the eight
planning units on the KNF at 13 different sites. The salamander has been confirmed in two
additional planning units since 1999 and the known sites total 36. The Coeur d’Alene salamander
is lungless and respirates entirely through its skin. This necessitates moist conditions to prevent
dessication and death. Known populations on the KNF are isolated by miles of dry, unsuitable
habitat that cannot be crossed (Maxell 2000; Maxell et al. 2003).

Historical records show that Coeur d’Alene salamanders were observed prior to 1990 above and
below the Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278) on the northwest side of Big Hoodoo Mountain. A
single adult Coeur d’Alene salamander was recorded in 1989 adjacent to the Libby Creek Road
(NFS road #231) about 1.5 miles northeast of MMC'’s proposed Little Cherry Creek Impound-
ment (Westech 2005a). No recent observations of the Coeur d’Alene salamander in the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs have been recorded (MNHP and FWP 2014). The site description for the Libby
Creek record indicated it lacks the moist environment typical of Coeur d’Alene salamanders. The
site could not be located during 2005 surveys (Westech 2005a). Where Coeur d’Alene
salamanders were recorded adjacent the Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278), past timber harvest
appears to have reduced canopy cover needed to ensure moist conditions (Westech 2005a).

3.25.4.4.3  Environmental Consequences

The transmission line alternatives, including construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop
line, would not affect the Coeur d’ Alene salamander due to the absence of nearby suitable habitat
and are not included in the analysis.

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not disturb Coeur D’ Alene salamanders or their habitat and would have no
effect on this species.

Alternative 2 - MMC'’s Proposed Mine

According to Maxell (2000), the greatest threats to the Coeur d’Alene salamander are timber
harvest, fire, road and trail development and maintenance, vehicle use on roads, and isolation of
populations. About 10 miles of the Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278), from US 2 to the Bear
Creek bridge, would be widened on its existing alignment and chip-sealed. The roadway width
would be 20 to 29 feet wide and designed to handle speeds of 35 to 45 mph. The disturbed area,
included ditches and cut-and-fill slopes, is expected to be up to 100 feet wide. Because the Bear
Creek Road would be chip-sealed, use of mine or adit water or chemical stabilizers for dust
suppression along the Bear Creek Road would be unlikely. Widening and improvement of the
Bear Creek Road would affect 0.2 acres of wetlands along the road (see Table 187 in the Wetlands
and Other Waters of the U.S. section) and may remove small areas of potential Coeur d’Alene
salamander habitat. Some incidental mortality may occur due to forest clearing and increased
traffic associated with Alternative 2. Although impacts on the Coeur d’Alene salamander are
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possible, they are not likely to occur because no Coeur d’Alene salamanders have been recently
observed in the analysis area and because habitat in the analysis area does not appear to provide
characteristics typically favored by this species, in particular adequate canopy cover to ensure
moist conditions.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

Impacts on the Coeur d’Alene salamander from Alternative 3 would be the same as
Alternative 2, except that the likelihood of impacts would be less. The agencies’ alternatives
would include implementation of several measures that would further minimize adverse effects, if
any, on the Coeur d’Alene salamander. MMC would implement a final Road Management Plan
and a Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan and comply with INFS standards and guidelines
for any work in a RHCA along an access road.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative
Impacts on the Coeur d’Alene salamander from Alternative 4 would be the same as Alternative 3.

Cumulative Effects

Timber harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s and, up until the early 1990s,
harvest occurred within riparian habitats resulting in alterations and reduction of riparian habitat.
High levels of road construction to facilitate harvest occurred through the 1980s and resulted in
sedimentation into streams. Detailed descriptions of previous vegetation and road management
activities are found at the beginning of Chapter 3 and Appendix E lists all past actions considered
in the cumulative effects analysis. Since the adoption of the 1987 KFP and its revision in 2015,
application of KFP direction has resulted in the protection of riparian habitats, less road
construction and road closures, and BMP work on existing roads to reduce sedimentation.

Alternative 1 would not have cumulative impacts on the Coeur d’Alene salamander. The
likelihood of mine alternatives directly or indirectly affecting the Coeur d’Alene salamander is
low. No other reasonably foreseeable actions would affect any known locations of Coeur d’Alene
salamander. All mine alternatives would have no cumulative impacts on this species.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. All Mine Alternatives
and Transmission Line Alternatives would comply with 36 CFR 228.8 with regard to effects to
the Coeur d’Alene salamander.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

Coeur d’Alene salamanders have not been documented in areas potentially affected by any of the
mine or transmission line alternatives since 1990. The site above and below the Bear Creek Road
(NFS road #278) where they were documented prior to 1990 does not appear to provide sufficient
canopy cover or other conditions to ensure moist conditions required by Coeur d’Alene
salamanders. The agencies’ alternatives would include implementation of several measures that
would further reduce any effects on the Coeur d’Alene salamander, specifically: 1)
implementation of a final Road Management Plan and a Vegetation Removal and Disposition
Plan; 2) the use of either a chemical stabilization or groundwater on mine access roads and other
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work areas; and 3) as described in section 3.23, Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.,
compliance with INFS standards and guidelines for any work in a RHCA along an access road.
Compliance with INFS, including RHCA standards and guidelines are discussed in detail in
section 3.6 Aquatic Life and Fisheries. All mine and transmission line alternatives would comply
with 2015 KFP direction applicable to the Coeur d’Alene salamander.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual Coeur d’ Alene salamanders or their
habitat within the analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the population or species. Although unlikely, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4
(action alternatives) may impact individual Coeur d’Alene salamanders or their habitat, and
but would not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to
the population or species. This determination is based on: 1) Widening and improvement of the
Bear Creek Road would affect 0.2 acres of wetlands along the road and may remove or degrade
small areas of potential Coeur d’Alene salamander habitat, 2) Some incidental mortality could
occur due to forest clearing and increased traffic associated with the mine alternatives, 3) No
Coeur d’Alene salamanders have been observed in the analysis area since 1989, 4) Habitat in the
analysis area does not appear to provide characteristics favored by this species, in particular moist
conditions, and 5) the agencies’ alternatives would include implementation of several measures
that would further reduce the likelihood of any adverse effects on the Coeur d’Alene salamander,
including implementation of a final Road Management Plan, a Vegetation Removal and
Disposition Plan, and compliance with INFS standards and guidelines for any work in a RHCA
along an access road.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53.

3.25.4.5 Fisher

3.25.45.1  Regulatory Framework

In 2011, the USFWS determined that listing the fisher as threatened or endangered was not
warranted at the time (USFWS 2011a). This finding was in response to a petition to list a distinct
population segment of the fisher in its U.S. Northern Rocky Mountain range, including portions
of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. The USFWS determined that fishers in the Northern Rocky
Mountains met the definition of a distinct population segment because they are geographically
separated from other fisher populations, and because the loss of this population would result in a
significant gap in the range of the species and the loss of a unique genetic identity found nowhere
else within the range of the species. Based on the existence of fisher throughout much of its
historical range in Montana and ldaho, including “an increase in number and distribution since
their perceived extirpation in the 1920s,” and no indications that other natural or anthropogenic
factors are likely to significantly threaten the existence of this distinct population segment of
fisher, the USFWS concluded that the distinct population segment “is not now, or in the
foreseeable future, threatened by other natural or anthropogenic factors affecting its continued
existence, or that these factors act cumulatively with other potential threats, to the extent that
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listing under the Act [ESA] as an endangered or threatened species is warranted at this time”
(USFWS 2011a).

3.25.4.5.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Fisher population ecology, biology, habitat description and relationships are described in Jones
(1991), Powell (1993), Vinkey (2003), Lofroth et al. (2010), USFWS (2011a), and Raley et al.
(2012). These provided guidance in evaluating potential habitat and effects to fisher, and are
incorporated by reference. That information is incorporated by reference. Fisher occurrence data
come from recent District wildlife observation records and KNF historical data (NRIS Wildlife)
and other agencies, such as the FWP. Potential fisher habitat was recently modeled for Region
One (USDA Forest Service 2012d, Ecosystem Research Group 2012) and includes old growth
forest, as well as a diversity of forest successional stages and plant communities that provide
seasonal fisher habitat and riparian areas that are important for travel, resting and denning. The
modeling includes both National Forest System and private and State lands. Specific fisher
habitat information is not available for private or state-owned lands in the analysis area, much of
which has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years. Fisher habitat on private land was included in
the Region One modeling.

The analysis area for the fisher is described in section 3.25.1, Introduction. The analysis area for
determination of population trend and contribution toward population viability is the KNF.

The impacts analysis includes an evaluation of the benefits to fisher from mitigation measures
proposed by the agencies such as implementation of a final Road Management Plan, a Vegetation
Removal and Disposition Plan, and adherence to INFS standards and guidelines and the agencies’
Environmental Specifications (Appendix D) or MMC’s Environmental Specifications (MMI
2005b).

3.25.45.3 Affected Environment

In the western United States, fishers prefer late-successional forests (mature or old growth
forests), and low elevation, moist riparian corridors for resting, denning, and travel (Heinemeyer
and Jones 1994). The fisher feeds on a variety of prey, from small to medium-sized mammals,
birds, and carrion (Powell and Zelinski 1994). Fishers use an assortment of habitats for feeding,
although they avoid non-forested areas (Jones and Garton 1994, and Roy 1991). Complex forest
structure such as large snags, large down wood material, and high canopy cover are important
components of fisher habitat.

In the western United States, fisher populations are limited to certain mountain ranges in the
Pacific Northwest and Rocky Mountains. Fisher distribution in United States Northern Rocky
Mountains is thought to be similar to the presumed historical range (USFWS 2011a). These
isolated populations may be acutely susceptible to local extinction (Heinemeyer and Jones 1994).
Fishers once occurred in the Cabinet Mountains, but were eliminated locally by overtrapping and
habitat alteration (Ruggiero et al. 1994; Vinkey et al. 2006). Between 1989 and 1991, 110 fishers
from the Midwest were released in the Cabinet Mountains as part of a state translocation
program. Vinkey (2003) studied the distribution of fishers in the Cabinet Mountains using winter
snow tracking, track plates, and live-trapping surveys conducted from 2001 to 2003. All verified
records of fishers from this study were from the west Cabinet Mountains. Vinkey (2003)
concluded that the introduction of fishers to the Cabinet Mountains has established a small
population, but that the long-term viability of this population is uncertain. Similarly, surveys for
fishers in the Northern Rockies since 2004 has only detected fishers at 222 out of 4,813 snares
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deployed in eight years (Schwartz et al. 2006, USDA Forest Service 2012d). The KNF provides
suitable fisher habitat, but both current and historical information suggests that fisher have never
been abundant in the Cabinet Mountains (Heinz 1996; Vinkey 2003). The current population of

fishers in the Cabinet Mountains is unknown. Fishers are generally more common where human
density is low and human disturbance is reduced (Ruggiero et al. 1994).

Johnson (1999) reported fisher presence was confirmed in five of the eight planning units on the
KNF. Fisher observation and monitoring data indicates that suitable habitat is present within the
analysis area, especially along forested streams. There have been no recent (since 2000) sightings
of fishers within the analysis area, but historical observations have been recorded within the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. A fisher den was found in 1989 near Horse Mountain (Roy 1991).
Fishers are known to be present within the Libby Creek drainage, and are possibly present within
the Poorman Creek, Ramsey Creek, and West Fisher Creek drainages (Westech 2005a).

Ruediger (1994) reported the KNF as a primary habitat area for fisher. More recently, fisher
habitat was modeled for Region One and is found within the analysis area (USDA Forest Service
2012d). Forestwide, fisher habitat is abundant at 703,423 acres and exceeds the upper historic
range of variation of 671,150 acres (Ecosystem Research Group 2012). Although fisher are found
within landscapes that have high levels of contiguous cover and mid to late seral conditions, their
home ranges include a diversity of forest successional stages and plant communities (Lofroth et
al. 2010, Raley et al. 2012). Some studies have shown positive association with young
successional stages such as pole-sapling and young forest (e.g., Jones 1991), possibly because of
prey resources associated with these environments. In particular, Jones (1991) observed fisher
shifting their use of habitat seasonally, with mature and old-growth forests being used in the
summer and young forest cover types used more in the winter. Riparian areas are important
habitat for travel, resting, and denning. Based on habitat modeling, 19,178 acres of potential
yearlong fisher habitat occur in the Crazy PSU and 13,262 acres in the Silverfish PSU, including
state and private lands. The Crazy PSU is within the Kootenai planning unit, and the Silverfish
PSU is within the Fisher planning unit. Following the identification process outlined in Ruediger
(1994), these planning units are designated as secondary fisher conservation areas (Johnson
2004b). The Crazy and Silverfish PSUs are considered high-quality fisher habitat areas (Ibid.).

Old growth on private and State land in the analysis area consists mostly of cottonwood/ spruce
riparian habitat. The majority of the private and State lands in the analysis area has high road
densities and has been logged in the past 20 to 30 years (Figure 85), resulting in fragmented forest
habitat. Based on recent modeling, potential fisher habitat on private and State lands is limited
and of marginal quality (USDA Forest Service 2012d).

FWP currently manages the species as a furbearer with a limited harvest of 7 animals in 2014.

3.25.4.5.4  Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not disturb the fisher or its habitat and would have no effect on this species
(Table 211). Over time, with continued fire suppression and lack of active forest management,
indirect effects of this alternative would include a continued trend toward later successional
habitats, which would favor fisher habitat. Large-scale fires could potentially occur in the
analysis area. Over the next five decades, Ecosystem Research Group (2012) reported that the
driving force behind habitat change on the KNF is due to natural disturbance processes,
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especially wildfire. Similarly, the USFWS 2011a listing decision notes that fisher populations
have increased in numbers and distribution despite the effects of anthropogenic activities.

Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine

No impacts on fisher would occur as a result of Alternative 2 in the Silverfish PSU. Alternative 2
would reduce the amount of yearlong fisher habitat in the Crazy PSU by 746 acres, or 4 percent
of the habitat available. Winter fisher habitat would be reduced by 1,798 acres or about 12 percent
of the winter habitat available (Table 211). Most of the habitat impacts to both yearlong and
winter habitat would be in the Little Cherry Creek Tailings Impoundment Site.

Table 211. Available Fisher Habitat and Potential Effects in the Analysis Area by Mine
Alternative.

1] o [3] [4]
2 Agency Agency
Measurement _ No MMC's Mitigated Mitigated Little
Criteria Mine/Existing .
o Proposed Mine Poorman Cherry Creek
Conditions
Impoundment Impoundment
Crazy PSU
Yearlong Habitat 19,178 18,432 18,690 18,644
(acres) (746/3.9) (488/2.5) (534/2.8)
Winter Habitat 14,722 12,924 13,686 13,369
(acres) (1,798/12.2) (1,036/7.0) (1,353/9.2)
Silverfish PSU
Yearlong Habitat 13,262 13,262 13,262 13,262
(acres) (0/0) (0/0) (0/0)
Winter Habitat 12,964 12,964 12,964 12,964
(acres) (0/0) (0/0) (0/0)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percent in habitat area compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data.

The risk of fisher mortality would increase as a result of increased traffic and increased winter
access to fisher habitat from Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would include snowplowing Bear Creek
Road (NFS road #278) and Libby Creek Road (NFS road #231) during the evaluation program,
and while the Bear Creek Road is reconstructed, allowing trappers easy winter access to old
growth and riparian areas providing good fisher habitat. Trapping has a negligible impact on
fisher populations in the KNF. The annual quota for fisher across FWP Region 1 is just two
animals, mostly from the Flathead and Whitefish areas.

Annual traffic would be about three times existing levels throughout the life of the mine (Table
177). The increase in traffic in Alternative 2 would substantially increase the risk of increased
fisher mortality. MMC would provide transportation to employees using buses, vans, and pickup
trucks thereby limiting the use of personal vehicles. MMC would limit concentrate haulage to
daylight hours during the day shift (0800 to 1630), which would minimize vehicular-fisher
collisions during the early morning, evening and night time-periods. MMC would report road-
killed animals to the FWP as soon as road-killed animals were observed. The FWP would either
remove road-killed animals or direct MMC how to dispose of them. Increased traffic noise may
also displace fishers from suitable habitat. When the mill ceased operations in the Closure Phase,
mine traffic volume would be substantially less than shown in Table 176. Future traffic volume
when all activities at the mine are completed in the Post-Closure Phase would be higher than in
Alternative 1 because of reconstruction of Bear Creek Road and loss of the Little Cherry Loop
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Road beneath the impoundment. Mortality risk to fisher would decrease on the Bear Creek Road
compared to operations, but the permanently improved road conditions (increased road width,
improved sight distance, paving) and higher traffic speeds that would continue Post-Closure
would result in a permanently higher fisher mortality risk compared to pre-mine conditions. All
action alternatives would include snowplowing the Libby Creek Road (NFS road #231) during
the Evaluation Phase and while the Bear Creek Road was reconstructed, providing trappers easier
winter access to fisher habitat in old growth and riparian areas. A gate would limit motorized
access to snowplowed areas.

While not highly sensitive to human activity, the fisher is a species that generally avoids humans
(Powell 1993). Disturbance effects may occur due to the presence of people and machines during
construction and operations, potentially displacing fishers from nearby suitable habitat.
Displacement effects would probably be the greatest during the Construction Phase, but would
continue at lower levels during operations. According to Heinemeyer and Jones (1994), the most
sensitive time for fishers is the breeding, denning, and rearing period (February 15 to June 30).

Impacts within 200 meters of perennial streams are especially important to avoid (Ibid.). Impacts
of Alternative 2 on riparian fisher habitat may be reduced through implementation of MMC’s
proposed Wetland Mitigation Plan. The feasibility of MMC’s proposed Wetland Mitigation Plan
to replace the lost functions of all potentially affected wetlands is uncertain. MMC’s plan is
conceptual and would be refined during the 404 permitting process. MMC did not update its
mitigation plan for Alternative 2 to reflect new wetland and stream mitigation regulations and
procedures. Section 3.23, Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. discusses proposed wetland
mitigation in more detail. MMC would store mine, adit, or tailings water at the Ramsey Plant
Site, a surge pond at the LAD Areas, and the tailings impoundment. The metals in the tailings
water would be similar to what is found at the Troy Mine decant ponds (see Table 122 in the
Water Quality section), where adverse effects on wildlife have not been observed (USDA Forest
Service and DEQ 2012). Concentrations of metals in mine and adit water, which would be stored
in mine/yard pond at the Ramsey Plant Site and in a surge pond at the LAD Areas, would be
lower than tailings water (see Table 122 in the Water Quality section). The Ramsey Plant Site
would be fenced, restricting deer access.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

The types of impacts on fisher from Alternative 3 would be the same as Alternative 2, except that
less yearlong and winter fisher habitat would be affected (488 and 1,036 acres, respectively)
(Table 211). Yearlong habitat would be reduced 2.5 percent and winter habitat reduced 7.0 percent
from existing conditions. The agencies’ mine alternatives would have fewer disturbances in
RHCAs and other riparian areas, minimizing effect on the fisher. The effect of increased traffic on
the Bear Creek Road would be the same as Alternative 2. MMC would remove big game animals
killed by any vehicles daily from road rights-of-way within the permit area and along roadways
used for access or hauling ore (NFS roads #231, #278, #4781, and #2316 and new roads built for
the project) for life of mine. MMC also monitor the number of big game animals killed by vehicle
collisions on these roads and report findings annually. These measures would minimize fisher
mortality along the access road.

Impacts of Alternative 3 on riparian fisher habitat would be minimized through implementation of
the agencies’ proposed Wetland Mitigation Plan, which would have a greater likelihood of

replacing lost functions than the Alternative 2 Wetland Mitigation Plan. The agencies’ alternatives
would include implementation of several measures that would further minimize adverse effects, if
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any, on the fisher. MMC would implement a final Road Management Plan and a Vegetation
Removal and Disposition Plan and comply with INFS standards and guidelines for any work in a
RHCA along an access road. Habitat acquisitions and road closures associated with grizzly bear
mitigation would also benefit fisher. Road closures would reduce trappers’ winter access to fisher
habitat in old growth and riparian areas.

Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce the risk to wildlife from contaminant
uptake from storage of mine, adit, and tailings water. All mine and adit water would be treated
and discharged at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant and not stored in ponds. The LAD Areas
would not be used and the surge ponds would not pose a risk to the fisher. Tailings water quality
would have lower metal concentrations than in Alternative 2; the factors leading to lower metal
concentrations in tailings water quality in Alternatives 3 and 4 are discussed in the Water Quality
section, p.712.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Impacts on fisher from Alternative 4 would be about the same as Alternative 3, except that
slightly more yearlong and winter fisher habitat would be affected (534 and 1,353 acres,
respectively) (Table 211). Yearlong habitat would be reduced 2.8 percent and winter habitat
reduced 9.2 percent from existing conditions. The effect of mitigation on the fisher would be the
same as Alternative 3.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Table 212 summarizes the changes in yearlong and winter habitat due to each alternative.
Alternative A would not disturb the fisher or its habitat and would have no effect on this species.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Alternative B would reduce the amount of yearlong and winter fisher habitat by less than 1
percent in both the Crazy PSU and Silverfish PSUs. Yearlong and winter fisher habitat would be
reduced by 42 and 39 acres, respectively in the Crazy PSU; and 6 and 39 acres in the Silverfish
PSU, respectively (Table 212). The risk of fisher mortality may increase as a result of increased
construction traffic from any of the action alternatives, including Alternative B. Traffic increases
are anticipated to be minimal during the 2-year transmission line construction and 1-year
decommissioning periods. While not highly sensitive to human activity, the fisher is a species that
generally avoids humans (Powell 1993). Disturbance effects could occur due to the presence of
people and machines during transmission line construction, potentially displacing fishers from
nearby suitable habitat. According to Heinemeyer and Jones (1994), the most sensitive time for
fishers is the breeding, denning, and rearing period (February 15 to June 30). Displacement
effects would be negligible during operations because activities would be limited to line
maintenance. Alternative B would affect about 1 acre of coniferous forest and 4 acres of old
growth providing fisher habitat on private land. Because fisher habitat on private land, including
in the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line footprint, is of marginal quality, impacts on fisher
would be minimal. MMC’s Environmental Specifications (MMI 2005b) included limited
measures that would protect riparian habitat.
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Table 212. Available Fisher Habitat and Potential Effects in the Analysis Area by
Transmission Line Alternative.

[A] [B] [C-R] ] ]
Measurement No North Modified [D. R] [E R]
L . ; . Miller West Fisher
Criteria Transmission Miller North Miller
. Creek Creek
Line Creek Creek
Crazy PSU
Yearlong Habitat 19,178 19,136 19,149 19,142 19,142
(acres) (42/0.2) (29/0.2) (36/0.2) (36/0.2)
Winter Habitat (acres) 14,722 14,682 14,706 14,699 14,699
(39/0.3) (16/0.1) (23/0.2) (23/0.2)
Silverfish PSU
Yearlong Habitat 13,262 13,256 13,254 13,220 13,200
(acres) (6/<0.1) (8/<0.1) (42/0.3) (62/0.5)
Winter Habitat (acres) 12,964 12,925 12,929 12,904 12,922
(39/0.3) (35/0.3) (60/0.5) (42/0.3)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percent in habitat area compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts on fisher from Alternative C-R on National Forest System land would be similar to
Alternative B, except that slightly less yearlong and winter fisher habitat would be impacted.
Yearlong and winter fisher habitat would be reduced by 29 and 16 acres, respectively in the Crazy
PSU; and 8 and 35 acres in the Silverfish PSU, respectively (Table 212). Due to lack of suitable
habitat, construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect fishers.

Impacts of Alternative C-R on riparian fisher habitat would be minimized through implementa-
tion of the agencies’ Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan, and the agencies’ Environmental
Specifications (Appendix D). The agencies’ Environmental Specifications describe mitigation
activities that would benefit fisher, including locating structures outside of riparian forest,
minimizing clearing of riparian forests and the use of heavy equipment in these areas, restoring
degraded riparian habitats and improving passage for terrestrial wildlife along riparian corridors.
One of the goals of the Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan would be to minimize
vegetation clearing. The plan would identify areas where clearing would be avoided, such as deep
valleys with high line clearance, and measures that would be implemented to minimize clearing.
It would evaluate the use of monopoles to reduce clearing in select areas, such as old growth. For
example, the growth factor used to assess which trees would require clearing could be reduced in
sensitive areas, such as RHCAs, from 15 years to 5 to 8 years. Reducing the growth factor could
reduce clearing width, but increase maintenance costs. Heavy equipment use in RHCAs would be
minimized. Shrubs in RHCAs and in the line of sight between the line and private land would be
left in place unless they had to be removed for safety reasons.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts on fisher from Alternative D-R on National Forest System land would be similar to
Alternative B. Alternative D-R would reduce the amount of yearlong and winter fisher habitat by
less than 1 percent in both the Crazy PSU and Silverfish PSUs. Yearlong and winter fisher habitat
would be reduced by 36 and 23 acres, respectively in the Crazy PSU; and 42 and 60 acres,
respectively in the Silverfish PSU (Table 212). The acres impacted by Alternative D-R in the
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Silverfish PSU would be slightly greater than Alternative B, but still less than 1 percent of the
habitat available. Due to lack of suitable habitat, construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and
loop line would not affect fishers. The mitigation measures described for Alternative C-R would
be implemented in Alternative D-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts on fisher from Alternative E-R on National Forest System land would be similar to
Alternative D-R except that the relative effects to yearlong and winter fisher habitat vary slightly
in the Silverfish PSU. Alternative E-R would reduce the amount of yearlong and winter fisher
habitat by less than 1 percent in both the Crazy PSU and Silverfish PSUs. Yearlong and winter
fisher habitat would be reduced by 36 and 23 acres, respectively in the Crazy PSU; and 60 and 42
acres, respectively in the Silverfish PSU (Table 212). Due to lack of suitable habitat, construction
of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect fishers. The mitigation measures
described for Alternative C-R would be implemented in Alternative E-R.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

Alternative 2B would have the greatest impacts on fisher habitat in the Crazy PSU, impacting 783
acres (4.1 percent) of yearlong habitat and 1,826 acres (12.4 percent) of winter habitat.
Alternatives 3C-R, 3D-R, and 3E-R would impact between 517 and 524 acres (2.7 percent of
habitat available), and Alternatives 4C-R, 4D-R, and 4E-R would affect 563 and 571 acres (2.9 to
3.0 percent of habitat available) of yearlong fisher habitat in the Crazy PSU (Table 213). Impacts
on both yearlong and winter fisher habitat in the Silverfish PSU for the other combined mine
transmission line alternatives would all be less than 1 percent of the habitat available, range from
8 to 62 acres or yearlong habitat and 35 to 60 acres of winter habitat. Due to lack of suitable
habitat, construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect fishers. All
combined action alternatives would fragment fisher habitat through the reduction of habitat and
placement of human structure on the landscape. Although habitat fragmentation would increase,
sufficient habitat would remain to provide connectivity to the species.

In all combined action alternatives, the risk of fisher mortality would increase as a result of
increased traffic and increased access to fisher habitat. Annual traffic on the mine access road
(Bear Creek Road) would be about three times existing levels throughout the life of the mine
(Table 176 in the Transportation section), increasing the mortality risk. Increased traffic noise
may also displace fishers from suitable habitat. All combined action alternatives would include
snowplowing the Libby Creek Road (NFS road #231) during the Evaluation Phase and while the
Bear Creek Road was reconstructed, providing trappers easier winter access to fisher habitat in
old growth and riparian areas. Gates would limit motorized access. While research does not show
fishers to be highly sensitive to human activity, disturbance effects could occur due to the
presence of people and machines during transmission line construction, potentially displacing
fishers from nearby suitable habitat. According to Heinemeyer and Jones (1994), the most
sensitive time for fisher is the breeding, denning, and rearing period (February 15 to June 30). In
Alternative 2B, impacts on riparian fisher habitat would be reduced through implementation of
MMC'’s proposed wetland mitigation and Environmental Specifications (MMI 2005b). Impacts of
the agencies’ combined alternatives would be more effectively minimized through the agencies’
Wetland Mitigation Plan and Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan, and the Environmental
Specifications (Appendix D), as described above. Impacts on fisher habitat would be somewhat
reduced through MMC’s and the agencies’ proposed land acquisition associated with grizzly bear
mitigation. Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity and may

1162 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project



3.25 Wildlife

improve or contribute suitable fisher habitat if the acquired parcels provided appropriate habitat
characteristics. Road closures would reduce trappers’ winter access to fisher habitat in old growth
and riparian areas.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions, including detailed descriptions of previous vegetation and road management
activities, are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and listed
in Appendix E. Past actions, such as timber harvest, road construction, and fire-suppression
activities, have altered the old growth in the analysis area, resulting in a reduction in early and
late succession habitats; conditions favoring shade-tolerant, fire-intolerant species; loss of large
snags and down wood; increases in tree density, and a shift to a largely mid-seral structural stage
(USDA Forest Service 2003b). Continuing development of private lands, including timber
harvest, home construction, and land clearing would contribute to losses of fisher habitat in the
analysis area. Impacts on fisher on private and State lands would probably be minimal because it
is likely that fisher habitat in these areas is of marginal quality.

Future actions that may further reduce fisher habitat in the analysis area include the Miller-West
Fisher Vegetation Management Project, the Coyote Improvement Vegetation Management
Project, and the Silverbutte Bugs timber sale. Forest treatments proposed for these vegetation
management projects, could contribute to cumulative losses and fragmentation of fisher habitat.
The projects will not directly impact old growth that could provide potential fisher habitat.
Surface impacts from other reasonably foreseeable actions in the analysis area would be minimal.

Other cumulative effects include existing road and associated traffic volume, primarily on US 2,
and existing roads and human disturbance in the analysis area. If timber harvest activities
occurred concurrently with mine or transmission line construction and operations, higher traffic
volume and associated increased fisher mortality risk may occur. No other past, current, or
reasonably foreseeable actions are anticipated to contribute to cumulative impacts on fishers.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed
Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the fisher
or all practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’ alternatives
(Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R) would
comply with 36 CFR 228.8. These alternatives would incorporate additional feasible and
practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts on wildlife habitat that benefit
fisher. These measures would include substantially reducing disturbance in yearlong and winter
habitat in the mine area, reducing effects on old growth, locating structures outside of riparian
forest, minimizing clearing of riparian forests and the use of heavy equipment in these areas,
restoring degraded riparian habitats and improving passage for terrestrial wildlife along riparian
corridors.
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Table 213. Available Fisher Habitat and Potential Effects in the Analysis Area by Combined Mine-Transmission Line Alternative.

[2] [3] [4]
[1] MMC'’s Agency Mitigated Agency Mitigated
Measurement Criteria No Mine Proposed Poorman Impoundment Little Cherry Creek Impoundment
Existing Mine Alternative Alternative
Condition
TL-B TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R TL-C-R TL-D-R TL-E-R
Crazy PSU
Yearlong Habitat (acres) 19,178 18,395 18,661 18,654 18,654 18,615 18,607 18,607
(783/4.1) (517/2.7) (524/12.7) (524/2.7) (563/2.9) (571/3.0) (571/3.0)
Winter Habitat (acres) 14,722 12,896 13,674 13,666 13,666 13,357 13,350 13,350
(1,826/12.4) (1,048/7.1) | (1,056/7.2) | (1,056/7.2) | (1,365/9.3) | (1,372/9.3) | (1,372/9.3)
Silverfish PSU
Yearlong Habitat (acres) 13,262 13,256 (6/<0.1) 13,254 13,220 13,200 13,254 13,220 13,200
(8/0.1) (42/0.3) (62/0.5) (8/0.1) (42/0.3) (62/0.5)
Winter habitat (acres) 12,964 12,925 (39/0.3) 12,929 12,904 12,922 12,929 12,904 12,922
(35/0.3) (60/0.5) (42/0.3) (35/0.3) (60/0.5) (42/0.3)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percentage compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data.
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National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

Fisher habitat occurs within the analysis area. In Mine Alternative 2 and Transmission Line
Alternative B, MMC did not propose to implement practicable measures to minimize effects on
the fisher. The agencies’ alternatives would include measures to minimize effect on the riparian
and old growth forest that provide habitat for fisher. Section 3.22.2, Old Growth Ecosystems and
section 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries describe forest plan consistency with 2015 KFP direction
regarding old growth and riparian habitat components, respectively, that benefit fisher.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual fisher or their habitat within the analysis
area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the
population or species. All combined action alternatives may impact individual fishers or their
habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability
to the population or species. This determination is based on: 1) the mine alternatives would have
no impact on fishers in the Silverfish PSU; 2) all combined action alternatives would result in the
direct loss of fisher habitat, but these impacts represent less than 1 percent of potential fisher
habitat; 3) all action alternatives could result in an increase in the risk of fisher mortality due to
increased traffic and winter access to fisher habitat; and 4) all action alternatives would result in
increased habitat fragmentation and disruption of movement in riparian corridors, and potential
displacement from suitable habitat due to human disturbance. While some individuals could be
affected, impacts would not be severe enough to limit fisher viability on the KNF. Given the
availability of habitat, these impacts would not affect fisher populations in either the Crazy or
Silverfish PSU.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53. Trapping is managed by FWP. Proposed actions would not prevent the state
from continuing to manage this species as a harvestable population.

3.25.4.6 Flammulated Owl

3.25.4.6.1  Regulatory Framework

General 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of sensitive species is described in section
3.25.4.1, Regulatory Framework, p. 1133. In addition, the 2015 KFP direction considered in the
analysis of the flammulated owl is:

FW-GDL-WL-16. Raptors. Management activities on NFS lands should
avoid/minimize disturbance at known active raptor nests, including owls. Timing
restrictions and distance buffers should be based on the best available information, as
well as site-specific factors (e.g., topography, available habitat, etc.). Birds that establish
nests near pre-existing human activities are assumed to be tolerant of that level of
activity.

3.25.4.6.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Flammulated owl occurrence data come from recent District wildlife observation records and
KNF historical data (NRIS Wildlife). Potential flammulated owl habitat was mapped using

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1165



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

TSMRS/FACTS vegetation data and photo-interpreted timber strata on private lands. Dry habitat
types containing mature stands of ponderosa pine and/or Douglas-fir with relatively open
canopies were identified.

The amount of habitat available in PSUs where activities are proposed was mapped and evaluated
for potential effects to habitat due to facility siting, clearing associated with transmission line
siting and installation and activities associated with road construction and widening. Effects of
the alternatives were evaluated based on changes in habitat and potential disturbance during the
breeding season.

The analysis area for project impacts and cumulative effects to individuals and their habitat
consists of the Crazy, Silverfish, McEIk, and Riverview PSUs. The analysis area includes private
and State lands crossed by the various transmission line alternatives. The analysis area includes
the PSUs impacted by proposed activities. While the bulk of activities occur within the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs, there are also project activities within McEIk, Riverview, Treasure, and Rock
PSUs. The analysis area boundary for direct effects is the proposed activity areas, as activities and
alteration of the habitat would affect suitability for different species. The acres directly impacted
by activities are put into the context of the PSU scale to provide a consistently sized analysis unit
and better gauge the relative impacts of the activities. The boundaries for indirect and cumulative
effects are the planning subunits that contain the analysis area as alteration of habitat could affect
the availability and use of habitats. Analysis at the PSU scale allows the effects of the proposed
activities to be put into context and their relative impacts gauged. The impacts to the Rock PSU
are limited to a less than 1 acre of patch of steep, rocky ground, the impacts are nearly
undetectable at the PSU scale, and therefore this PSU is not carried forward in detailed analysis.

3.25.4.6.3 Affected Environment

Flammulated owls are cavity-dependent owls that inhabit mostly mature to old ponderosa pine
and ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir stands with low to medium stem densities. They are migratory
and are found on the KNF from May to mid-October. These small owls are strongly dependent on
large-diameter trees (generally 18 inches DBH or more), especially for nesting habitat, and prefer
open stands with understory grass species for hunting moths and other insects. Pockets of dense
understory conifer thickets are important for roosting, thermal and escape cover. Detailed
flammulated owl population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships identified by
research are summarized in Hayward and Verner (1994). More recent research on nesting, food
habits, home range and territories, and habitat quality conducted in Colorado, Idaho, and Montana
is discussed in Linkhart (2001), Linkhart and Reynolds (1997), Linkhart et al. (1998), Groves et
al. (1997), Powers et al. (1996), Wright (1996) and Wright et al. (1997). These provided guidance
in evaluating potential habitat and potential effects to flammulated owls, and are incorporated by
reference. In general, flammulated owls typically favor dry, relatively open forest at low to
moderate elevation, generally dominated by ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir. They are obligate
cavity nesters, generally using holes excavated by pileated woodpeckers or common flickers.
Territory size during the nesting season averages about 40 acres (Hayward and Verner 1994).
They feed primarily on moths and, in some areas, grasshoppers and cricket). They are neotropical
migrants, breeding in North America as far north as southern British Columbia, Canada and at
least as far south as Mexico and winter as far south as Guatemala (Hayward and Verner 1994).

The KNF provides about 40,000 acres of potential flammulated owl habitat (Ecosystem Research
Group 2012) and potential flammulated owl habitat occurs across all eight planning units
(Johnson 1999). Field surveys have confirmed flammulated owl presence in five of eight planning
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units (Johnson 1999). The owl population size on the KNF is unknown (Ibid.). Flammulated owl
surveys using taped owl calls to draw a response from nesting birds have been conducted
intermittently within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs over the last decade. The probability of
detecting a male Flammulated Owl varies considerably depending on the nesting phase: from 100
percent detection probability during pair bonding and incubation, to 80 — 35 percent detection
probability during brooding, to less than 15 percent detection probability during the post-
fledgling period (Barnes and Belthoff 2008). Weather may also influence the timing of the
breeding season (Fylling et al. According to District flammulated owl observation and monitoring
data, the species has been observed on numerous occasions in the past 13 years in the North Fork
Miller Creek and the Miller Creek drainages. No observations of flammulated owls have been
recorded within the Crazy PSU. No flammulated owls were found during surveys conducted in
2005 (Westech 2005a) in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. As part of the Northern Region Landbird
Monitoring program, forestwide flammulated owl surveys were conducted in 2005 (Cilimburg
2006) and 2007 (Smucker and Cilimburg 2008) on the KNF. These surveys included the Teeters
Peak area (NFS road #231) and Miller Creek (NFS roads #4725 and #4724,) with the species
being detected along the North and South Fork Miller Creek roads (#4725 and #4724).

Mapped habitat from the KNF TSMRS/FACTS and timber strata/habitat type data indicate about
265 acres of potential flammulated owl habitat occur in the Crazy PSU, 581 acres in the
Silverfish PSU, 2,490 acres in the Riverview PSU, 70 acres in the Treasure PSU and 3,368 acres
in the McEIk PSU. Of the 6,774 acres in the affected PSUs, 2,478 acres of potential habitat occur
on National Forest System lands. Recent habitat analysis of forestwide habitat (Ecosystem
Research Group 2012) predicts an increase in actual and potential flammulated owl habitat over
the next 5 decades.

The majority of the private lands in the analysis area has high road densities and the lands have
been logged in the past 20 to 30 years, resulting in loss of snags and fragmented forest habitat.
Coniferous forest on private lands is primarily dominated by dry ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir
communities.

3.25.4.6.4  Environmental Consequences

Impacts on flammulated owls from mine and transmission line alternatives are shown in Table
214, and are described in the following subsections. Impacts from the mine alternatives would not
affect flammulated owl habitat in any of the potentially affected PSUs.

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Impacts on potential flammulated owl habitat caused by the mine alternatives would not directly
affect flammulated owl habitat. Alternative 1 would not impact flammulated owls or their habitat.

Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine

There is no identified flammulated ow! habitat associated with any facilities (adit, tailings
impoundment, or associated roads) proposed in Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would not directly
affect flammulated owl habitat.
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Alternative 2 would include tree clearing within disturbance boundaries. There is no identified
potential flammulated owl habitat within the footprint of facilities including the adit or tailings
impoundments. There would be no direct effects to the species due to clearing at these sites.
Noise and other human-caused disturbances, such as blasting, construction of the plant and adit
sites, road construction and use, and plant and adit operations could result in disturbance to
nearby habitat, at least temporarily. Ambient illumination may disrupt orientation in nocturnal
animals and competitive and predator-prey interactions (Longcore and Rich 2004). Lighting from
permanent facilities could disrupt normal nocturnal activities of any nearby flammulated owls.
One block of potential habitat is 0.25 mile north of the Little Cherry Creek Tailings Impoundment
Site. Flammulated owls appear to be relatively tolerant of disturbance during the nesting season
(Linkhart et al. 1998), and it is likely that low intensity activities of tailings-related operations
would not unduly affect suitability of that habitat block. Disturbance impacts would likely be
greatest during the Construction Phase, but could persist at lower intensities through mine
operations.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

Alternative 3 would not directly affect any flammulated owl habitat and is identical to
Alternatives 2 and 4 in this regard. The tailings impoundment would be located 1 mile from the
nearest potential habitat and would be unlikely to have any direct effects on that habitat.
Disturbance impacts on flammulated owls would be the same for Alternative 3 as Alternative 2,
except that MMC would use fixture baffles and directional light sources to minimize ambient
light emanating from the mine facilities during operations. Some ambient light would remain,
however, and behavior of any nearby flammulated owls could be disrupted. One block of
potential habitat is located 1 mile north of Little Cherry Creek. Based on the distance to identified
potential habitat and the owl’s apparent ability to tolerate moderate levels of disturbance during
the nesting season (Linkhart et al. 1998), this alternative would have only minor impacts to
flammulated owls.

Table 214. Effects on Flammulated Owl Habitat in the Analysis Area by Transmission Line
Alternative.

[A] C-R
Measurement No [B] ME)difiLd [D-R] [E-R]
Criteria Transmission North Miller North Miller Miller Creek West Fisher
Line Creek Creek Creek
Crazy PSU
Flammulated Owl 265 265 265 265 265
Habitat (acres/%)
McEIk PSU
Flammulated Owl 3,368 3,360 3,360 3,360 3,360
Habitat (acres/%) (8/<1%) (8/<1%) (8/<1%) (8/<1%)
Riverview PSU
Flammulated Owl 2,490 2,485 2,490 2,490 2,490
Habitat (acres/%) (5/<1%) (0/0%) (0/0%) (0/0%)
Silverfish PSU
Flammulated Owl 581 580 581 581 579
Habitat (acres/%) (1/<1%) (0/0%) (0/0%) (2/<1%)
All Affected PSUs
Flammulated Owl 6,704 6,690 6,696 6,696 6,694
Habitat (acres/%) (14/<1%) (8/<1%) (8/<1%) (10/<1%)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percent in habitat area compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by KNF using KNF data.
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Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

There would be no direct effects to flammulated owl habitat due to implementation of Alternative
4, as there is no identified habitat within established limits of the adit, tailings impoundment, or
road clearing widths associated with this alternative. Potential effects would be similar to those
discussed for Alternative 2, with the addition of fixture baffles and directional light sources to
minimize ambient light emanating from the mine facilities during operations and have, at most,
minimal effects to flammulated owls in terms of potential disturbance.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Impacts on potential flammulated owl habitat caused by the transmission line alternatives are
shown in Table 214. Alternative A would not impact flammulated owl habitat.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Alternative B would reduce the amount of flammulated ow! habitat in the McEIk, Riverview, and
Silverfish PSUs by 14 acres of. These impacts would represent less than 1 percent of the
flammulated owl habitat in each PSU (Table 214).

Alternative B would include tree clearing within disturbance boundaries. Removal of large
ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir trees and snags that provide potential nesting, feeding, singing, or
roost sites could impact flammulated owls (Wright 1996). Given the existing snag levels (see
section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris), the loss of shags providing potential flammulated owl
nesting habitat would have minor impacts on this owl. The reduction by 14 acres of potential
flammulated owl habitat would be a negligible decrease, with 6,690 acres of habitat remaining in
the affected PSUs (Table 214). Once reclaimed and once successional processes were allowed to
take place, areas of disturbed flammulated owl habitat could potentially be restored to suitable
habitat for this species in the long term.

Alternative B would affect about 8 acres of coniferous forest providing potential flammulated owl
habitat on State or private land. The area potentially impacted by alignment of the transmission
line would affect portions of two blocks, 325 acres and 91 acres in size. The majority of this area
has been previously harvested but would still provide suitable owl habitat with an additional
linear opening within its perimeter. Due to the relatively large amount of contiguous habitat still
available and the already open nature of these blocks, impacts of Alternative B would be minimal.
Due to lack of suitable habitat, construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would
not affect flammulated owls.

Noise from helicopters during line stringing and from other construction-related activities could
disturb nearby habitat temporarily. Owls are more active at night when helicopters would not be
operating, and it is doubtful that short-term operations would cause territory abandonment.
Disturbance impacts would be short-term and, with the exception of line maintenance activities,
would cease after transmission line construction until decommissioning.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative C-R would reduce the amount of flammulated owl habitat in the McEIk PSU by 8
acres. These impacts would represent less than 1 percent of the flammulated owl habitat in the
PSU. The clearing associated with transmission line installation is almost identical to that
described for all action alternatives, and effects would be similar (Table 214). The effect on State
and private land would be the same in all alternatives. Due to lack of suitable habitat, construction
of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect flammulated owls.
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Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
Alternative D-R would have the same effects as Alternative C-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative E-R impacts on flammulated owl would be the same as Alternatives C-R and D-R in
the McElk PSU. There would be an additional 2 acres impacted in the Silverfish PSU. The habitat
block affected in the Silverfish PSU is 39 acres. A small sliver of the block (one acre) would be
isolated from the larger block, reducing the effective size of the block to 36 acres, roughly the
average breeding home range of flammulated owls. This may slightly reduce the suitability of this
habitat block, though a range of home range sizes has been observed (Linkhart et al. 1998). Due
to lack of suitable habitat, construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not
affect flammulated owls.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

The effects of the combined mine-transmission line alternatives would be the same as the
transmission line alternatives because the mine alternatives would have no effect on flammulated
owl habitat.

Cumulative Effects

The Affected Environment section describes the suitable habitat within the analysis area,
specifically the warm/dry ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir habitat types within the analysis area.
This cumulative effects section summarizes the past actions as well as further describes ongoing
and other reasonably foreseeable contributions potentially impacting flammulated owl habitat. As
described under the section “Analysis Area and Methods”, the analysis area for cumulative effects
to individuals and their habitat consists of the Crazy, Silverfish, McEIk, and Riverview PSUs and
includes private and State lands crossed by the various transmission line alternatives.

Past Actions

Past actions, including detailed descriptions of previous vegetation and road management
activities, are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and listed
in Appendix E.

The measure of habitat suitability is alterations to the mapped suitable habitat described in the
Affected Environment section of this analysis. Past actions, particularly timber harvest, road
construction, and fire-suppression activities, have altered the old growth ecosystems in the
analysis area, resulting in a reduction in early and late succession habitats; conditions favoring
shade-tolerant, fire-intolerant species; loss of large snags and down wood; increases in tree
density; and a shift to a largely mid-seral structural stage (USDA Forest Service 2003b). Timber
harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s and, up until the early 1990s, included
regeneration harvest, high grading of large old trees, and loss of snags that resulted in alterations
and reduction of flammulated owl habitat. Fire suppression since the early 1900s has generally
resulted in stand conversion from open ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir to more shade intolerant
species, smaller tree growth and higher stem density, higher canopy cover, and a reduction in
productive understory.

Firewood cutting would continue to occur where open roads provide access to old growth,
contributing to the removal of snags important to flammulated owls. Continuing development of
private lands, including timber harvest, home construction, and land clearing would contribute to
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losses of flammulated owl habitat in the analysis area. Impacts on flammulated owl on private
and State lands would probably be minimal because it is highly fragmented due to high road
densities and past timber harvest activities.

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1A would not contribute to cumulative losses of snags and would not contribute to
cumulative effects on flammulated owl

Action Alternatives

Ongoing federal actions have been considered and included when formulating the existing
condition of this analysis area. Ongoing public firewood gathering has the potential to remove
individual snags and other potential nest trees but is not likely to substantively change the
character of suitable habitat. Other ongoing activities such as weed spraying, road maintenance,
general recreation, and most small mining activities would have negligible impacts to
flammulated owl habitat.

The Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project would include intermediate harvest of
1,206 acres, regeneration harvest of about 692 acres, precommercial thinning of 351 acres, and
prescribed burning of 2,830 acres of National Forest System lands in the Silverfish PSU. The
Coyote Improvement Vegetation Management Project is in the planning stages and would take
place within the Crazy PSU. The project would harvest 240 acres to increase stand resiliency to
mountain pine beetles. Silverbutte Bugs timber sale is in the Silverfish PSU and would be a small
project like Coyote. Timber harvest and other clearing activities planned for the projects will
contribute to cumulative losses of snags important to flammulated owls. Activities associated
with the projects are expected to retain cavity habitat within KFP desired conditions for the
Silverfish and Crazy PSUs. Also, while treatments associated with the projects will consume
some snags and down wood, they also will create snags and down wood by Killing live trees.
Snags and down wood created in burned areas would provide both feeding and nesting habitat for
the flammulated owl.

While the combined action alternatives, in combination with other past, current, and reasonably
foreseeable actions, would result in some losses and degradation of flammulated owl habitat in
the analysis area, cumulative impacts on overall areas of flammulated owl habitat would likely be
minimal and would not likely affect populations in the analysis area. Sufficient habitat would
remain within the affected PSUs to support existing populations, and habitat would continue to
increase as the recent habitat analysis of forestwide habitat (Ecosystem Research Group 2012),
shows an increase in actual and potential flammulated owl habitat over the next 5 decades.

Cumulative noise and other human-caused disturbances could occur as a result of the combined
action alternatives and other reasonably foreseeable actions. Cumulative disturbance effects could
affect individual flammulated owls, but would not likely affect flammulated owl populations in
the KNF.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. All mine alternatives
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would comply with 36 CFR 228.8. Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with
36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to
minimize effects on the flammulated ow! or all practicable measures to maintain and protect
wildlife habitat. The agencies’ transmission line alternatives would comply with 36 CFR 228.8.
The agencies’ alternatives would incorporate additional feasible and practicable measures to
minimize adverse environmental impacts on wildlife habitat that benefit the flammulated owl,
including minimizing clearing in flammulated habitat and implementing a Vegetation Removal
and Disposition Plan and Environmental Specifications in the agencies’ transmission line
alternatives.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

As described in section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris, all action alternatives would be
consistent with KFP desired conditions for snags and down wood. In all combined mine-
transmission line alternatives, a wide range of successional habitats, and associated amounts of
down wood would be available. All alternatives would be designed in accordance with guideline
FW-GDL-WL-16 to avoid/minimize disturbance at known active raptor nests, including owls.

Forest Service Management Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual flammulated owls or their habitat within
the analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of
viability to the population or species. All combined action alternatives may impact individual
flammulated owls or their habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing
or cause a loss of viability to the population or species for flammulated owls. This determination
is based on: 1) the mine alternatives would have no impact on flammulated owls in the Crazy,
MCcEIK, Riverview, or Silverfish PSUs; 2) all transmission line would result in the direct loss of
small areas of flammulated owl habitat (8 to 14 acres), but sufficient habitat would remain in the
analysis area (6,700 acres) to support a large number of nesting pairs; 3) no active flammulated
owl nests were identified in the analysis area during surveys conducted in 2005 (Westech 2005b)
implementation of timing restrictions included in the agencies’ combined action alternatives
would minimize potential impacts on nesting flammulated owls; 6) mitigation measures for the
action alternatives and other actions, such as habitat acquisitions and road access changes, could
offset some of the impacts on flammulated owl habitat; and 7) sufficient habitat within affected
PSUs and across the KNF would remain to support existing populations, and habitat would
continue to increase as the recent habitat analysis of forestwide habitat (Ecosystem Research
Group 2012), shows an increase in actual and potential flammulated owl habitat over the next 5
decades.

3.25.4.7 Gray Wolf

3.25.4.7.1  Regulatory Framework

In 2011, the USFWS reissued the wolf delisting rule first published in 2009 that delisted
biologically recovered gray wolf populations in the Northern Rocky Mountains, including all
wolves in Montana (USFWS 2011b). The final rule authorized the State of Montana (FWP) to
manage wolves under the state’s approved Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plan.
Following delisting, the gray wolf was subsequently added to the Forest Service sensitive species
list for a period of 5 years, after which a status review will be made to determine the need to
remain on or be removed from that list. The FWP currently manages active harvest of wolves in
northwest Montana including within the analysis area.
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General 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of sensitive species is described in section
3.25.4.1, Regulatory Framework, p. 1133. In addition, the 2015 KFP direction considered in the
analysis of the gray wolf is:

FW-DC-WL-08. Habitat for native ungulates is available and well-distributed across the
landscape to provide prey for carnivores.

FW-DC-WL-18. Secure denning and rendezvous sites are available for wolf packs and
avoided by management activities during critical biological periods (e.g., whelping,
rearing).

FW-GDL-WL-18. Wolf. Management activities would avoid or minimize disturbance to
wolves near den and rendezvous sites during the times those sites are in use based on the
best available information.

3.25.4.7.2  Analysis Area and Methods

The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan and the Montana Gray Wolf Conservation
and Management Plan provide descriptions of wolf ecology, biology, and habitat (USFWS 1987;
FWP 2002). The KNF is within the Northwest Montana Recovery Area, one of three wolf
recovery areas identified for the Northern Rocky Mountain wolf population (USFWS et al. 2004).
Information for this recovery area is provided in Bradley et al. (2013) and is incorporated herein
by reference. The Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plan identifies the
Northwest Montana Recovery Area as Wolf Management Unit 1 (WMU 1). Wolf occurrence data
come from recent District wildlife observation records, forest historical data (NRIS Wildlife),
other agencies (USFWS, FWP), and Wolf and Wildlife Studies, a private organization.

The analysis area for the gray wolf is described in section 3.25.1, Introduction. The analysis area
for determination of population trend and contribution toward population viability is the KNF.

The Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plan Final EIS (FWP 2003) specifies
strategies to protect and manage wolf populations in Montana and is based on an adaptive
management strategy with more management flexibility granted as the number of breeding pairs
in Montana increases above the 15 pair benchmark. Potential management activities cover a range
of concerns that include maintaining viable populations of wolves and their prey, resolving wolf-
livestock conflicts, and assuring human safety.

Measurement indicators for evaluating effects of the alternatives on the gray wolf are based on
the following key habitat components described in the Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1987): year-
round prey base, suitable denning and rendezvous sites, and sufficient space with minimal
exposure to humans. The rationale for basing the impacts evaluation on these components and the
indicators of effects are described in the following paragraphs.

Sufficient Year-Round Prey Base

The condition of the prey base for the gray wolf is evaluated based on KFP direction for big game
(see deer/elk, mountain goat, and moose analyses). Because the mine alternatives would not
affect big game habitat in the Silverfish PSU, the effects of the mine alternatives on prey were
evaluated for the Crazy PSU only.
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Suitable Denning and Rendezvous Sites

Gray wolf den sites are generally greater than 1 mile from open roads and 1 to 2 miles from
campsites (USFWS 1987). These sites are normally on southerly aspects, on moderate slopes,
within 400 yards of surface water, and at an elevation overlooking surrounding low-lying areas.
Sensitivity to disturbance at den sites and subsequent abandonment varies greatly among
individual wolves (Thiel et al. 1998; Claar et al. 1999). Rendezvous sites (resting and gathering
areas) are usually complexes of meadows and adjacent timber, with surface water nearby
(USFWS 1987). They tend to be situated away from human activity and on drier sites that are
slightly elevated above riparian areas (Ibid.). FWP encourages land management agencies to
consider the locations of wolf den and rendezvous sites in their planning activities to maintain the
habitat integrity of these sites (FWP 2002). Den and rendezvous sites can also be protected by
enacting timing restrictions on proposed activities within the den/rendezvous site areas. These
restrictions would limit operating periods to the fall or winter seasons when these sites are
unoccupied.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

Providing sufficient space with minimal exposure to humans can reduce the risk of human-caused
mortality to wolves. Human disturbance and accessibility of wolf habitats (i.e., road densities) are
the principal factors limiting wolf recovery in most areas (Leirfallom 1970; USFWS 1978, 1987
all in Frederick 1991; Thiel 1978). These components can be generally measured by assessing
effects on elk security habitat and core grizzly bear habitat.

Because the mine alternatives would not affect big game habitat in the Silverfish PSU, the effects
of the mine alternatives on space with minimal exposure to humans were evaluated for the Crazy
PSU only.

Alternative Mitigation Measures

MMC'’s proposed Alternatives 2 and B include an access change in NFS road #4724 from April 1
to June 30 and a yearlong access change in a segment of NFS road #4784 to mitigate for impacts
on grizzly bears. NFS road #4784 is proposed for an access change by the Rock Creek Project.
The access change on NFS road #4784 would be implemented for all action alternatives only if it
was not already implemented as part of the Rock Creek Project mitigation. The agencies’
alternatives would include additional yearlong access changes through the installation of barriers
or gates in several roads (see Table 28 and Table 29 in Chapter 2 and Figure 35). Additional road
access changes may also occur on land acquired as part of the grizzly bear mitigation proposed by
MMC or the agencies (see mitigation plan descriptions in sections 2.4, Alternative 2—MMC’s
Proposed Mine, and section 2.5, Alternative 3—Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment
Alternative). These road access changes would reduce potential exposure of wolves to humans.

Other mitigation measures incorporated into MMC’s or the agencies’ alternatives that could
benefit the gray wolf include prohibiting employees from carrying firearms, busing employees to
the work site, removing road-killed big game animals, and monitoring road-killed animals along
mine access roads to determine if improved access resulted in increased wildlife mortality. The
agencies’ alternatives including funding of FWP personnel to implement adverse conditioning
techniques before wolves concentrate their activity around any den sites or rendezvous sites
located in or near the project facilities.
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3.25.4.7.3 Affected Environment

Distribution

The Montana wolf population decreased about 4 percent from 2011 to 2012. At the end of 2012,
there were at least 147 wolf packs in Montana, with at least 37 meeting breeding pair criteria.
These packs contained a minimum estimate of 625 wolves. At least 400 wolves, consisting of 100
packs and 25 breeding pairs, inhabited the Montana portion of the NWMT Recovery area, which
includes the KNF (Bradley et al. 2013).

Following the delisting of wolves in Montana in 2011, the FWP partitioned the state into 14
individual wolf management units. In 2012, 175 wolves were harvested across Montana,
including 26 from resident packs within the KNF. FWP continued a statewide general hunting
season in 2014. A majority of the packs in NWMT have little to no livestock present within home
ranges. Depredation of livestock was documented for two KNF area packs and 10 wolves were
lethally removed (Bradley et al. 2013).

The KNF is home to 26 resident packs (6 with breeding pairs) with the home ranges of several
packs located along the border between the United States and Canada, the state line between
Montana and Idaho, and adjacent National Forest System lands in Montana. These packs had a
minimum total of 83 wolves at the end of 2012 (Bradley et al. 2013). An estimate of 89 wolves
was recorded in 2011 (Hanauska-Brown et al. 2012). Considering pack movement, unknown
pack numbers, and increased human related mortality (1 dispersed, 5 human-caused, 26 harvested
by hunters, and 11 management removal) the numbers between years are similar and appear to
have increased slightly (Bradley et al. 2013).

Two known breeding wolf packs (Cabinet and Satire packs) have been identified within the Crazy
PSU and could potentially be affected by the Montanore Project (USFWS et al. 2013). Tracks and
other signs of Cabinet pack wolves have been consistently observed in the Libby, Midas,
Poorman, Ramsey, Bear, and Big Cherry creek drainages since 2004 (Laudon, pers. comm. 2010,
2014). Wolf sign has also been observed in the West Fisher Creek, Miller Creek, and Swamp
Creek drainages, west of Howard Lake, and north of Horse Mountain. In 2012, the Satire pack
was estimated to consist of a minimum of 2 individuals each. In 2012, 5 wolves were harvested
from the Satire pack (Bradley et al. 2013). In 2013, the Cabinet Pack was estimated to consist of
5 adults and 5 pups; nine of these wolves were likely harvested in 2013. At least one adult, and
likely several others, continue to use the Cabinet Pack territory, but it is unknown how many are
Cabinet Pack members or their relatives. Sustained wolf mortality since the beginning of sport
hunting in Montana in 2012 has changed wolf behavior and population dynamics, making it
difficult to determine the status, composition, and habitat use of previously identified wolf packs
(Laudon, pers. comm. 2014).

The Cabinet pack’s territory includes areas proposed for mine facility construction and
operations. The Satire pack’s territory includes the eastern portion of the transmission line
alternatives. Other than the Cabinet and Satire packs, active wolf packs closest to the analysis
area include the McGinnis pack to the southeast, the McKay pack to the southwest, and the Lost
Girl pack to the west (USFWS et al. 2013).

Prey Base

The Crazy and Silverfish PSUs support year-round habitat for most big game species, including
elk, moose, and white-tailed deer that provide a prey base for wolves. The Crazy and Silverfish
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PSUs are currently outside the desired conditions for big game species with high cover and
limited forage availability. Fire suppression and past timber management have resulted in limited
foraging habitat for big game in the two PSUs. Most forage habitat occurs in lower elevations of
drainages, or in isolated patches of past disturbance. Although forest composition, structure, and
pattern are outside the range of historic range of variability (USDA Forest Service 2013c), elk and
deer populations on the KNF are increasing, probably because of increased road restrictions and
decommissioning which improved elk security on the KNF (USDA Forest Service 2008c).

Den and Rendezvous Sites

Wolf den and rendezvous sites are monitored annually. Based on wolf activity documented during
summer 2010, a possible pup rearing/rendezvous site was identified in the area between Little
Cherry Creek and Poorman Creek. One probable rendezvous site was also identified in the same
general area and others are likely to occur in the vicinity of the Montanore Project. No activity
has been documented at these two rendezvous sites since 2011. Several other rendezvous sites
potentially occur in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, but the status of these sites is unknown
(Laudon, pers. comm. 2014).

No other known established den sites or rendezvous sites are within either the Silverfish or Crazy
PSU. At least one known den site and three documented rendezvous sites are located near
McGinnis Meadows, about 6 miles south of US 2 as it turns eastward toward Kalispell.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

Areas that experience little to no human use reduce the potential risk for disturbance and
mortality often associated with roads that facilitate human access into wolf habitat. EIk security
and grizzly bear core habitat, which are areas of reduced human use, provide secure areas for
wolves. Elk security and grizzly bear core habitat are found between drainages throughout the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs (Figure 89 for elk security and Figure 92 for core habitat).

In addition, the western half of the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs is dominated by the CMW and
Inventoried Roadless Area (IRAS), which provide habitat for wolves and their prey base where
exposure to humans is minimal. Based on observations of wolves or their sign, adequate space for
wolves is provided in the Crazy PSU, where the Cabinet pack has been observed along drainages
where roads are more concentrated than in the upper elevations. Areas to the west and south of
the analysis area with lower overall road densities and exposure to humans are known to be
currently occupied by wolf packs.

Private and State Land

Private and State land in the analysis area provides habitat for wolf prey species such as elk,
moose, and deer, but this land has more roads that could provide human access to potential wolf
habitat than National Forest System lands. Most private lands in the analysis area occur east of
US 2 and are not frequently used by the Cabinet pack. Private and State land in the eastern
segments of the alternative transmission line alignments would occur within the Satire pack’s
home range (USFWS et al. 2013).

3.25.4.7.4  Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not affect the gray wolf and would not change existing conditions for prey
base, denning and rendezvous sites, or space with minimal exposure to humans.
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Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine
Prey Base

In Alternative 2, current populations of white-tailed deer, elk, and moose, would likely be
maintained and continue to provide a good year-round prey base for wolves. Overall, road
densities would likely improve through MMC’s proposed land acquisition for grizzly bear
mitigation. Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity, and could
decrease road densities where roads could be gated or barriered, thereby benefitting big game.
Alternative 2 effects on habitat conditions for big game species are described in section 3.25.3,
Elk Security, Big Game Winter Range (Elk and Deer), Mountain Goat, and Pileated Woodpecker
and section 3.25.7, Other Species of Interest.

Den and Rendezvous Sites

It is unknown if the pup rearing/rendezvous sites documented during the summer of 2010 are still
active (Laudon, pers. comm. 2014). If any den was within the impoundment disturbance
footprint, and if construction began after the den was being used, the den could be destroyed.
Alternative 2 would likely deter wolves from denning or congregating nearby. Based on general
habitat availability; location of roads, campsites, private residences, and other areas of human
activity (Figure 87 and Figure 79); and the presence of features typical of den or rendezvous sites,
such as streams and other areas of open water (Figure 52) it appears that other potentially
suitable, secluded denning or rendezvous sites are available in the analysis area.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

As described in section 3.25.3, Elk Security, Big Game Winter Range (Elk and Deer), Mountain
Goat, and Pileated Woodpecker, Alternative 2 would increase elk security and decrease core
grizzly bear habitat. Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity, and
could decrease road densities where roads could be gated or barriered, thereby benefitting big
game and wolves. Where parcels acquired for grizzly bear mitigation occurred in Cabinet or
Satire pack territories, any road access changes would directly benefit wolves in those packs.

Widening, improvement, and yearlong use of the Bear Creek Road would lead to increased
vehicle volumes and speed. Estimates of increased annual traffic volume range from 187 percent
to 234 percent (Table 177 in section 3.21, Transportation). The increase in traffic in Alternative 2
would substantially increase the risk of increased wolf, as well as big game, mortality on the
access road. MMC would limit concentrate haulage to daylight hours during the day shift (0800
to 1630), which would minimize vehicle-wildlife collisions during the early morning, evening
and night time-periods. MMC would provide transportation to employees using buses, vans, and
pickup trucks, thereby limiting the use of personal vehicles. MMC would report road-killed
animals to the FWP as soon as road-killed animals were observed. The FWP would either remove
road-killed animals that could attract wolves to the road or direct MMC how to dispose of them.
When the mill ceased operations in the Closure Phase, mine volumes levels would be
substantially less than shown in Table 177 in section 3.21, Transportation. Future traffic volume
when all activities at the mine are completed in the Post-Closure Phase would be higher than in
Alternative 1 because of reconstruction of Bear Creek Road and loss of the Little Cherry Loop
Road beneath the impoundment. Mortality risk to the wolf would decrease on the Bear Creek
Road compared to operations, but the permanently improved road conditions (increased road
width, improved sight distance, paving) and higher traffic speeds would result in a permanently
higher wolf mortality risk compared to pre-mine conditions.
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MMC would store mine, adit, or tailings water at the Ramsey Plant Site, a surge pond at the LAD
Areas, and the tailings impoundment. The metals in the tailings water would be similar to what is
found at the Troy Mine decant ponds (see Table 122 in the Water Quality section), where adverse
effects on wildlife have not been observed (USDA Forest Service and DEQ 2012). Concentra-
tions of metals in mine and adit water, which would be stored in mine/yard pond at the Ramsey
Plant Site and in a surge pond at the LAD Areas, would be lower than tailings water (see Table
122 in the Water Quality section). The Ramsey Plant Site would be fenced, restricting wolf
access.

The Cabinet pack may occupy this general area and could be affected by Alternative 2. Increased
human access and disturbance from mine activities could displace prey species but adequate prey
availability is expected to remain in surrounding less-disturbed areas to support any resident or
transient wolves. Disturbance created by the project, starting with the Construction Phase and
continuing through the Closure Phase, is expected to deter any establishment of new pack
territories in or near the analysis area due to the constant and long-term nature of the disturbance.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative
Prey Base

The potential impacts of Alternative 3 on current populations of white-tailed deer and other big
game would be the same as Alternative 2.

Den and Rendezvous Sites

The potential impacts of Alternative 3 on wolf den or rendezvous sites would be similar to
Alternative 2, except that in Alternative 3, MMC would fund FWP to implement adverse
conditioning techniques to deter wolves from denning in or near the mine facilities, if appropriate.
If FWP determined that den or rendezvous site destruction or disturbance was likely, adverse
conditioning to discourage use of the den would be used prior to the Construction Phase in early
to mid-March before wolves concentrate their activity around the den site. Implementation of
adverse conditioning techniques to deter wolves from denning in or near the analysis area would
give wolves time to excavate an alternate den site at a safer, more secluded location. Construction
prior to den use would likely deter wolves from denning nearby and from using the existing
rendezvous site. Based on general habitat availability; location of roads, campsites, private
residences, and other areas of human activity (Figure 87 and Figure 79); and the presence of
features typical of den or rendezvous sites, such as streams and other areas of open water (Figure
52) it appears that other potentially suitable, secluded denning or rendezvous sites are available in
the analysis area.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

As described in section 3.25.3, Elk Security and section 3.25.7, Other Species of Interest,
Alternative 3 would Alternative 3 would include snowplowing Libby Creek Road (NFS road
#231) and the Upper Libby Creek Road (NFS road #2316) during the evaluation program and
while the Bear Creek Road was reconstructed, allowing poachers, legal hunters, and trappers easy
winter access to potential wolf habitat.

The effect of increased traffic on the Bear Creek Road would be the same as Alternative 2, except
that in Alternative 3, MMC would remove big game animals killed by any vehicles that could
attract wolves to the road daily from road rights-of-way within the permit area and along
roadways used for access or hauling ore for the life of the mine and monitor the number of big
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game animals killed by vehicle collisions on these roads and report findings annually. Highway
safety signs such as “Caution — Truck Traffic” would help slow public traffic speeds in
anticipation of meeting oncoming trucks. Staging shipments of supplies in a general location prior
to delivery to the mine site would reduce traffic and wolf mortality risk.

Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce the risk to wildlife from contaminant
uptake from storage of mine, adit, and tailings water. All mine and adit water would be treated
and discharged at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant and not stored in ponds. The LAD Areas
would not be used and the surge ponds would not pose a risk to wolves. Tailings water quality
would have lower metal concentrations than in Alternative 2; the factors leading to lower metal
concentrations in tailings water quality in Alternatives 3 and 4 are discussed in section 3.13,
Water Quality, p. 712.

Impacts on wolf habitat would be reduced through the agencies’ land acquisition requirement, and
would likely be more effective than MMC’s proposed land acquisition because more land would
be protected. Road densities would likely improve through the agencies’ proposed land acquisi-
tion for grizzly bear mitigation. Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in
perpetuity, and could decrease road densities where roads could be gated or barriered, thereby
benefitting big game and wolves. Where parcels acquired for grizzly bear mitigation occurred in
Cabinet or Satire pack territories, any road access changes would directly benefit wolves in those
packs.

Impacts to the Cabinet and Satire packs from human disturbance associated with Alternative 3
would be similar to Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative
Impacts of Alternative 4 on the wolf would be the same as Alternative 3.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Alternative A would not affect the gray wolf and would not change existing conditions for prey
base, denning and rendezvous sites, or space with minimal exposure to humans.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect gray wolves in any
transmission line alternative because they would be close to US 2 and are not in proximity to any
identified territories, dens, or rendezvous sites.

Prey Base

In Alternative B, current populations of white-tailed deer, elk, and moose, would likely be
maintained, and would continue to provide a good year-round prey base for wolves. Cover would
decrease relative to forage, which may improve prey populations. During transmission line
construction some restricted, impassable/barriered, and temporary roads would be opened and
some new access roads would be needed, but roads would not be open to the public during the
hunting season, maintaining elk security. Alternative B effects on habitat conditions for these
species are described in section 3.25.3, Elk Security, Big Game Winter Range (Elk and Deer),
Mountain Goat, and Pileated Woodpecker and section 3.25.7, Other Species of Interest.
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Den and Rendezvous Sites

No known gray wolf den or rendezvous sites would be affected by Alternative B.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

During transmission line construction, elk security would be maintained Alternative B as no there
would be no additional public access during the hunting season.

Although new roads on National Forest System land would be revegetated after transmission line
construction, the roads would allow increased pedestrian access to potential wolf habitat,
resulting in increased potential for human disturbance and an increased risk of human-caused
wolf mortality from poaching, legal hunting, and trapping. Alternative B could result in an
increased risk of human-caused mortality during transmission line construction due to increased
traffic, although traffic increases are anticipated to be minimal and short-term. In Alternative B,
helicopter line stringing, which would last about 10 days, could temporarily displace wolves from
the transmission line corridor and surrounding habitat. Similar effects could occur from other
transmission line construction activities associated in areas where helicopters were not used, and
would be more extensive for Alternative B than the agencies’ alternatives. Alternative B
construction activities could result in the short-term, temporary avoidance by transient, Cabinet or
Satire pack wolves of the transmission line corridor and adjacent habitat. Effects on Cabinet pack
wolves would be greatest where their activities have been documented in the Libby Creek and
Ramsey Creek drainages. Except for annual inspection and infrequent maintenance operations,
helicopter use and other transmission line construction activities would cease after transmission
line construction until decommissioning. Helicopter use and other activities could cause similar
displacement during line decommissioning.

Road densities would likely improve through MMC’s proposed land acquisition for grizzly bear
mitigation. Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity, and could
decrease road densities where roads could be gated or barriered, thereby benefitting big game and
wolves. Where parcels acquired for grizzly bear mitigation occurred in Cabinet or Satire pack
territories, any road access changes would directly benefit wolves in those packs. Overall,
Alternative B would have a minimal effect on the gray wolf.

Impacts on Private and State Land

Where big game winter range occurs (Figure 89 and Figure 96), short-term disturbance of wolves
would be minimized by restricting construction during winter. While Alternative B would
increase road densities on state and private lands, the increase would not affect elk security or
wolf prey base. Roads opened or constructed for transmission line access on private land would
be gated after transmission line construction, and would be gated during the hunting season
would not affect elk security habitat.

In Alternative B, helicopter line stringing, which would last about 10 days, could temporarily
displace wolves from the transmission line corridor and surrounding habitat. Similar effects could
occur from other transmission line construction activities in areas where helicopters were not
used, and would be more extensive for Alternative B than the agencies’ alternatives. Alternative B
construction activities could result in the short-term, temporary avoidance by transient, Cabinet or
Satire pack wolves of the transmission line corridor and adjacent habitat. Except for annual
inspection and infrequent maintenance operations, helicopter use and other transmission line
construction activities would cease after transmission line construction until decommissioning.
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Helicopter use and other activities could cause similar displacement during line decommis-
sioning. Because State and private lands generally have high road densities and have been logged
in the past 20 to 30 years, and because of the short-term nature of human-caused disturbance,
overall, wolf populations on private and State land would not likely be affected by Alternative B.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
Prey Base

The effects of Alternative C-R on current populations of elk and white-tailed deer would be the
same as Alternative B. Alternative C-R may have minor effect on elk security habitat on State and
private land (23 acres) if construction access displaced elk from security habitat. The reduced elk
security would not affect the wolf’s prey base.

Den and Rendezvous Sites
No known den or rendezvous sites would be affected by Alternative C-R.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

Alternative C-R effects on elk security habitat would be similar to Alternative B.

Effects of Alternative C-R on pedestrian access and traffic would be the same as Alternative B. In
Alternative C-R, helicopters would be used for stringing the entire transmission line and in some
segments for vegetation clearing and structure placement, extending the duration of disturbance
by about 2 months. Vegetation clearing and structure placement where helicopters were not used
could contribute to short-term displacement of wolves. Like Alternative B, Alternative C-R
construction activities could result in the short-term, temporary avoidance of the transmission line
corridor and adjacent habitat by transient, Cabinet pack, or Satire pack wolves. Alternative C-R
would affect less of the Cabinet pack’s known area of activity than Alternative B. In Alternative
C-R, the Cabinet pack could be affected by temporary disturbance, especially where their
activities have been documented in the Libby Creek drainage. In Alternative C-R, except for
annual inspection and infrequent maintenance operations, helicopter and other transmission line
construction activities would cease after transmission line construction until decommissioning,
similar to Alternative B. Helicopter use and other activities could cause similar displacement
during line decommissioning.

As described for Alternative B, big game populations would likely improve through the agencies’
land acquisition requirement for grizzly bear mitigation, which would likely be more effective
than MMC'’s proposed land acquisition because more land would be protected. Where parcels
acquired for grizzly bear mitigation occurred in Cabinet or Satire pack territories, any road access
changes would directly benefit wolves in those packs. Overall, Alternative C-R would have a
minimal effect on the gray wolf.

Impacts on Private and State Land

Impacts to wolves on private land would be the same as Alternative B, except that short-term
impacts on private land from road and helicopter use would be less extensive for Alternative C-R
than for Alternative B. Within the Silverfish PSU, short-term impacts on State trust lands from
road and helicopter use would be similar to impacts on National Forest System lands. Mitigations
applied to State trust land would be the same as mitigations applied to affected National Forest
System lands.
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Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
The impacts of Alternative D-R on gray wolves would be the same as Alternative C-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative
The impacts of Alternative E-R on gray wolves would be the same as Alternative D-R.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

None of the activities associated with the mine alternatives would occur in the Silverfish PSU; all
impacts on wolves in the Silverfish PSU would be due to the transmission line.

Prey Base

In all combined mine-transmission line alternatives, current populations of white-tailed deer and
elk, and moose would likely be maintained, and would continue to provide a good year-round
prey base for wolves. While cover would decrease relative to forage, an abundance of cover is
available in the analysis area. In all combined mine-transmission line alternatives, elk security
habitat in the Silverfish PSU would be maintained during transmission line construction as no
new road access will be available during the hunting season. Combined mine-transmission line
alternative effects on habitat conditions for big game species are described in section 3.25.3, Elk
Security, Big Game Winter Range (Elk and Deer), Mountain Goat, and Pileated Woodpecker and
section 3.25.7, Other Species of Interest.

Den and Rendezvous Sites

It is unknown if the pup rearing/rendezvous sites documented during the summer of 2010 are still
active (Laudon, pers. comm. 2014). If any den or site was within the Alternative 2B
impoundment disturbance footprint, and if construction began after the den was being used, the
den site could be destroyed. In the agencies’ alternatives, MMC would fund FWP to implement
adverse conditioning techniques to deter wolves from denning in or near the mine facilities, if
appropriate. If FWP determined that den or rendezvous site destruction or disturbance was likely,
adverse conditioning to discourage use of the den would be used prior to the Construction Phase
in early to mid-March before wolves concentrate their activity around the den site.
Implementation of adverse conditioning techniques to deter wolves from denning in or near the
analysis area would give wolves time to excavate an alternate den site at a safer, more secluded
location. For any action alternatives, construction of the impoundment prior to den use would
likely deter wolves from denning or congregating nearby. Based on general habitat availability;
location of roads, campsites, private residences, and other areas of human activity (Figure 87 and
Figure 79); and the presence of features typical of den or rendezvous sites, such as streams and
other areas of open water (Figure 52) it appears that other potentially suitable, secluded denning
or rendezvous sites are available in the analysis area.

Sufficient Space with Minimal Exposure to Humans

The effect of snowplowing Libby Creek Road (NFS road #231) and the Upper Libby Creek Road
(NFS road #2316) during the evaluation program and while the Bear Creek Road was
reconstructed, increased vehicle volumes and speed, helicopter use and other transmission line
construction activities, storage of mine, adit, or tailings water, and MMC’s and the agencies’
proposed mitigation would be as described in the mine and transmission line alternatives.
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Impacts on Private and State Land

Where big game winter range occurs (Figure 89 and Figure 964), short-term disturbance of
wolves, in particular those from the Satire pack, would be minimized by restricting construction
during winter. Alternative B would result in increases in road densities on state and private lands.
Roads opened or constructed for transmission line access on private land would be gated during
hunting season to maintain elk security habitat.

In all combined mine-transmission line alternatives, helicopter line stringing, which would last
about 10 days, could temporarily displace wolves from the transmission line corridor and
surrounding habitat. Similar effects could occur from other transmission line construction
activities in areas where helicopters were not used, and would be more extensive for Alternative
2B than the agencies’ alternatives. Construction activities associated with all combined mine-
transmission line alternatives could result in the short-term, temporary avoidance by transient or
Satire pack wolves of the transmission line corridor and adjacent habitat. Except for annual
inspection and infrequent maintenance operations, helicopter use and other transmission line
construction activities would cease after transmission line construction until decommissioning.
Helicopter use and other activities could cause similar displacement during line decommis-
sioning. Because State and private lands generally have high road densities and have been logged
in the past 20 to 30 years, and because of the short-term nature of human-caused disturbance,
overall, wolf populations on private and State land would not likely be affected by the combined
mine-transmission line alternatives.

Cumulative Effects
Past Actions and the Existing Condition

Past actions are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and
listed in Appendix E. Section 3.25.4.6.3, Affected Environment above summarizes the existing
condition, which reflects the prey base, den and rendezvous sites, and sufficient space with
minimal exposure to humans within the analysis area.

Harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s, resulting in a diversity of age classes
and successional stages and providing forage and cover for big game. Historically, natural
disturbances such as wildfire resulted in a mosaic of habitats and forage conditions. Fire
suppression since the early 1900s has altered stand structure resulting in more homogenous stands
with greater canopy closure in some areas, which has in turn reduced forage production for prey
species on some sites. Roads constructed in association with timber harvest, mining, and other
development have cumulatively improved human access and decreased wolf security in the
analysis area. Activities affecting wolf habitat have changed in recent years, with a trend toward
reduced motorized access as a result of decisions intended to facilitate grizzly bear recovery.
Reduced motorized access has resulted in increased wolf security in the analysis area. Since the
mid-1990s, there has also been a greater use of intermediate harvest methods, which results in
both big game hiding cover and foraging opportunities occurring in close proximity. Prescribed
burning has worked successfully to cycle forest cover through the many periods of succession.
Protection of water bodies and associated habitats as a result of compliance with 2015 KFP
direction for fisheries and the Clean Water Act maintain characteristics often used for denning
and rendezvous sites.

Development of private lands within the analysis area, including commercial timber harvest, land
clearing, home construction, and road construction has contributed to increased disturbance of

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1183



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

wolves and their prey and is expected to continue. Areas previously impacted by special use
permits such as mineral material sites (pits quarries, borrow, roadsides), water developments,
utility corridors, private land access routes, and outfitter/guide trails/camps, would continue to be
present and used. Other public uses such as wildlife viewing, berry picking, firewood gathering,
camping, snowmobiling, etc. have negligible impacts on wolves given their limited scope (time
and space). Infra-structure, such as roads and campgrounds, that facilitate these activities have
already been accounted for in the description of the affected environment.

Effects of Current and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Reasonably foreseeable actions are described in section 3.3, Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Action. Current actions are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions and shown on
Figure 50.

The Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project will occur entirely in the Silverfish PSU
and will include intermediate harvest of 1,206 acres, regeneration harvest of about 692 acres,
precommercial thinning of 351 acres, and prescribed burning of 2,830 acres of National Forest
System lands in the Silverfish PSU. Surface impacts from other reasonably foreseeable actions
would be minimal, and would not result in any measurable changes in habitat for wolves or their

prey.

New roads and roads closed for mitigation associated with reasonably foreseeable actions such as
the Wayup Mine/Fourth of July Road Access Project, Plum Creek activities, and the Miller-West
Fisher Vegetation Management Project, would contribute to cumulative effects on elk security
habitat.

Road management actions such as road maintenance and administrative use associated with
permit administration, data collection and monitoring of National Forest System lands are not
likely to affect big game habitat because they generally do not result in vegetation removal.
Wolves and their prey will typically avoid the disturbance area until human activities terminate,
which usually last a few hours. These activities include work on existing roads for the Miller-
West Fisher Project. This action would not result in a loss of cover because the roads already
exist. Although water restoration projects may temporarily displace wolves or big game from a
localized area, they typically benefit wildlife in the long-term by increasing security, providing
pulses of foraging when seeded, or by stabilizing soils where certain habitat components can
remain available.

With population growth and development, it is reasonable to assume that some corresponding
increase in human use of National Forest System lands is likely to occur. Recreational activities
such as sightseeing, hiking, cross-country skiing, camping, snowmobiling, fishing, and firewood
cutting are ongoing and expected to increase over the next 10 years. This increase is likely to be
gradual and incremental and tend to be focused on areas along or near roads open to motorized
traffic. Wolves may, over time, experience more frequent disruption of their daily activities if they
are in proximity to roads.

Activities on private land in the analysis area, such as timber harvest, land clearing, home
construction, and road construction are likely to continue on private lands and would likely
slightly impact big game cover and security. Potential effects depend on the magnitude, type, and
location of developments and include the loss of secure habitat and localized disturbance of
wolves and big game. Private lands occupy 10 percent of the Crazy PSU and 12 percent of the
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Silverfish PSU and are intermixed with public and corporate/State land. Most recommended
guidelines (with the exception of FW-GDL-WL-09) are met on National Forest System lands
within the Silverfish PSU (see section 3.25.3.2.7), and development of private lands is expected
to have minor cumulative impacts on big game species in the analysis area over the next 10 years.

No Action Alternative

The Montanore Project No Action alternatives (Alternative 1 and Alternative A) would not
contribute to cumulative impacts on wolves.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Action Alternatives

Cumulative effects of the combined mine-transmission line alternatives, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on big game are described in section 3.25.3, Elk
Security, Big Game Winter Range (Elk and Deer), Mountain Goat, and Pileated Woodpecker and
section 3.25.7, Other Species of Interest. In summary, with the exception of Alternative 2B, for all
combined mine-transmission line alternatives would maintain prey populations and increase areas
with minimal exposure to humans by increasing elk security and grizzly bear core habitat.
Alternative 2B would reduce areas with minimal exposure to humans by decreasing elk security
and grizzly bear core habitat.

The combined mine-transmission line alternatives in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable actions could deter wolves from denning or using rendezvous sites in the analysis
area. Based on general habitat availability; location of roads, campsites, private residences, and
other areas of human activity (Figure 87 and Figure 79); and the presence of features typical of
den or rendezvous sites, such as streams and other areas of open water (Figure 52) it appears that
other potentially suitable, secluded denning or rendezvous sites are available in the analysis area.

Helicopter use and other construction activities associated with the combined action alternatives
could also contribute to cumulative impacts on wolves, although their effects would be temporary.
All combined mine-transmission line alternatives would include the funding of one law
enforcement position and one grizzly bear specialist. The agencies’ combined mine-transmission
line alternatives would include funding of a habitat conservation biologist. Although the objective
of these positions would be focused on reducing mortality risk for grizzly bears, they would likely
indirectly benefit wolves by increasing public awareness of issues related to threatened and
endangered species and sensitive species in general, and improving enforcement of road access
changes.

Cumulative effects of the combined mine-transmission line alternatives in combination with other
reasonably foreseeable actions are not likely to change big game populations that provide prey for
wolves. While cumulative losses of habitat would occur, areas disturbed as a result of the
combined action alternatives and other reasonably foreseeable actions could provide additional
forage habitat after reclamation, thereby improving habitat conditions for big game. Impacts on
wolves would be somewhat reduced through road access changes and land acquisition
requirement associated with grizzly bear. Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use
in perpetuity, and could contribute additional wolf habitat where roads could be closed. Acquired
parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity, and could decrease road densities
where roads could be gated or barriered. Road access changes would create security habitat for
prey species and reduce motorized access of wolf habitat. Where parcels acquired for grizzly bear
mitigation occurred in Cabinet or Satire pack territories, any road access changes would directly
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benefit wolves in those packs. Current populations of white-tailed deer and elk, would likely be
maintained and would continue to provide a good year-round prey base for wolves.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency

Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Mineral Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed
Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the wolf or
all practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’ alternatives (Mine
Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R) would comply with
36 CFR 228.8. These alternatives would incorporate additional feasible and practicable measures
to minimize adverse environmental impacts on wildlife habitat that benefit the gray wolf. These
measures would include requiring MMC to fund FWP implementation of adverse conditioning
techniques to deter wolves from denning in or near the mine facilities, if appropriate, minimizing
disturbance in big game winter range, increasing areas with minimal exposure to humans through
yearlong access changes, and increasing land acquisition requirements that would likely provide
protection of big game habitat.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

The agencies’ alternatives would include measures to minimize effects on wolves and big game
prey species per FW-GDL-WL-21, FW-GDL-WL-08, 09, 10, and 11. All alternatives may affect
individual wolves and their habitat within the analysis area, but would not contribute to a trend
toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual gray wolves or their habitat within the
analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability
to the population or species. All combined mine-transmission line action alternatives may
impact individual wolves or their habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal
listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species for gray wolves. This
determination is based on: 1) the mine alternatives would have no impact on wolves or their prey
in the Silverfish PSU; 2) all action alternatives would minimize or avoid disturbance in big game
winter range, 3) Two potential rendezvous sites may be affected by the combined mine-
transmission line alternatives. For the agencies’ alternatives, if a wolf den or rendezvous site was
located in or near the analysis area by FWP wolf monitoring personnel, MMC would provide
funding for FWP personnel to implement adverse conditioning techniques to deter wolves from
denning in or near the analysis area to give wolves time to excavate an alternate den site at a
safer, more secluded location; 4) Sufficient populations of elk, deer, and other prey species would
continue to be maintained, and would continue to provide a good year-round prey base for
wolves. For the agencies’ alternatives, access changes associated with grizzly bear mitigation
would create security habitat for prey species; 6) In Alternative 2B, combined agencies’
alternatives would result in short-term increases in disturbance from helicopter use and other
activities in the analysis area during transmission line construction; 7) Impacts on the wolf would
be reduced through MMC'’s and the agencies’ land acquisition requirement. Acquired parcels
would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity, and could improve big game habitat and
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wolf security where roads could be gated or barriered. Where parcels acquired for grizzly bear
mitigation occurred in Cabinet or Satire pack territories, any road access changes would directly
benefit wolves in those packs; 8) Other measures included in all action alternatives to reduce
mortality risks include prohibiting employees from carrying firearms; removing road-killed big
game animals; and funding of grizzly bear specialists and one law enforcement position, which
could indirectly benefit wolves through improved enforcement of access changes and by
increasing public awareness of issues related to threatened and endangered species as well as
other species. The agencies’ alternatives also include implementation of a transportation plan and
a requirement that MMC stage shipments of supplies in a general location prior to delivery to the
mine site to reduce mine traffic and mortality risk. While some individual wolves could be
affected, impacts would not be severe enough to affect wolf viability on the KNF.

Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plan
All alternatives would comply with direction in the State Management Plan.

3.25.4.8 Harlequin Duck

3.25.48.1  Regulatory Framework

General 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of sensitive species is described in section
3.25.4.1, Regulatory Framework, p. 1133. The additional 2015 KFP direction considered in the
analysis of the harlequin duck is:

FW-GDL-WL-19. Harlequin Duck. Management activities should avoid or minimize
disturbance near known active nesting and rearing areas based on the best available
information.

3.25.4.8.2  Analysis Area and Methods

Population ecology, biology, habitat description and relationships identified by research are
described in Cassirer and Groves (1991), Reichel and Genter (1995), Cassirer et al. (1996),
Hendricks (2000), and Carlson (2004). These provided guidance in evaluating potential habitat
and potential effects to harlequin ducks, and are incorporated by reference.

Cassirer et al. (1996) completed a Conservation Assessment and Strategy for the U.S. Rocky
Mountains that provides some management recommendations for harlequin ducks. The overall
strategy is to maintain riparian and instream habitat. Potential threats to harlequin ducks include
activities that affect riparian habitats, water yield and water quality, and activities that increase
disturbance during the breeding season.

Harlequin duck occurrence data comes from MNHP surveys conducted on the Forest, District
wildlife observation records, Forest historical data (NRIS Wildlife) and other agencies (FWP).
The KNF Conservation Plan (Johnson 20043a) identified streams that provide actual or suspected
harlequin duck habitat on the KNF.

The analysis area includes areas where aquatic resources may be affected either by mine
construction, operations, and closure or by construction, maintenance, and decommissioning of
the transmission line. Mine alternatives may affect the named and unnamed streams in the East
Fork Bull River, Rock Creek, Ramsey Creek, Poorman Creek, Little Cherry Creek, Bear Creek,
Cable Creek, Big Cherry Creek, and Libby Creek watersheds and any other areas where roads
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would be closed. The transmission line alternatives would have no effect on the harlequin duck
and are not discussed further.

The Conservation Assessment (Cassirer et al. 1996) identified activities within two improved
sight distances (an improved sight distance is the distance at which the riparian area is obscured
from view prior to leaf out) of active sites as a disturbance factor to harlequin ducks. A qualitative
discussion of the potential changes in water yield and water quality will also be used to compare
the effects of alternatives.

3.25.4.8.3 Affected Environment

The harlequin duck is small sea duck that travels inland to breed in fast mountain streams on the
KNF. Breeding habitat consists of second order or larger streams with high water quality and
reaches with two to seven percent gradients. Habitat characteristics include riffle habitat, gravel to
boulder-sized substrate, forested or shrubby banks with overhanging bank vegetation, logs, rocks,
islands and gravel bars. Harlequin ducks are very sensitive to human presence and disturbance,
especially during the nesting season. Harlequin ducks show a high degree of fidelity to their
breeding grounds.

In the analysis area, Rock Creek and East Fork Rock Creek are occupied harlequin duck habitat,
and possess necessary habitat parameters to support the duck. Similar to other high quality
streams in Western Montana, Rock Creek and East Fork Rock Creek support a diversity of
invertebrates with relative low total. Large woody debris, gravel bars, and boulders in and
adjacent to Rock Creek and East Fork Rock Creek provide loafing areas and cover. Riparian
deciduous tree and shrub communities and cedar-hemlock forested stands, of various successional
stages, border the majority of both streams. These riparian and streamside communities provide
cover and possible nesting areas.

Harlequin ducks breeding in Montana arrive primarily from late April to early May (MNHP and
FWP 2014). Males depart in June while females and young depart from late July to early
September (MNHP and FWP 2014). In Montana, breeding birds are found on 25 to 30 streams,
referred to as “breeding streams.” These streams are clumped in four general areas: some
tributaries of the lower Clark Fork River; some tributaries of the North, Middle, and South forks
of the Flathead River; selected streams on Rocky Mountain Front; and on the Boulder River.
Groups of breeding streams could be considered to sustain a subpopulation of harlequins because
the ducks are geographically fragmented from other breeding birds and little interaction between
these breeding communities occurs. One of these subpopulations is found in the Lower Clark
Fork drainage in the Noxon/Trout Creek area. Breeding occurs on four streams: Rock Creek,
Marten Creek, Swamp Creek, and the Vermillion River. Monitoring and inventory of the lower
Clark Fork subpopulation shows a small but stable breeding group with a maximum of 15
breeding pairs. In 1995, three breeding pairs were found on Rock Creek (Fairman et al. 1995).
One female and three young were documented on Rock Creek about 1 mile upstream of the Clark
Fork River in late July 2010 (KNF 2010). Of the four breeding streams in the Lower Clark Fork
subpopulation, Marten Creek produces the most broods, followed by Rock Creek (Fairman et al.
1995).

Johnson (2004a) reported harlequin duck breeding confirmed on 10 streams in six of the eight
PSUs on the KNF. These streams provide about 71 miles of suitable habitat.
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3.25.4.8.4  Environmental Conseguences

None of the transmission line alternatives, including the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line,
would affect the harlequin duck due to the absence of nearby suitable habitat and are not included
in the analysis.

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not disturb the harlequin duck or their habitat and would have no effect on
this species.

Alternative 2 — MMC’s Proposed Mine

The total disturbance area within the Rock Creek drainage (for the ventilation adit) would be
small (less than 1 acre). The potential for any increase in sediment delivery to the Rock Creek
drainage from these activities is minimal. The ventilation adit would be on a steep slope above
Rock Lake and noise generated during adit construction would be short-term and limited East
Fork Rock Creek above Rock Lake. Construction noise would have no effect on the harlequin
duck or their habitat.

In Rock Creek, without MMC’s modeled mitigation, streamflow is predicted to decrease by 0.65
cfs at the mouth of Rock Creek (RC-2000) (Table 113). Flows of 100 cfs or greater in Rock Creek
at RC-2000, located about 100 feet upstream of MT 200 occurred in 2011 during most days
between mid-May and to the first week of July. 2012 and 2013 were wetter years, with flows of
100 cfs or greater starting at the end of March/beginning of April and occurring during most days
through early to mid-July (see section 3.11.3.2.1, Surface Water Hydrology). According to Grant
et al. (2008), changes in peak flow that fall in a range of £10 percent are within the error of peak
flow measurement and natural variability and cannot be ascribed as an effect.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative and Alternative 4 —
Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

The effect of construction noise above Rock Lake would be the same as Alternative 2. In
Alternatives 3 and 4, streamflow in Rock Creek, with MMC’s modeled mitigation, is predicted to
decrease by 0.15 cfs at the mouth of Rock Creek (RC-2000) (Table 113). According to Grant et
al. (2008), changes in peak flow that fall in a range of £10 percent are within the error of peak
flow measurement and natural variability and cannot be ascribed as an effect. In Alternatives 3
and 4, sediment delivery to East Fork Rock Creek from NFS road #150A would decrease by
almost 87 percent with the project and BMPs. No sediment decreases to East Fork Rock Creek
were predicted under Alternative 2.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and
listed in Appendix E. Section 3.25.4.6.3, Affected Environment above summarizes the existing
condition, which reflects the streamflow and habitat conditions found in Rock Creek and East
Fork Rock Creek. Timber harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s and, up until
the early 1990s, harvest occurred within riparian habitats resulting in alterations and reduction of
riparian habitat. High levels of road construction to facilitate harvest occurred through the 1980s
and resulted in sedimentation into streams. Since the adoption of the 1987 KFP and including the
2015 revision, application of KFP management direction has resulted in the protection of riparian
habitats, less road construction and road closures, and BMP work on existing roads to reduce
sedimentation.
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With MMC’s modeled mitigation, streamflow in Rock Creek is predicted to decrease by 0.19 cfs
at the mouth of Rock Creek (RC-2000) (Table 118), assuming the Rock Creek Project and the
Montanore Project operated and closed simultaneously. According to Grant et al. (2008), changes
in peak flow that fall in a range of £10 percent are within the error of peak flow measurement and
natural variability and cannot be ascribed as an effect. The cumulative effect on the harlequin
duck and its habitat from changes in streamflow during the breeding season would be negligible.
Other activities associated with the Rock Creek Project may impact individual harlequin ducks or
their habitat, but would not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of
viability to the population or species.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. All alternatives
would comply with 36 CFR 228.8.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

All action alternatives would have minor effect on streamflow in Rock Creek and East Fork Rock
Creek during breeding season. All action alternatives would have no effect on vegetation in Rock
Creek and East Fork Rock Creek during breeding season. Therefore, project activities meet the
intent of FW-GDL-WL-19 where it directs “management activities should avoid or minimize
disturbance near known active nesting and rearing areas based on the best available information”
for the harlequin duck.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternative would not impact individual harlequin duck or its habitat, and would not
contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.
All combined action alternatives may impact individuals or their habitat, but will not likely
contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or
species for harlequin ducks. This determination is based on the minor effect on streamflow in
Rock Creek and East Fork Rock Creek during the breeding season.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53.

3.25.4.9 North American Wolverine

3.25.49.1  Regulatory Framework

On February 4, 2013, the USFWS proposed listing the wolverine as threatened and published a
proposed 4(d) rule that listed several activities that are not considered significant threats to the
species (USFWS 2013c). On August 13, 2014, the USFWS withdrew its proposal to list
wolverine under the Endangered Species Act (USFWS 2014d), and as a result of this action the
wolverine returned to the R1 Sensitive Species list.
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In the proposed ruling, the USFWS thought that global climate change is the primary threat to the
species and that legal and incidental trapping of wolverines were substantial threats in concert
with climate change. Although the goods and services provided by National Forest System
programs and activities have been, and will undoubtedly continue to be, affected by climate
change (USDA Forest Service 2010a), the activities described in the project alternatives are not
the cause of climate change. In their withdrawal of the proposed listing, USFWS found that none
of the factors, including climate change, posed a threat to the species and it was not warranted to
list wolverine under the ESA (USFWS 2014d). The USFWS found that there are no Forest
Service land management activities or public use activities on National Forest System lands that
threaten wolverines (direct effects) or high-elevation habitats (indirect effects) due to the nature
and scale of such human activities. These activities include: 1) dispersed recreation such as
snowmobiling, skiing, backpacking, and hunting for other species; 2) land management activities
such as timber harvest, wildland firefighting, prescribed fire, and silviculture; and 3) mining
(USFWS 2013c). These activities are not likely to disturb wolverines or habitat to an extent that
threatens the viability of the population or species (USFWS 2013c). Wolverines occur naturally in
low densities, and current population levels and trends are not definitively known (USFWS
2013c). However, there is evidence that their population is increasing (USFWS 2014d) and that
wolverines are expanding both within areas currently occupied as well as suitable habitat not
currently occupied (USFWS 20144d).

3.25.4.9.2  Analysis Area and Methods

The analysis area for direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to individuals and their habitat is
primarily the contiguous area of persistent spring snow near the proposed and alternative mine
and transmission line facilities, although movement/dispersal through areas outside of persistent
spring snow was also considered.

Recent research provides guidance in identifying potential denning habitat within proposed
analysis areas. In North America, 69 percent of den sites were located in areas where snow cover
persists until mid-May for an average of 6 to 7 years (i.e., “persistent snow”) while 98 percent of
all den sites were located in areas of at least 1 year of snow cover (Copeland et al. 2010). Based
on this, wolverine denning habitat was mapped using Region 1 persistent snow layer, which is the
same as Copeland et al.’s 2010 map. The presence of a persistent snow layer is an indicator of
climatic conditions in the analysis area and whether the area could support wolverines. Proposed
activities will be assessed in relation to their impacts to the persistent snow conditions.

The persistent snow layer from Copeland et al. (2010), which is also the R1 persistent snow layer,
was the primary map used during this project analysis. The persistent snow layer was the primary
layer used due to USFWS (2013c) focusing on persistent spring snow as one of two main factors
potentially impacting wolverines. The agencies also considered four habitat maps developed by
Inman et al. (2013). The four habitats were primary wolverine habitat, female maternal habitat,
and male and female dispersal habitat. Maps of both were overlayed with maps of the
alternatives. As Inman et al. (2013) reported, their map of primary wolverine habitat matches well
with Copeland et al.’s persistent snow map, and this holds true for the analysis area as well.
Inman et al. 2013 map of female maternal habitat covers a smaller area and has less overlap with
the analysis area than Copeland et al.’s persistent snow map. The male and female dispersal
habitat maps from Inman et al. have more overlap with the analysis area than Copeland et al.’s
persistent snow map because wolverines wander over a wider area during dispersal. Inman et al.’s
dispersal maps were based on habitats used briefly by their study animals while moving between
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primary habitat patches (Inman et al. 2013). The contiguous block of female dispersal habitat
overlapping the project consists of the entire Cabinet Mountains and some adjacent areas. The
male dispersal contiguous block that overlaps the project is much larger and covers most of
western Montana and northern ldaho. This section summarizes a specialist’s report on the
wolverine available in the Project record.

The regulation of trapping activities is FWP’s responsibility and is beyond the authority of the
Forest Service to control. Currently, the state does not have a trapping season for wolverines in or
near the analysis area. At the time of the 2013 listing proposal, Montana was the only state in the
Forest Service Region 1 still maintaining an open wolverine trapping season, using seasonal
guotas to monitor and regulate harvest levels. This season was administratively closed in 2012,
and as of the 2014-2015 trapping period, it remains closed. There are currently no open trapping
seasons for wolverine in Forest Service Region 1. None of the alternatives would increase
trapping; trapping is not discussed further.

Wolverine occurrence data come from recent District wildlife observation records, NRIS wildlife
database, research studies, or other agencies (FWP, MNHP).

3.25.49.3 Affected Environment

Due to their large home range size and habitat needs, the North American wolverine is rare and
uncommon and most likely always has been. Wolverines use higher elevation, steep, remote
habitat. Wilderness and roadless lands account for much of the areas wolverines are known to
use, although it is unknown if this is due to avoidance of people or that wolverine tend to choose
areas that are not conducive to human development (Copeland et al. 2007). Wolverines appear
capable of adjusting to human disturbance (USFWS 2013c and USFWS 2014d). Wolverines
travel long distances throughout large home ranges that average between 186 to 310 square miles
(USFWS 2013c) but can range from 28 to over 360 square miles (Banci 1994). Wolverines are
considered to be a generalist species (i.e., not dependent on one vegetation type or prey species),
one that is able to thrive in different habitat types and makes use of a variety of different
resources within their home range. Wolverines are generally scavengers of carrion, but do prey on
small mammals and birds and will eat berries, fruits, and insects (Hornocker and Hash 1981).
Dens are dug into the snow to ground level and are generally located on north-facing slopes under
rocks, boulders, tree roots, or avalanche debris (Magoun and Copeland 1998). Females enter dens
in mid-February, giving birth to a litter of young, and then use a series of dens or rendezvous sites
until mid-May when her offspring are mobile enough to travel (Copeland and Yates 2008,
Magoun and Copeland 1998).

Wolverines are not thought to be dependent on vegetation or habitat features that may be
manipulated by land management activities. They have been documented using both recently
logged areas and burned areas (USFWS 2013c). It is unlikely that wolverine avoid the type of
low-use roads that generally occur in wolverine habitat (USFWS 2013c). The best scientific
information available does not substantiate dispersed recreational activities (even at high levels)
as a threat to the wolverine population (USFWS 2014d). Additionally, the scale at which most
land management decisions (including Forest Service vegetative management activities) occur is
relatively small compared to the average size of a wolverine home range and although impacts to
individual animals may occur, they do not rise to the level to be a threat to the population
(USFWS 2014d). While there are no definitive effects currently known at the population level,
there are ongoing scientific investigations to better understand potential recreational impacts to
wolverine.
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Deep, persistent, and reliable spring snow cover (April 15 to May 14) is the best overall predictor
of wolverine occurrence in the contiguous United States. Wolverine year-round habitat use takes
place almost entirely within the area defined by deep, persistent spring snow (USFWS 2013c).
This is likely related to the wolverine’s need for deep snow during the denning period (USFWS
2013c). No records exist of wolverines denning anywhere but in snow, despite the wide
availability of snow-free denning opportunities within the species range (USFWS 2013c). The
deep, persistent spring snow layer in the Copeland et al. (2010) analysis captures all known
wolverine dens in the DPS [Distinct Population Segment] (USFWS 2013c). However, it should
be noted that their analysis depicts areas that are snow covered through May 15 in at least 1 out of
7 years (USFWS 2014d). Additionally, except for denning females (denning habitat is not
considered scarce or limiting to wolverine reproduction), wolverines are occasionally observed in
areas outside the mapped deep, persistent snow zone, and factors beyond snow cover may play a
role in overall wolverine distribution (USFWS 2014d).

Wolverines require a lot of space and the availability and distribution of food is likely the primary
factor in determining female wolverine movements and home range size. Male home range size
and location is likely tied to the presence of active female home ranges and breeding
opportunities (USFWS 2013c). The size of adult wolverine home ranges varies widely depending
upon geographic location; food availability and distribution; and individual animal age and
gender (USFWS 2013c). Wolverine home ranges generally do not occur near human settlements
due to differential habitat selection by humans and wolverines, but wolverines do not avoid
human development of the types that occur within suitable wolverine habitat (USFWS 2013c).

Inman et al. (2012b) described wolverine habitat as “steep terrain with a mix of tree cover, alpine
meadow, boulders, and avalanche chutes” (Inman et al. 2012b). They also state that wolverines
experience a trade-off “...between resource acquisition on one hand and avoidance of predation
and competition on the other. Wolverines balance these competing interests by exploiting an
unproductive niche where predation and interspecific competition are reduced” (Inman et al.
2012b).

Inman et al. (2012a) found a link between persistent snow and wolverine foraging strategy.
Wolverines appear to rely on the cold and snow to cache carrion. Cold, structured microsites are
used to cache food and this reduces competition from insects, bacteria, and other scavengers for
this food source. The authors referred to this as the “refrigeration-zone™ hypothesis (Inman et al.
2012a).

Wolverines are opportunistic feeders and consume a variety of foods depending on availability.
They primarily scavenge on carrion, but also prey on small animals and birds, and eat fruits,
berries, and insects (Hornocker and Hash 1981, Banci 1994). They are primarily scavengers and
feed upon carrion or ungulates killed by large predators, such as wolves, bears, cougars, and
humans, or animals that have died from natural causes. They also kill their own prey occasionally,
when the opportunity arises, typically small mammals. The constant search for food keeps them
moving throughout their range; daily movements of 20 miles are common. Hornocker and Hash
(1981) suggested that food availability is the main factor determining movements and range of
wolverines in western Montana.

Recent work on wolverine habitat requirements suggests that they are restricted to areas that
retain snow until mid-May and where the average temperature in August is less than 72 degrees
(Schwartz et al. 2009, Copeland et al. 2010). Talus slopes and alpine cirques may, therefore,
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provide important thermal and denning habitat. Based on current research it appears that
wolverine habitat is limited to areas at or above the subalpine zone on the KNF. Detailed
wolverine population ecology, biology, habitat description and relationships identified by research
are described in Hornocker and Hash (1981), Banci (1994), Copeland et al. (2007), Schwartz et
al. (2009), Copeland et al. (2010), and USFWS (2013c). These provided additional guidance in
evaluating potential habitat and effects to wolverine, and are incorporated by reference.

Johnson (1999) reported wolverine presence was confirmed in seven of the eight planning units
on the KNF. Wolverines and their signs have been documented in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs.
A wolverine was photographed in the upper Libby Creek drainage in 2006 and another was
videotaped in the Ramsey Creek drainage in 2007 (Williams, pers. comm. 2008). Wolverine
tracks were documented in the upper Bear Creek drainage in 1995 and 2001 during winter track
surveys conducted by FWP of the Snowshoe, Leigh, Big Cherry, Bear, and Poorman creek
drainages. In the Silverfish PSU, there have been 18 track observations and 2 visual sightings of
wolverines from 1984 to 2008 (1 in the Porcupine Creek drainage and 1 in the Baree Creek
drainage). Eleven sets of wolverine tracks and one potential den site have been documented along
the Baree Lake Trail during annual or biannual surveys conducted by the Forest Service since
1989 (Ibid). In June 2014, FWP reported wolverine tracks on Ojibway Peak (Chilton 2014).

While wolverines appear to be relative generalists in selection of habitat for most activities,
female wolverines are more selective in their choice of natal denning sites, preferring high-
elevation snowy cirque basins where they can dig through deep snow for protective cover for
their young. Denning habitat may be a factor limiting distribution and abundance (Copeland
1996), and the persistence of a snowpack into late spring is a strong determining factor in
wolverine presence due to its importance in denning (Copeland et al. 2010, USFWS 2013c).
Persistent spring snow cover may also be a determining factor in wolverine dispersal and has
consequences on gene flow (Schwartz et al. 2009).

Forestwide, about 555,500 acres of persistent snow (average 1 to 7 years) have been identified of
which 89,900 acres have persisted on the landscape until mid-May for 6 to 7 years on average.
Such sites, where snow more consistently persists until mid-May, may provide more suitable
habitat for denning wolverines. Three blocks of persistent spring snow are found in the analysis
area. The largest block consists of the higher elevations within the Cabinet Mountains and is
mostly within the wilderness and is 143,025 acres. Two other smaller blocks are potentially
impacted by one or more of the transmission line alternatives. These two small blocks are located
to the east of the mine facilities. One 120-acre block is between upper Midas Creek and Howard
Creek (sections 7 and 18 T27N, R30W). A 360-acre block is between upper Midas Creek and
Swamp Creek (sections 8 and 9 T27N, R30W). These two smaller blocks are lower quality
habitat. They averaged persistent spring snow in 1 out of 7 years, further limiting the probability
that a wolverine would use these areas. The large block within the Cabinet Mountains has 36,735
acres of higher quality habitat and 106,290 acres of lower quality habitat. Features such as large
snowdrifts that were not captured by the snow layer coverage may exist within the periphery of
the mapped habitat and could be used by denning wolverines (Copeland et al. 2010). Persistent
snow areas also appear to influence summer habitat use by wolverines and connectivity between
wolverine populations and habitat patches (Copeland et al. 2010, Schwartz et al. 2009).

1194 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project



3.25 Wildlife

3.25.4.9.4  Environmental Consegquences

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not affect areas of persistent spring snow or impact trapping, nor would there
be any impacts to individual wolverines.

Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine

In Alternative 2, the Rock Creek Ventilation Adit would be located in the larger Cabinet
Mountains block of persistent spring snow. It falls within an area that is classified as lower
guality habitat. The site is expected to have persistent spring snow in an average of 5 out of 7
years. The footprint of the ventilation adit would be small, and the ground disturbance area would
be 1 acre. About 35 acres of low quality habitat would be within the disturbance area for the
Ramsey Plant Site, including the conveyor system from the adit to the plant. The Ramsey Plant
Site is expected to have persistent spring snow for an average of 1 to 3 years out of 7. Eight acres
of low quality habitat would be within the existing ground disturbance area of the Libby Adit
Site. The Libby Adit Site is expected to have persistent snow for an average of 1 to 2 years out of
7. Some water monitoring sites are within areas of persistent spring snow. None of the other
components of Alternative 2 would be within areas predicted to have persistent spring snow. Total
acres (44 acres) of Alternative 2 within areas of persistent spring snow, all of which are within the
larger Cabinet Mountains block, would be 0.03 percent of that block, or approximately 0.2
percent of an average female’s home range.

Given the small size of the area affected, that the quality of the habitat is low, and that USFWS
(2013c) states that mining is an activity not expected to impact wolverine populations, the effects
of Alternative 2 on habitat in areas of persistent spring snow are not expected to impact the
wolverine population. The scale at which Forest Service activities occur is relatively small
compared to the average size of a wolverine home range and although impacts to individual
animals may occur, they do not rise to the level to be a threat to the population (USFWS 2014d).
Individual wolverines may be impacted through the alteration of habitat in areas of persistent
spring snow, but given the small extent of impacts, the availability of habitat elsewhere within the
Cabinet Mountains immediately adjacent to the project, the mobility of the species, and their
apparent ability to coexist in areas of human activities, the effects on individual wolverines are
likely to be small.

Alternative 2 would have slightly more overlap of project activities with primary wolverine
habitat identified by Inman et al. (2013). The Ramsey Plant Site and Libby Adit Site would affect
17 acres of primary wolverine habitat outside areas predicted to have persistent snow. The Rock
Lake Ventilation Adit would be within primary habitat mapped by Inman et al. (2013). All other
alternative components would not affect primary habitat. A comparison with Inman et al. (2013)
maternal habitat map revealed that only the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit and 14 acres of the
Ramsey adit/Plant Site overlaps that map. This is less than the overlap with the persistent snow
layer. Because the two dispersal habitat maps (male and female) from Inman et al. (2013) contain
a broad array of habitats, most of Alternative 2 components would be within these habitats.
Similar to the persistent spring snow map, the overlap of Alternative 2 acres with the Inman et al.
(2013) maps (each of the four) are still tiny when looking at the contiguous blocks of habitat that
overlap project activities. Similarly to the persistent spring snow map, the overlap with the Inman
et al. (2013) maps, and the potential effects from this alternative, were based on USFWS (2013c
and 2014d) by looking at the factors that would potentially impact wolverine populations.
Regardless of how much overlap with wolverine habitat, mining was one of the activities in
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USFWS (2013c and 2014d) that was not expected to impact wolverine populations. In other
words, it does not matter if the map of persistent spring snow from Copeland et al. (2010) or the
habitat maps from Inman et al. (2013) are used, the effects of the alternative on the population,
based on USFWS (2013c and 2014d), would be the same. Also, the effects on individual
wolverines would be the same as described previously.

The removal of vegetation for the mine related activities under Alternative 2 would not impact
this population of wolverine. As described in USFWS (2013c), wolverine are not tied to any
specific vegetation type, and as described in Copeland et al. (2010), wolverines generally use
areas where the snow persists into the spring. There is very little overlap with the areas of
persistent spring snow under this alternative, as described above. Therefore the effects of the loss
and/or conversion of vegetation to the ground disturbance under this alternative would be
similarly tiny. Given the large home range sizes, mobility of the species, availability of adjacent
habitat, and the species’ apparent ability to coexist in areas of human activities, the impacts on
individual wolverines that may use the analysis area would likely be small. Wolverines have been
documented to persist and reproduce in areas with high levels of human use and disturbance,
including developed alpine ski areas and areas with motorized use of snowmobiles (USFWS
2013c).

Wolverines may occur in areas outside of persistent spring snow as they move between patches of
higher quality habitat (i.e., areas with a greater likelihood of having persistent spring snow).
Wolverines may move long distances in an attempt to establish new home ranges. Although they
prefer to travel in habitat that is similar to habitat they use for home range establishment,
wolverines are capable of long-distance movements through variable and anthropogenically
altered terrain (USFWS 2013c). The likelihood of a wolverine occurring outside of areas that
have persistent spring snow is low, as wolverines appear to select for these areas even during the
summer. “Ninety-five percent of summer locations and 86 percent of winter locations fell within
the spring snow coverage...” (Copeland et al. 2010). Therefore, there is a low likelihood that a
wolverine would wander near the mine-related activities in areas outside of persistent spring
snow. This includes all of the impoundment site, LAD areas, and most of the access road.
Consequently there is a correspondingly low likelihood of any effects from those
activities/facilities on wolverines. Human activity/presence associated with the Evaluation,
Construction, Operations, Closure, and Post-Closure Phases of the mine and associated features
would not affect wolverine populations. Disturbance associated with human activities during the
Evaluation, Construction, Operations, Closure, and Post-Closure Phases would be identical or
comparable to the activities USFWS (2013c) found would not impact wolverine populations.
Mining was specifically mentioned in USFWS (2013c) as one of the activities not expected to
impact wolverine populations. As stated previously, wolverines have been documented to persist
in areas with high levels of human use and disturbance (USFWS 2013c). Therefore, human
activities associated with the access/haul route (including winter plowing), impoundment site,
processing/mill facility, mine adits (including blasting during construction), monitoring sites, ore
conveyor system, LAD sites, or any other Montanore-related human activities are not expected to
impact wolverine populations in the Cabinet Mountains. It is possible that individual wolverines
may be impacted and not use areas near project activities as much as they may have in the
absence of those activities, although these impacts to a few individuals would not rise to the level
of impacting the population. This conclusion is based on the information described previously
regarding the apparent ability of wolverines to coexist in areas of human disturbance, the mobility
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of the species, and the availability of habitat adjacent to the analysis area within the Cabinet
Mountains.

Even with the expected increase in traffic on the haul/access route, wolverines are expected to be
able to move through the area. Connectivity between wolverine populations and habitat patches is
generally tied to persistent spring snow, and wolverines appear to currently be able to disperse
between habitats and through areas where human developments occur (Schwartz et al. 2009,
USFWS 2013c). As concluded in USFWS (2013c), “the available evidence indicates that
dispersing wolverines can successfully cross transportation corridors.”

A wolverine may find it difficult to cross under the 1,200-foot long ore conveyor system between
the adit and the plant site across Ramsey Creek. The configuration of the conveyor may allow
passage of smaller animals through the framework supporting the conveyor, whereas larger
animals the size of a bear or deer would have difficulty passing under (Klepfer, pers. comm.
2014). The noise associated with the conveyor, coupled with the framework that a wolverine
would have to negotiate, may deter a wolverine from passing under the conveyor. Wolverines are
capable of covering many miles in a day, as described in the beginning of this wolverine analysis,
and with the length of the conveyor system being 1,200 feet, a wolverine would be able to bypass
this site. The conveyor system would be mostly within areas of persistent spring snow.
Connectivity between wolverine populations and habitat patches is generally tied to persistent
spring snow, and wolverines appear to currently be able to disperse between habitats and through
areas where human developments occur (Schwartz et al. 2009, USFWS 2013c). Proposed
activities would not affect the overall extent of persistent spring snow that provides connectivity
for wolverine populations. Changes associated with motorized access with this alternative, and
therefore access for trappers, would likely result in impacts to relatively few individual
wolverines, if any, as most of the wolverines in this vicinity would be using the wilderness area
where the bulk of the persistent spring snow is located. This also happens to be where motorized
use is not allowed and Alternative 2 would not change this. Therefore, there would be no threat to
the viability of the species as a result of Alternative 2. Trapping mortality (including incidental
trapping) undoubtedly can impact local population levels of wolverine, but in their withdrawal of
the proposed ESA listing, the USFWS concluded that based on the best scientific and commercial
information available the mortality level from trapping (including incidental trapping in Montana
and Idaho) is not by itself a threat to the wolverine population (USFWS 2014d). Seasonal closure
and low harvest quotas are the predominant factors affecting trapping mortality, as is the naturally
low density of wolverines, which helps minimize the likelihood of incidental trapping mortality.

The chemical makeup of the tailings water is not likely to pose a risk to wildlife, including
wolverine. Wolverines are not likely to be in the area of the impoundment or LAD Areas due to a
lack of persistent spring snow, as discussed earlier in this analysis. The metals in the water would
be similar to what is found at the Troy Mine decant ponds (see Table 122 in the Water Quality
section), and those do not appear to have posed a risk to wildlife (USDA Forest Service and DEQ
2012). Concentrations of metals in mine and adit water, which would be stored in mine/yard pond
at the Ramsey Plant Site and in a surge pond at the LAD Areas, would be lower than tailings
water (see section 3.13, Water Quality). The Ramsey Plant Site would be fenced, restricting
wolverine access.
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Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative and Alternative 4 —
Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

The effects of the Rock Creek Ventilation Adit and the Libby Adit Site in Alternatives 3 and
Alternative 4 would be the same as Alternative 2. About 8 acres of low quality habitat is within
the ground disturbance acres for the access road between the Libby Adit and the Libby Plant Site,
including the existing ground disturbance from the road. This portion of the access road is
expected to have persistent snow for an average of 1 to 2 years out of 7. Some of the water
monitoring sites would be within areas of persistent spring snow. None of the other components
of Alternative 3 lie within areas predicted to have persistent spring snow. Total acres (about 18
acres) of Alternative 3 within areas of persistent spring snow, all of which are within the larger
Cabinet Mountains block, would be 0.01 percent of that block, or approximately 0.07 percent of
an average female home range.

Given the small size of the area affected, that the quality of the habitat is low, and that USFWS
(2013c) states that mining is an activity not expected to impact wolverine populations, the effects
of Alternatives 3 and 4 on habitat in areas of persistent spring snow are not expected to impact the
wolverine population. The scale at which Forest Service activities occur is relatively small
compared to the average size of a wolverine home range and although impacts to individual
animals may occur, they do not rise to the level to be a threat to the population (USFWS 2014d).
Individual wolverines may be impacted through the alteration of habitat in areas of persistent
spring snow, but given the small extent of impacts, the availability of habitat elsewhere within the
Cabinet Mountains immediately adjacent to the project, the mobility of the species, and their
apparent ability to coexist in areas of human activities, the effects on individual wolverines are
likely to be small.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would have slightly more overlap of project activities with primary
wolverine habitat identified by Inman et al. (2013). In the area of the Libby Adit/conveyor/access
road, the Inman et al. (2013) primary habitat map would overlap a similar sized area to the
persistent spring snow map, just a slightly different set of acres. The result is a net increase of 2
acres of overlap with the Inman et al. 2013 primary habitat map. The rest of the alternative
activities would not overlap the primary habitat map from Inman et al. (2013). The effect on
dispersal habitat identified by Inman et al. (2013) would be the same as Alternative 2.

The effect of vegetation clearing and increased traffic on access roads would be negligible and the
same as Alternative 2. The 6,000 to 7,500-foot conveyor from the adit site to the plant site would
be longer than Alternative 2 and may deter a wolverine from passing under the conveyor. The
effect would be similar to Alternative 2.

Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce the risk to wildlife from contaminant
uptake from storage of mine, adit, and tailings water. All mine and adit water would be treated
and discharged at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant and not stored in ponds. The LAD Areas
would not be used and the surge ponds would not pose a risk to wolverines. Tailings water quality
would have lower metal concentrations than in Alternative 2; the factors leading to lower metal
concentrations in tailings water quality in Alternatives 3 and 4 are discussed in section 3.13,
Water Quality, p. 712.

None of the proposed activities in Alternatives 3 and Alternative 4 would affect the persistent
spring snow that provides connectivity for wolverine populations. Therefore, there would be no
threat to the viability of the species as a result of Alternatives 3 and 4.
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Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Alternative A would not affect areas of persistent spring snow or impact trapping, nor would there
be any impacts to individual wolverines.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

In Alternative B, about 0.3 miles of the transmission line would be within low quality habitat
within the large block of persistent spring snow in the Cabinet Mountains. This section of
transmission line is expected to have persistent snow for an average of 1 to 3 years out of 7.
About 0.25 miles of the transmission line would cross a 120-acre block of low quality habitat to
the east of the Cabinet Mountains. This segment of the transmission line is expected to have
persistent snow for an average of 1 year out of 7. As stated in the Affected Environment section,
this small block is too small to support an entire home range of a wolverine and would likely only
be used as part of a larger home range that includes part of the Cabinet Mountains block of
persistent spring snow. None of the other components of Alternative B would be within areas
predicted to have persistent spring snow, including the Sedlak Park Substation, and would
therefore be unlikely to impact wolverines. Vegetation clearing of 0.6 miles for the transmission
line in Alternative B within areas of persistent spring snow would change the vegetation in low
quality wolverine habitat. Given the small area affected, that the quality of the habitat is low, and
that USFWS (2013c) states that wolverines are not tied to a specific vegetation type Alternative B
effects in areas of persistent snow are not expected to impact the wolverine population. The scale
at which Forest Service activities occur is relatively small compared to the average size of a
wolverine home range and although impacts to individual animals may occur, they do not rise to
the level to be a threat to the population (USFWS 2014d). Individual wolverines may be impacted
through the alteration of habitat in areas of persistent spring snow, but given the small extent of
impacts, the availability of habitat elsewhere within the Cabinet Mountains immediately adjacent
to the project, the mobility of the species, and their apparent ability to coexist in areas of human
activities, the effects on individual wolverines are likely to be small.

Alternative B would have slightly more overlap of project activities with primary wolverine
habitat identified by Inman et al. (2013). The transmission line, which would parallel the Ramsey
Plant access road, would affect an additional 0.5 miles of primary habitat outside areas of
persistent spring snow. The rest of the alternative activities would not affect primary habitat.
Alternative B would not affect maternal habitat. Most or all of Alternative B would be within
dispersal habitat. Similar to the persistent spring snow map, the overlap of Alternative B activities
with the Inman et al. 2013 maps (each of the four) are still tiny when looking at the contiguous
blocks of habitat that overlap project activities. Similarly to the persistent spring snow map, the
overlap with the Inman et al. 2013 maps, and the potential effects from this alternative, were
based on USFWS (2013c and 2014d) by looking at the factors that would impact wolverine
populations. Regardless of how much overlap with wolverine habitat, mining and other land
management activities were identified in USFWS (2013c and 2014d) and were not expected to
impact wolverine populations. In other words, it does not matter if the map of persistent spring
snow from Copeland et al. 2010 or the habitat maps from Inman et al. 2013 are used, the effects
of the alternative on wolverine populations, based on USFWS (2013c and 2014d), would be the
same. Also, the effects on individual wolverines would be the same as described previously.

The discussion in Alternative 2 regarding the likelihood of a wolverine occurring outside of areas
that have persistent spring snow would apply to all transmission line alternatives. Helicopter use
for line stringing and line inspection and repair, as well as road use to monitor/maintain the line,
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is not expected to impact wolverine populations based on the range of activities discussed in
USFWS (2013¢). No motorized activity associated with transmission line construction would
occur from April 1 to June 15 within bear habitat in the Miller Creek and Midas Creek drainages.
Construction would not occur during the winter in big-game winter range areas. Clearing of the
vegetation from the transmission line corridor would not adversely impact a generalist
forager/hunter like a wolverine. Wolverines are habitat generalists and changes to the vegetative
condition of its home range do not appear to negatively impact the species (USFWS 2013c).
Additionally, as described above, there is very little overlap with areas of persistent spring snow
with this alternative. Connectivity between wolverine populations and habitat patches is generally
tied to persistent spring snow, and wolverines appear to currently be able to disperse between
habitats and through areas where human developments occur (Schwartz et al. 2009; USFWS
2013c, 2014d). Proposed activities would not affect the overall extent of persistent spring snow
that provides connectivity for wolverine populations. Therefore, there would be no threat to the
viability of the species as a result of Alternative B. It is possible that individual wolverines may
be impacted and not use areas near project activities as much as they may have in the absence of
those activities, although these impacts to a few individuals would not rise to the level of
impacting the population. This conclusion is based on the information described previously
regarding the apparent ability of wolverines to coexist in areas of human disturbance, the mobility
of the species, and the availability of habitat adjacent to the analysis area within the Cabinet
Mountains.

Changes associated with motorized access with this alternative, and therefore access for trappers,
would likely result in impacts to relatively few individual wolverines, if any, as most of the
wolverines in this vicinity would be using the wilderness area were the bulk of the persistent
spring snow is located. This also happens to be where motorized use is not allowed and
Alternative B would not change this. Therefore, there would be no threat to the viability of the
species as a result of this alternative. Trapping mortality (including incidental trapping)
undoubtedly can impact local population levels of wolverine, but in their withdrawal of the
proposed ESA listing, the USFWS concluded that based on the best scientific and commercial
information available the mortality level from trapping (including incidental trapping in Montana
and Idaho) is not by itself a threat to the wolverine population (USFWS 2014d). Seasonal closure
and low harvest quotas are the predominant factors affecting trapping mortality, as is the naturally
low density of wolverines, which helps minimize the likelihood of incidental trapping mortality.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

In Alternative C-R, about 0.25 miles of the transmission line would cross a 120-acre block of low
guality habitat to the east of the Cabinet Mountains described in Alternative B. One of the
potential helicopter landing sites associated with the transmission line construction is within this
same block of persistent spring snow, with another landing site located farther east near the other
small block of persistent spring snow (low quality patch of wolverine habitat). None of the other
components of Alternative C-R would be within areas predicted to have persistent spring snow.
Total miles (about 0.25 miles) of the transmission line in Alternative C-R within areas of
persistent spring snow would change the vegetation on a small amount of low quality wolverine
habitat. Other effects on the wolverine would be the same as Alternative B. Proposed activities
would not affect the persistent spring snow that provides connectivity for wolverine populations.
Therefore, there would be no threat to the viability of the species as a result of Alternative C-R.
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Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

In Alternative D-R, there would be no overlap of transmission line activities and any block of
persistent spring snow. Other effects on the wolverine would be the same as Alternative B.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative
The effect of Alternative E-R would be the same as Alternative D-R.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

None of the mine/transmission line combined alternatives would result in impacts to wolverine
populations. As described above in the individual alternative discussions, the activities associated
with the Evaluation, Construction, Operations, Closure, and Post-Closure Phases of the mine and
all the constituent components, including the transmission line and Sedlak Park Substation, would
not result in habitat changes or disturbance that would impact wolverine populations. Given the
small size of the area affected, that the quality of the habitat impacted is low, and that USFWS
(2013c) states that mining is an activity not expected to impact wolverine populations, effects of
the combined mine-transmission line alternatives on habitat in areas of persistent spring snow are
not expected to impact the wolverine population. The scale at which Forest Service activities
occur is relatively small compared to the average size of a wolverine home range and although
impacts to individual animals may occur, they do not rise to the level to be a threat to the
population (USFWS 2014d). Individual wolverines may be impacted through the alteration of
habitat in areas of persistent spring snow, but given the small extent of impacts, the availability of
higher quality habitat elsewhere within the Cabinet Mountains immediately adjacent to the
project, the mobility of the species, and their apparent ability to coexist in areas of human
activities, the effects on individual wolverines are likely to be small.

Mining was among the activities that USFWS (2013e) specifically identified that they did not
expect to cause negative impacts to wolverine populations. USFWS (2013c) identified the
availability of persistent spring snow and trapping mortalities as the two main potential threats to
wolverine populations. USFWS (2014d) determined that even those two factors do not threaten
the species and therefore wolverine is not warranted for listing under ESA. Climate determines
the extent of persistent spring snow, and the state determines if there is a trapping season on
wolverines or other species, neither of which is impacted by any of the alternative combinations.

The mitigation plan (Alternatives 3, 4, C-R, D-R, and E-R) for the project is unlikely to greatly
improve habitat for wolverines. It is unlikely that the parcels of land that may be purchased as
mitigation for grizzly bear would occur in areas of persistent spring snow, particularly high
quality wolverine habitat. Most of the wolverine habitat is located at higher elevations, and those
higher elevations within the Cabinet Mountains are already National Forest System land. There
may be a few parcels that contain wolverine habitat. The acquisition of these parcels would not
change the extent of persistent spring snow or change state trapping regulations, the two factors
identified in USFWS (2013c) as the main concerns for wolverine populations. If roads are closed
on these parcels, particularly in winter, then a reduction in easy motorized access to trappers may
result in fewer individual wolverines being caught either incidentally or during a wolverine
trapping season if the State re-opens the wolverine trapping season.

Road closures done as mitigation (those done in addition to closures on the parcels purchased for
mitigation mentioned above) for grizzly bear are unlikely to greatly benefit wolverine. Most of
the roads are at elevations outside of the area of persistent spring snow, and those that do extend
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to higher elevations are generally already gated. The mitigation, depending on the road, may put
in barriers and convert those to trails, but they would still be restricted to motorized use. The
segment of road in Bear Creek that would be barriered is only seasonally gated currently but
would be barriered under the project. This road is partially within low quality wolverine habitat.
The road restrictions would not change the extent of persistent spring snow or change the state’s
trapping regulations, and wolverines have been shown to persist in areas of human use (USFWS
2013c), so limitations on motorized use as a result of this project are not expected to have more
than minimal benefits for wolverines.

The potential mitigation parcels and the mitigation road closures were also compared to the
Inman et al. (2013) maps. The effects would be the same as discussed above with the persistent
snow map. The overlap with the Inman et al. (2013) maps was consistent with the alternatives
compared to the persistent spring snow map from Copeland et al. (2010). There was slightly more
overlap with the primary habitat map from Inman et al. (2013) due to the slightly larger size of
that mapped area compared to the persistent spring snow. On the other hand, there was less
overlap with the maternal habitat map from Inman et al. (2013) compared to the persistent spring
snow map. Again, nearly all the mitigation roads/parcels would overlap the dispersal maps for
either male or females from Inman et al. (2013). However, the effects would be the same as
discussed above. The road restrictions would not change the extent of persistent spring snow or
change the state’s trapping regulations (the two main concerns for wolverine populations), and
wolverines have been shown to persist in areas of human use (USFWS 2013c), so limitations on
motorized use as a result of this project are not expected to have more than minimal benefits for
wolverines.

It is possible that individual wolverines may be impacted and not use areas near project activities
as much as they may have in the absence of those activities, although these impacts to a few
individuals would not rise to the level of impacting the population. This conclusion is based on
the information described previously regarding the apparent ability of wolverines to coexist in
areas of human disturbance, the mobility of the species, and the availability of habitat adjacent to
the analysis area within the Cabinet Mountains.

Changes associated with motorized access with the alternatives and mitigation, and therefore
access for trappers, would likely result in impacts to relatively few individual wolverines, if any,
as most of the wolverines in this vicinity would be using the wilderness area were the bulk of the
persistent spring snow, and high quality habitat, is located. This also happens to be where
motorized use is not allowed and none of the alternatives would change this. Therefore, there
would be no threat to the viability of the species as a result of the alternatives. Trapping mortality
(including incidental trapping) undoubtedly can impact local population levels of wolverine, but
in their withdrawal of the proposed ESA listing, the USFWS concluded that based on the best
scientific and commercial information available the mortality level from trapping (including
incidental trapping in Montana and Idaho) is not by itself a threat to the wolverine population
(USFWS 2014d). Seasonal closure and low harvest quotas are the predominant factors affecting
trapping mortality, as is the naturally low density of wolverines, which helps minimize the
likelihood of incidental trapping mortality.

Of all of the phases of the project (Evaluation, Construction, Operations, Closure, and Post-
Closure), the most human activity would be during the Construction and Operations Phases. As
stated previously, wolverines appear to be able to persist in areas of disturbance (USFWS 2013c).
Most of the vegetative changes would occur during the same phase. Being habitat generalists and
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not tied to a specific vegetative type (USFWS 2013c), wolverines would have habitat elsewhere
for foraging. Additionally, as discussed for each alternative, very little of the proposed activity is
within areas of persistent spring snow, and wolverines spend most of their time in areas of
persistent spring snow (Copeland et al. 2010).

Cumulative Effects

Relevant past and present factors influencing the existing habitat conditions in the analysis area
are described in the affected environment and environmental consequences sections above. This
cumulative effects section summarizes the past actions as well as further describes ongoing and
other reasonably foreseeable contributions potentially impacting wolverine habitat and the DPS.
As described in the Analysis Area and Methods section, the analysis area for cumulative effects
consists primarily of the contiguous area of persistent spring snow near the proposed and
alternative mine and transmission line facilities, although movement/dispersal through areas
outside of persistent spring snow was also considered.

Past Actions and the Existing Condition

Land management activities are not considered to significantly affect the conservation of the
distinct population segment (USFWS 2013c and 2014d). Wolverines have been able to use and
persist on this landscape over the past in association with land management activities. Wolverines
may move long distances in an attempt to establish new home ranges. Although they prefer to
travel in habitat that is similar to habitat they use for home range establishment (USFWS 2013c p.
7878), wolverines are capable of long-distance movements through variable and
anthropogenically altered terrain (USFWS 2013c p. 7879). Connectivity between wolverine
populations and habitat patches is generally tied to persistent spring snow, and wolverines appear
to currently be able to disperse between habitats and through areas where human developments
occur (Schwartz et al. 2009, USFWS 2013c p. 7879). As concluded in USFWS 2013c (p. 7879),
“The available evidence indicates that dispersing wolverines can successfully cross transportation
corridors.”

Alternative 1 — No Mine; Alternative A — No Transmission Line

The No Action Alternative would not contribute any cumulative effects. The existing persistent
snow conditions would continue to support use by wolverines and there would be no impact on
trapping activities.

Action Alternatives for the Mine and Transmission Line: Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable
Actions

Because habitat suitability for wolverines is tied to persistent snow areas (generally higher
elevation and rugged habitats) there are no apparent conditions within the analysis area that
would contribute to effects to wolverine or its habitat. Implementation of the proposed activities
would not impact state trapping regulations related to wolverines or other species. There would
be no threat to the viability of the wolverine as a result of this project.

The proposed rule stated: “The available scientific and commercial information does not indicate
that other potential stressors such as land management, recreation, infrastructure development,
and transportation corridors pose a threat to the DPS [distinct population segment]” (USFWS
2013c). Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within the analysis area fall within this
list of potential stressors and consists largely of land management activities. They each occur at a
small scale compared to a wolverine home range, are found outside large expanses of suitable
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habitat found within places like wilderness areas, and do not impact the persistent snow areas that
wolverines are associated with. Proposed activities in addition with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions would not negatively impact the DPS. Although individual wolverines may be
impacted by the project, the effects would not impact the population given the availability of high
quality habitat adjacent to the analysis area within the Cabinet Mountains, the mobility of the
species, the large size of home ranges, and their apparent ability to coexist with human
disturbance. There would be no cumulative effects anticipated that would change the effects
determination to the wolverine from implementation of the proposed federal action.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Mineral Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. All mine and
transmission line alternatives would comply with 36 CFR 228.8. Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 would
minimize effect on the wolverine by siting the plant site outside areas predicted to have persistent
snow. Transmission Line Alternatives D-R and E-R would avoid road construction and vegetation
clearing in areas of persistent snow.

Endangered Species Act

The USFWS 2014d determined that it was not warranted to list wolverine as a threatened species
under ESA. Consequently, wolverine has no federal status and reverts back to being a R1
Sensitive Species.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

As discussed in the above analysis, wolverines are generalists that are not tied to a specific
vegetation type. The footprint of some of the mine facilities (e.g., adits, mine buildings,
processing/mill site, impoundment) would remove vegetation and convert it to a nonvegetated
condition during the life of the mine (less than 0.1 percent of the Cabinet Mountains block of
persistent spring snow overlaps project activities). The transmission line would generally convert
forested types to open habitat conditions that may still provide foraging opportunities for a
generalist such as a wolverine.

The analysis area has very little overlap with persistent spring snow areas, and there is a large
patch of higher quality habitat (persistent spring snow in an average of at least 6 out of 7 years),
as well as a large amount of low quality habitat (persistent spring snow in an average of 1-5 years
out of 7) adjacent to the analysis area within the Cabinet Mountains that would not be impacted
by the action alternatives and would provide habitat for wolverines; all alternatives would be
designed in accordance with FW-GDL-WL-21.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual wolverine or their habitat within the
analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability
to the population or species. Implementation of the action alternatives results in a
determination for wolverine of may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute
to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species. In all
action alternatives, mining related activities are consistent with those described under the
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previously proposed special rule of the ESA (USFWS 2013c) and are not considered to result in
impacts that would significantly affect the conservation of the species. This determination is
consistent with USFWS’” withdrawal of the proposed rule (USFWS 2014d) which found that the
factors potentially affecting the population are not a threat.

Climate change is no longer considered an immediate threat to the wolverine at the population
level (USFWS 2014d). It was also determined that the action alternatives would not affect the
presence, absence, or abundance of snow remaining late into the spring at the wolverine home
range level. Within the footprint of the ground disturbance, which has little overlap with
persistent spring snow at the home range level, those acres may have a lower likelihood of being
used by wolverine as denning habitat due to snow removal during the life of the mine. The
analysis in the project record shows that the action alternatives would not affect climate change.

Trapping is no longer considered a secondary threat to the wolverine at the population level
(USFWS 2014d). The trapping season for wolverines is currently closed in Forest Service Region
1, but trapping for other species does occur and incidental wolverine mortality is a possibility.
Proposed changes in the level of access via roads are not likely to facilitate enough of a change in
trapping pressure to affect wolverines at the population level.

Land management activities, recreation, infrastructure development, and transportation corridors
have all been identified as actions that do not pose a threat to wolverines at a population level
(USFWS 2014d). At the local level, there may be impacts to individual wolverines, but
population level effects are unlikely because: (1) wolverines can travel long distances and are not
adverse to crossing open spaces; therefore, if temporarily displaced, they can easily move into the
large areas of undisturbed habitat adjacent to the analysis area; and (2) any habitat impacted will
not be rendered unsuitable for wolverines post-project and will continue to contribute toward
maintaining wolverine viability post-project. The analysis area has very little overlap with
persistent spring snow areas, and there is a large patch of higher quality habitat (persistent spring
snow in an average of at least 6 out of 7 years),

as well as a large amount of low quality habitat (persistent spring snow in an average of 1-5 years
out of 7) adjacent to the analysis area within the Cabinet Mountains that would not be impacted
by the action alternatives and would provide habitat for wolverines.

Land management activities occurring as part of the action alternatives do not pose a threat to
wolverines at a population level (USFWS 2014d). Additionally, although the action alternatives
may affect individuals, they are of little consequence due to the flexibility of habitat use shown
by wolverines and their large home range size. Any effects to individual wolverines caused by the
action alternatives would not be elevated directly, indirectly, or cumulatively to a level that would
represent a loss of viability. The action alternatives may impact individuals or habitat, but will not
likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or
species.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53. All alternatives would comply with the Nongame and Endangered Species
Act.
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3.25.4.10 Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat

3.25.4.10.1 Regulatory Framework

General 2015 KFP direction considered in the analysis of sensitive species is described in section
3.25.4.1, Regulatory Framework, p. 1133. The additional 2015 KFP direction considered in the
analysis of Townsend’s big-eared bat is:

FW-DC-WL-15. Caves, mines, and snags with loose bark provide areas for roosting,
hibernation, or maternity sites for various species of bats (refer to FW-DC-VEG-07, FW-
GDL-VEG-04, and FW-GDL-VEG-05).

FW-GDL-WL-17. Townsend’s Big-eared Bat. Avoid or minimize disturbance at known
active roosts and hibernacula in caves, abandoned mines, or rock outcrops using the best
available information.

3.25.4.10.2 Analysis Area and Methods

The analysis area for the Townsend’s big-eared bat is described in section 3.25.1, Introduction.
The boundaries for determination of population trend and contribution toward population
viability are is the KNF.

Townsend’s big-eared bat population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships
identified by research are described in Reel et al. (1989); Perkins and Schommer (1991); Kunz
and Martin (1982); MNHP and FWP (2014); Christy and West (1993); Ross (1967); Whitaker et
al. (1977); Thomas and West (1991); Pierson et al. (1999) and Gruver and Kenaith (2006). That
information is incorporated by reference. Townsend’s big-eared bat occurrence data come from
recent District wildlife survey records and KNF historical data (NRIS Wildlife) and the MNHP.

Conservation assessments for Townsend’s big-eared bat (Pierson et al. 1999, Gruver and Kenaith
2006) provide recommendations for forest management activities such as vegetative conversions
and timber harvest. Primary concerns are for the protection of known and potential
hibernating/roosting habitat, especially caves and abandoned mines, and maintenance or
enhancement of foraging habitat within proximity of these sites. No specific prescriptions for
vegetation management are provided as Townsend’s big-eared bat forage in a variety of habitats
and knowledge of local conditions that may influence use is limited. Habitat edges (both forested
and riparian), riparian corridors, and water quality appear beneficial and provide a suitable prey
base, drinking opportunities, and movement areas.

The impacts analysis includes an evaluation of the potential benefits to Townsend’s big-eared bat
from mitigation measures proposed by MMC or the agencies, such as implementation of the
Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan (section 2.5.2.6.2, Vegetation Removal and Disposition
Plan), land acquisition associated with grizzly bear mitigation (sections 2.4.6.3, Grizzly Bear and
2.5.7.3.1, Grizzly Bear).

3.25.4.10.3 Affected Environment

Townsend’s big-eared bats are year-round residents of Montana and the KNF and are found in a
variety of habitat types from grasslands, shrublands, and forested habitats across the United
States. However, availability of suitable hibernating and/or roosting habitat influences local
distribution and seasonal use by Townsend’s big-eared bat populations. They are highly
associated with caves or other cave like rock structures for roosting. Following European
settlement, in areas where this habitat is limited Townsend’s big-eared bat have been documented
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to use man-made structures that provide cave like features including abandoned mines, buildings,
bridges, and concrete culverts. More recently, they have been documented to also use basal
hollows of old growth redwoods for day and maternity roosts (Fellers and Pierson 2002, Mazurek
2004). Townsend’s big-eared bats are known to feed along forest edges, and can be associated
with either dry or wet type coniferous forests. Tree cavities provide potential roosting habitat for
the Townsend’s big-eared bat (Perkins and Schommer 1991; MNHP and FWP 2014), and
preference is shown for old growth forest (Thomas and West 1991). Caves and mines are used as
winter hibernacula, day and night roosts, and maternity roosts, and are important habitat for this
species (USDA Forest Service 2003b). Young and mature forests are used for feeding (Ibid.), with
primary foraging areas near lakes (Grindal 1995). A KNF status summary of the Townsend’s big-
eared bat was documented by Johnson (1999). During surveys of the KNF conducted from 1993
to 1995 by Hendricks et al. (1995, 1996), the species was located in all planning units, but no key
roosting sites such as caves or mines were located. The bat population size on the KNF is
unknown.

Observations recorded prior to 1997 by the District, Forest, and MNHP have documented the
Townsend’s big-eared bat within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, specifically at Howard Lake and
in the Libby Creek Recreational Gold Panning Area on Libby Creek (Westech 2005a).
Abandoned mines potentially providing hibernacula are known to exist within the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs, and include the Gloria, Copper Reward, Golden West, and Snowshoe mines
(Hargrave et al. 1999). Hibernaculum for Townsend’s big-eared bats have been documented at an
abandoned mine in the Silverfish PSU. As part of the Abandoned Mine Lands Program, the KNF
installed grates designed to allow access for bats and claimants while providing for human safety
on adits located at the Gloria, Granite Trailhead, Golden West, and American Kootenai mines.

Larger diameter snags or trees in the analysis area may be used for summer roosting. The Crazy
PSU contains 8,350 acres of effective old growth, and the Silverfish PSU contains 5,298 acres of
effective old growth. The Crazy PSU contains 465 acres of recruitment potential old growth, and
the Silverfish PSU contains 1,491 acres of recruitment potential old growth. These stands and the
remaining timbered habitat provide suitable roosting habitat in the form of large snags with
cavities, as well as abundant foraging habitat across the forest landscape. Both PSU contain
sufficient snag habitat. Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 — No Mine

There would be no expected change in the existing condition with implementation of Alternative
1. No direct effect to Townsend’s habitat would occur. There would be no impacts to roost sites
(e.g., caves, mines, old buildings, or large snags). No snhags or old growth would be impacted
under this alternative. The addition or loss of snags would depend on other factors, such as
firewood cutting, wind events, natural attrition, or wildfire. The level of impact from these factors
cannot be calculated due to the high uncertainty in predicting occurrence and intensity levels.

Alternative 2 - MMC’s Proposed Mine

In Alternative 2, no impacts on potential Townsend’s big-eared bat habitat would occur in the
Silverfish PSU. Alternative 2 would affect 414 acres of effective and recruitment potential old
growth in the Crazy PSU (Table 183), a 5 percent decrease of the total effective and recruitment
potential old growth available. Harvest of old growth and losses of other coniferous habitat
associated with Alternative 2 would reduce and fragment available day-roosting habitat for the
Townsend’s big-eared bat in the Crazy PSU. Impacts on coniferous forest, old growth, and cavity
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habitat are further described in sections 3.22.2, Old Growth Ecosystems and 3.25.2.2, Snags and
Woody Debris. Alternative 2 would not affect caves, mines, tunnels, or lakes in either the Crazy
or Silverfish PSU. Although Townsend’s big-eared bats prefer caves and mines, disturbance or
mortality of bats may occur if bats were using a snag that was cut down during construction. The
loss of snags providing potential Townsend’s big-eared bat roosting habitat resulting from
Alternative 2 would have negligible to minor impacts on this bat, given the existing shag levels
and the bat’s preference for cave habitat (see section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris).

Indirect impacts to Townsend’s big-eared bats would include potential mortality of injury from
collision with haul trucks, contaminant uptake of mine, adit, or tailings water at ponds, and
displacement or altered behavior caused by noise. If bats drank from mine, adit, or tailings water
or foraged on insects with increased metal loading, they risk ingesting toxins and heavy metals,
which may result in reduced reproductive ability or increased mortality (O’Shea et al. 2000). The
metals in the water would be similar to what is found at the Troy Mine decant ponds (see Table
122 in the Water Quality section), where adverse effects on wildlife have not been observed
(USDA Forest Service and DEQ 2012). Concentrations of metals in mine and adit water, which
would be stored in mine/yard pond at the Ramsey Plant Site and in a surge pond at the LAD
Areas, would be lower than tailings water (see Table 122 in the Water Quality section).

Mine traffic, particularly large, nighttime traffic in riparian areas, may collide with foraging
Townsend’s big-eared bats, increasing injury or mortality. MMC would limit concentrate haulage
to daylight hours during the day shift (0800 to 1630), which would minimize vehicular-bat
collisions during the early morning, evening and night time-periods. During the Construction
Phase, waste rock would be hauled to the LAD Areas and the tailings impoundment. Noise and
other disturbances, such as blasting, construction of the plant and adit sites, road construction and
use, and plant and adit operations may cause Townsend’s big-eared bats to avoid nearby habitat,
at least temporarily. Disturbance impacts would likely be greatest during the Construction Phase,
but may persist through mine operations.

Acquisition of 2,758 acres of private land associated with grizzly bear habitat mitigation would
provide additional old growth if bat habitat were present on the acquired parcels. Alternative 2
would not affect caves, mines, tunnels, or lakes in either the Crazy or Silverfish PSU. Although
some individual Townsend’s big-eared bats may be impacted by Alternative 2, given the
availability of surrounding snags and old growth, the proposed project is not expected to reduce
local bat populations.

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative and Alternative 4 —
Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Impacts on Townsend’s big-eared bat from Alternatives 3 and 4 would be similar to Alternative 2.
Alternative 3 would have the least effect on effective and recruitment potential old growth of the
mine alternatives, affecting 256 acres of effective and recruitment potential old growth in the
Crazy PSU. Alternative 4 would affect 277 acres of effective and recruitment potential old growth
in the Crazy PSU (Table 183).

Impacts on potential Townsend’s big-eared bat habitat would be minimized through implementa-
tion of mitigation measures. Bats would be at less risk of contaminant uptake from storage of
mine, adit, and tailings water in Alternatives 3 and 4. All mine and adit water would be treated
and discharged at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant and not stored in ponds. The LAD Areas
would not be used and the surge ponds would not pose a risk to bats. Tailings water quality would
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have lower metal concentrations than in Alternative 2; the factors leading to lower metal
concentrations in tailings water quality in Alternatives 3 and 4 are discussed in the Water Quality
section, p. 712.

MMC would leave snags within the disturbance area of the Alternatives 3 or 4, unless required to
be removed for safety or operational reasons. This mitigation would be incorporated into the
Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan (section 2.5.2.6.2, Vegetation Removal and Disposition
Plan). The agencies’ land acquisition requirement of 5,387 acres (Alternative 3) or 6,151 acres
(Alternative 4) of private land (section 2.5.7.3.1, Grizzly Bear) would likely be more effective at
improving bat habitat because more land would be protected. Although some individual may be
impacted by Alternatives 3 and 4, given the availability of surrounding habitat and that no
impacts on key roosting habitat or potential hibernacula such as caves, mines, or rock outcrops
would occur, Alternative B would not reduce local Townsend’s big-eared bat populations.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line

Alternative A would not physically affect cavity habitat or populations of Townsend’s big-eared
bat. The addition or loss of snags would depend on other factors, such as firewood cutting, wind
events, natural attrition, or wildfire. The level of impact from these factors cannot be calculated
due to the high uncertainty in predicting occurrence and intensity levels.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

Alternative B would have the greatest impact on effective and recruitment potential old growth of
the transmission line alternatives, affecting 27 acres of effective and recruitment potential old
growth in the Crazy PSU and 7 acres in the Silverfish PSU (Table 184). Harvest of 27 acres of old
growth associated with Alternative B would reduce available day-roosting habitat for Townsend’s
big-eared bat in the Crazy PSU by less than 1 percent in the both PSUs. Alternative B would
remove about 4 acres of old growth providing potential roosting habitat on private land along the
Fisher River and a short portion of Miller Creek. Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and
loop line would not affect Townsend’s big-eared bat due to lack of suitable habitat. Impacts on
old growth are described in section 3.22, \egetation. Disturbance or mortality of bats may occur
if bats were using a snag that was cut down during line construction.

Noise from helicopters during line stringing and from other construction-related activities may
cause Townsend’s big-eared bats to avoid nearby habitat, at least temporarily. Disturbance
impacts would be short-term and, with the exception of line maintenance activities, would cease
after transmission line construction. None of the transmission line alternatives would affect caves,
mines, tunnels, or lakes in either the Crazy or Silverfish PSU. Although some individual may be
impacted by Alternative B, given the availability of surrounding habitat and that no impacts on
key roosting habitat or potential hibernacula such as caves, mines, or rock outcrops would occur,
Alternative B would not reduce local Townsend’s big-eared bat populations.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

For Alternative C-R, no effective or recruitment potential old growth would be removed in the
Crazy PSU, and 21 acres would be removed in the Silverfish PSU (Table 184). Construction of
the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect Townsend’s big-eared bat due to lack of
suitable habitat. Impacts on potential Townsend’s big-eared bat roosting habitat also would be
minimized through implementation of mitigation measures. MMC would leave snags within the
clearing width of Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R, unless required to be removed for safety or
operational reasons. This mitigation would be incorporated into the Vegetation Removal and
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Disposition Plan (section 2.5.2.6.2). Although some individual may be impacted by Alternative
C-R, given the availability of surrounding habitat and that no impacts on key roosting habitat or
potential hibernacula such as caves, mines, or rock outcrops would occur, Alternative B would
not reduce local Townsend’s big-eared bat populations.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts on the Townsend’s big-eared bat from Alternative D-R would be the same as Alternative
C-R, except 8 acres of effective or recruitment potential old growth would be impacted by
Alternative D-R.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Alternative E-R would not remove or clear old growth in the Crazy or Silverfish PSU. Seven
acres of effective or recruitment potential old growth would be impacted on private and State land
where the transmission line would cross the Fisher River and parallel West Fisher Creek.
Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect Townsend’s big-eared
bat due to lack of suitable habitat. The agencies’ mitigation would be similar to Alternative C-R

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

Impacts on old growth from combined mine and transmission line alternatives before mitigation
would be the greatest (453 acres of effective or recruitment potential old growth removed in the
Crazy and Silverfish PSUs) for MMC’s proposed alternative (Alternative 2B). Effective and
recruitment potential old growth removed in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs for the agencies’
alternatives (Alternatives 3C, 3D, 3E, 4C, 4D, and 4E), including private and State land, would
range from 214 acres for Alternative 4E-R to 246 acres for Alternatives 3C-R. Indirect impacts to
Townsend’s big-eared bats, such potential mortality of injury from collision with haul trucks,
contaminant uptake of mine, adit, or tailings water at ponds, and displacement or altered behavior
caused by noise, would be the same as described for the individual mine and transmission line
alternatives. Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect
Townsend’s big-eared bat due to lack of suitable habitat.

Impacts on coniferous forest and old growth are described in section 3.22.2, Old Growth
Ecosystems. The loss of snags providing potential Townsend’s big-eared bat roosting habitat
resulting from the combined action alternatives would have minor impacts on this bat, given the
existing snag levels (see section 3.25.2.2, Snags and Woody Debris). None of the combined mine-
transmission line alternatives would affect caves, mines, tunnels, or lakes in either the Crazy or
Silverfish PSU. Although some individual Townsend’s big-eared bats may be impacted by the
combined action alternatives, given the availability of surrounding habitat, all combined mine-
transmission line alternatives would not reduce local bat populations.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions are described in section 3.2, Past and Current Actions, shown on Figure 50, and
listed in Appendix E. Past actions, particularly timber harvest, road construction, and fire-
suppression activities, have altered the old growth ecosystems in the analysis area, resulting in a
reduction in early and late succession habitats; conditions favoring shade-tolerant, fire-intolerant
species; loss of large shags and down wood; and increases in tree density and a shift to a largely
mid-seral structural stage (USDA Forest Service 2003b). Firewood cutting would continue to
occur where open roads provide access to old growth, contributing removal of snags important to
Townsend’s big-eared bats. Continuing development of private lands, including timber harvest,
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home construction, and land clearing would contribute to losses of bat habitat in the analysis area.
Impacts on Townsend’s big-eared bats on private and State lands would be minimal because of
the limited amounts of old growth occur on private and State lands, based on past and current
harvest practices. Alternative 1A would not have cumulative impacts on the Townsend’s big-eared
bat or its habitat.

Activities associated with the Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project, the Coyote
Improvement Vegetation Management Project, and the Silverbutte Bugs timber sale, which would
occur in the Silverfish PSU, would not directly affect old growth providing potential Townsend’s
big-eared bat habitat. While the combined action alternatives, in combination with other past,
current, and reasonably foreseeable actions, would result in some losses and degradation of bat
habitat, cumulative impacts on overall areas of old growth would likely be minimal.

Cumulative noise and other disturbances may occur as a result of the combined action alternatives
and other reasonably foreseeable actions. Cumulative disturbance effects may affect individual
Townsend’s big-eared bats, but would not likely affect their populations in the KNF.

Cumulatively, the timber harvest activities on public and private lands and the removal of dead
standing trees, as well as the removal of live trees with cavities (depending on their diameter)
may reduce potential summer roosting sites for the Townsend’s big-eared bat in other parts of the
analysis area. No direct cumulative effects on key hibernacula would occur.

The existing snag levels are greater than 2015 KFP-desired conditions and guidelines for snag
and snag recruitment levels. Cumulatively, with all other reasonably foreseeable actions on
private and corporate lands considered, sufficient cavity habitat would remain in the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs and the KNF to maintain existing Townsend’s big-eared bat populations.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In these alterna-
tives, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the
Townsend’s big-eared bat or practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The
agencies’ alternatives (Mine Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R,
and E-R) would incorporate feasible and practicable measures to minimize adverse environmental
impacts on the mountain and wildlife habitat. These measures would include eliminating storage
of mine and adit water, eliminating use of the LAD Areas and their associated surge pond,
requiring a water management plan that would reduce tailings water concentrations, and imple-
menting the Environmental Specifications and a Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

None of the mine or transmission line alternatives would affect key roosting habitat or potential
hibernacula such as caves, mines, or rock outcrops. Although timber harvest activities associated
with the action alternatives would reduce potential summer roosting sites for the Townsend’s big-
eared bat, impacts would be small. All mine or transmission line alternatives would be designed
in accordance with guideline FW-GDL-WL-17.
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Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not impact individual Townsend’s big-eared bats or their habitat
within the analysis area, and would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss
of viability to the population or species. Implementation of the action alternatives result in a
determination of may impact individuals or their habitat, but will not likely contribute to a
trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species for
Townsend’s big-eared bats. This determination is based on: 1) none of the combined mine-
transmission line alternatives would affect key roosting habitat or potential hibernacula such as
caves, mines, or rock outcrops, 2) timber harvest activities associated with the combined action
alternatives would reduce potential summer roosting sites for the Townsend’s big-eared bat, but
impacts would be too small to change the existing potential population index for pileated
woodpecker and 3) snag levels would continue to be greater than 2015 KFP guidelines KFP- and
sufficient cavity habitat would remain in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs and the KNF to provide
roosting habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bat populations; and 4) a forested environment suitable
for foraging would remain well distributed across the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs and the KNF.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53.

3.25.4.11 Western Toad

3.25.4.11.1 Analysis Area and Methods

Western toad ecology, biology, habitat use, status, and conservation are described and
summarized in Maxell et al. (2009), Maxell (2000) and Reichel and Flath (1995). That
information is incorporated by reference. Western toad occurrence data come from District
wildlife observation records and KNF historical data (NRIS Wildlife) and other agencies
(MNHP).

Criteria used to compare the alternative impacts on the western toad and its habitat includes
impacts on known breeding/rearing habitat, potential breeding habitat, and potential upland
foraging habitat. In the analysis area, potential breeding habitat is represented by wetlands and
aquatic habitat, as described in sections 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries and 3.23, Wetlands and
Other Waters of the U.S.

Suitable aquatic breeding habitat for western toads was determined by selecting ponds, lakes,
seeps and springs, and low gradient (less than 7 percent) perennial streams and rivers. All KNF
wetlands and all project specific wetlands and streams were buffered by 2,000 meters. The KNF
provided terrestrial habitat broken into “High Quality” and “Other Potential” habitat categories,
which were analyzed within the aquatic habitat.

The analysis area for the western toad is described in section 3.25.1, Introduction. The area for
determination of population trend and contribution toward population viability is the KNF.
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3.25.4.11.2 Affected Environment

Western toads are largely terrestrial species that are found in a wide variety of habitats including
wetlands, forests, woodlands, meadows, and floodplains in the mountains and mountain valleys.
They are aquatic species only during the short breeding/rearing season. Western toads require
over-wintering, breeding/rearing, and foraging habitat, and may also be dependent on habitats
suitable for migration if the three required habitat types are isolated spatially. Over-wintering may
take place in underground caverns or in rodent burrows, breeding/rearing takes place in aquatic
sites such as shallow areas of large and small lakes or temporary ponds, and foraging habitat
consists largely of terrestrial uplands (Maxell 2000). Research by Bartelt and Peterson (1994)
showed that western toad movement in foraging areas was significantly influenced by the
distribution of shrub cover and toads may have avoided macrohabitats (e.g., forested stand, shrub
fields, meadow) with little or no canopy or shrub cover. In Montana, the species has been
documented to occur as high as 9,220 feet in elevation.

Quantitative data regarding the western toad’s use of upland and forested habitats are limited.
Western toads are known to migrate between the aquatic breeding and terrestrial non-breeding
habitats (NatureServe 2012). Movement of toads between breeding sites has been documented
from 1.6 miles to greater than 3 miles (Corn et al. 1998; Bartelt and Peterson 1994). Movement in
foraging areas may be influenced by the distribution of shrub cover, and toads may avoid habitats
with low canopy closure and shrub cover, such as clearcuts. Down wood may be important in
providing refugia for this species (Bartelt and Peterson 1994).

According to the KNF status summary of the western toad (Johnson 1999), the species has been
found in seven of the eight planning units in the KNF. The population size is unknown and direct
measures of population trend on the KNF are not available. About 35 breeding sites were verified
in the KNF between 1995 and 1998 (Johnson 1999).

Results of annual District surveys have not identified any breeding sites in the Crazy or Silverfish
PSUs (Johnson 1999). Observation from the late 1980s and early 1990s suggest that western toad
breeding may be present in the Little Cherry Creek drainage (Westech 2005a). In 2007, one adult
western toad was found in the Poorman Tailings Impoundment Site in the Crazy PSU (Geomatrix
2009Db). Potential breeding habitat is present in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs in aquatic and
wetland habitats, including temporal ponds or road ditches. Upland terrestrial habitat providing
relatively good shrub or forest cover within the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs is considered potential
foraging habitat. About 62,751 and 66,467 acres of upland terrestrial western toad habitat occur in
the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, respectively.

The majority of the private and State lands in the analysis area have high road densities and have
been logged in the past 20 to 30 years, resulting in fragmented coniferous forest. Vegetation
communities in the analysis area, including private and State land, are shown on Figure 85.

3.25.4.11.3 Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 — No Mine

Alternative 1 would not disturb the western toad or their habitat and would have no effect on this
species. Natural successional processes would continue to occur within the upland habitat being
used by western toads for foraging and over-wintering habitat. No impacts to riparian areas and
breeding/rearing habitat would occur. In the short-term, the toad’s use of these habitats would
continue at current levels.
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However, plant succession would continue on many of the sites and would result in an increasing
canopy closure that may not be used as frequently by western toads. Greater fuel accumulations
would result in a greater potential for a high severity fire throughout the analysis area, including
streamside riparian habitats. Western toads have been reported to use burned areas in the year
following fires in western Montana (Guscio 2007; Hossack and Corn 2007) even in high severity
burn areas (Guscio 2007). This included colonization of wetlands for breeding use where they
had not been documented before (Hossack and Corn 2007). Burned forests may improve thermal
conditions (e.g., warmer environment) that may result in physical benefits to the toad (Hossack et
al. 2009). Although fire appears to provide habitats that benefit western toads there also seem to
be some limitations. A high severity wildfire that reduces the overstory vegetation along aquatic
breeding habitats could alter the wetland habitat and make it unsuitable for western toads
(Hossack and Corn 2008). Additionally, greater exposure and warmer temperatures increases the
risk for evaporative water loss. Western toads showed a changed in use from high severity to
partially burned habitats during summer where more cover and greater moisture occurred, likely
reducing the risk for water loss (Guscio et al. 2008, Hossack et al. 2009). Therefore, an extensive
high severity fire in both riparian and upland terrestrial habitats could impact the suitability, at
least seasonally, of large areas for western toads.

Alternative 2 — MMC’s Proposed Mine

Threats to the western toad from the proposed mine include forest clearing for mine facilities,
road construction and maintenance, vehicle use on roads, environmental contaminants, and
isolation of populations through habitat fragmentation. Alternative 2 would disturb 2 acres of high
guality western toad habitat (Table 215). The effects on streams that may provide potential
western toad habitat are discussed in sections 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries and 3.23, Wetlands
and Other Waters of the U.S. The feasibility of MMC’s proposed Wetland Mitigation Plan to
replace the lost functions of all potentially affected wetlands that provide toad habitat is
uncertain. MMC'’s plan is conceptual and would be refined during the 404 permitting process.
MMC did not update its mitigation plan for Alternative 2 to reflect new wetland and stream
mitigation regulations and procedures. Section 3.23, Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.
discusses proposed wetland mitigation in more detail. About 2,234 acres of other potential
habitat, including upland foraging habitat, would be disturbed by Alternative 2, primarily in the
tailings impoundment area (Table 215). Impacted potential habitat would represent about 4.9
percent of the total habitat available in the Crazy PSU. Some down wood and wintering habitat
also would be lost as a result of Alternative 2. Relative to existing habitat and down wood, these
losses would have minor impacts on the western toad.
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Table 215. Available Western Toad Habitat and Potential Effects in the Analysis Area by

Mine Alternative.

[3] [4]
[1] 2] Agency Agency
. , I Mitigated
o No Mine MMC’s Mitigated .
Measurement Criteria o Little Cherry
Existing Proposed Poorman C
- . reek
Condition Mine Impound-
Impound-
ment
ment
Crazy PSU
High quality habitat (acres) 6.970 6,968 6,969 6,969
(2/<0.1) (1/<0.1) (1/<0.1)
Other potential habitat (acres) 46,021 43,787 44,556 44,431
(2,234/4.9) (1,465/3.2) (1,590/3.5)
Silverfish PSU
High quality habitat (acres) 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308
(0/0) (0/0) (0/0)
Other potential habitat (acres) 53,950 53,950 53,950 53,950
(0/0) (0/0) (0/0)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percentage compared to existing conditions.

The fragmentation of natural habitats from timber harvesting and road building may impede
dispersal and decrease the probability of wetland recolonization by amphibians (Semlitsch 2000).
Western toads are considered terrestrial habitat generalists (deMaynadier and Hunter 1998) and
tend to be more tolerant than some amphibians of forest edges, tree harvests, and declining patch

size (Renken et al. 2004).

About 10 miles of the Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278), from US 2 to the Bear Creek bridge,
would be widened on its existing alignment and chip-sealed. The roadway width would be 20 to
29 feet wide and designed to handle speeds of 35 to 45 mph. The disturbed area, included ditches
and cut-and-fill slopes, is expected to be up to 100 feet wide. Because the Bear Creek Road
would be chip-sealed, use of mine or adit water and/or chemical stabilizers for dust suppression
along the Bear Creek Road would be unlikely. Widening and improvement of the Bear Creek
Road would affect 0.2 acres of wetlands along the road (see Table 187 in the Wetlands and Other
Waters of the U.S. section) and may remove small area of potential western toad habitat. Some
incidental mortality may occur due to forest clearing and increased traffic associated with

Alternative 2.

MMC would store mine, adit, or tailings water at the Ramsey Plant Site, a surge pond at the LAD
Areas, and the tailings impoundment. The metals in the tailings water would be similar to what is
found at the Troy Mine decant ponds (see Table 122 in the Water Quality section), where adverse
effects on wildlife have not been observed (USDA Forest Service and DEQ 2012). Concentra-
tions of metals in mine and adit water, which would be stored in mine/yard pond at the Ramsey
Plant Site and in a surge pond at the LAD Areas, would be lower than tailings water (see Table
122 in the Water Quality section).

Alternative 2 would disturb 266 acres within Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAS) on
National Forest System land; 152 acres of other riparian areas on private land would be disturbed
(Table 75). Portions of LAD Area 2, the tailings impoundment, the Ramsey Plant Site, and the
Libby Adit would be within RHCAS or riparian areas on private land under this alternative

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1215



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

(Figure 53). Roads would be constructed or reconstructed within the RHCAs of Little Cherry,
Libby, Bear, Poorman, and Ramsey creeks, as well as other unnamed tributaries. Adverse direct
effects on toad habitat could occur where roads and facilities were constructed in RHCAs and
particularly where roads crossed streams, but the design features and BMPs to be implemented In
Alternative 2 would minimize such effects (MMI 2006). Most of the roads planned for
reconstruction are existing roads that cross a RHCA only at a stream crossing, but segments of
existing roads parallel the RHCAs along Ramsey and Libby creeks.

The KNF’s analysis of sediment erosion from roads to streams (KNF 2013) indicates that 79 tons
of sediment would be generated during the project in the combined Evaluation, Construction, and
Operations Phases in Alternative 2 with BMPs (Table 132, p. 761). This would be a 52-percent
decrease from the 163.5 tons of sediment estimated to be produced under existing conditions
without the project over the same time frame. The highest percentage of reductions would occur
in the Construction Phase. While substantially less sediment is predicted to be delivered overall to
analysis area streams from roads under the alternatives than under existing conditions, temporary
increases in sediment input would occur at some locations. Any sedimentation that were to occur
from roads, sediment pond overflows, or other sources would have the potential to alter western
toad habitat by decreasing pool depth and habitat complexity, changing substrate composition by
filling in interstitial spaces, and increasing substrate embeddedness (Rieman and Mclintyre 1993;
Waters 1995). One of the fisheries mitigation projects proposed by MMC would be to conduct a
sediment-source inventory in the watershed, and stabilize, recontour, and revegetate priority
source areas, which are typically roadcuts in Libby, Hoodoo, Poorman, Midas, and Crazyman
creeks. If implemented, this project would reduce the contribution of sediment from priority
source areas to the Libby Creek watershed. Because specific priority source areas have not been
identified, the effects of the mitigation were not quantified.

Increases in water temperature as a result of Alternative 2 are not anticipated. Mine inflows,
discharges, and stream diversions projected for Alternative 2 may change lake levels and
streamflows. Flow in Little Cherry Creek would be substantially less, reducing or eliminating
western toad breeding may be present in the Little Cherry Creek drainage (Westech 2005a).

Alternative 3 — Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

Direct impacts on western toad from Alternative 3 would be less than Alternative 2, affecting less
high quality habitat (1 acre) and less upland foraging habitat (1,465 acres) or about 3.2 percent of
the habitat available (Table 215). Impacts on wetlands would be mitigated through implementa-
tion of the agencies’ Wetland Mitigation Plan, which would have a greater likelihood of replacing
lost functions than the Alternative 2 Wetland Mitigation Plan. The direct effect on the toad from
increased traffic would be the same as Alternative 2.

As with Alternative 2, the Libby Creek watershed would be at risk due to short-term impacts from
increased sediment. Potential sediment impacts would be reduced in Alternative 3 compared to
Alternative 2, but would affect toad populations through the same mechanisms as discussed for
that alternative. The locations and structures of the plant and impoundment site in Alternative 3
would decrease disturbance within RHCAs. Alternative 3 would affect 256 acres of RHCASs on
National Forest System land and 9 acres of other riparian areas on private land, substantially less
than Alternative 2 (Table 75). Because RHCAs are designed to act as a buffer to protect the
streams from sediment as well as other impacts (Belt et al.1992), fewer disturbances within these
areas would reduce the amount of sediment that would reach the streams, particularly during the
Construction Phase when sediment impacts have the greatest probability of occurring. Based on
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the KNF’s analysis (Table 132) (KNF 2013), 136.5 tons of sediment would be delivered to
analysis area streams from roads over the 25-year period included in the Evaluation,
Construction, and Operations Phases, which would be a reduction of 194.0 tons (59 percent) from
what was estimated for existing conditions under the same time frame. The tons of sediment
predicted to be delivered from roads to streams cannot be compared directly between alternatives
as the roads proposed for use under each alternative would different but the percentage decrease
from existing conditions is greater In Alternative 3 than Alternative 2 by 7 percent.

Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce the risk to wildlife from contaminant
uptake from storage of mine, adit, and tailings water. All mine and adit water would be treated
and discharged at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant and not stored in ponds. The LAD Areas
would not be used and the surge ponds would not pose a risk to white-tailed deer. Tailings water
quality would have lower metal concentrations than in Alternative 2; the factors leading to lower
metal concentrations in tailings water quality in Alternatives 3 and 4 are discussed in section 3.13,
Water Quality, p. 712.

The flow in the four drainages below impoundment at the Poorman site would be substantially
reduced, reducing or eliminating western toad habitat present in the Poorman Tailings
Impoundment Site (Geomatrix 2009b). Flow in Little Cherry Creek also would be reduced (by an
estimated 19 percent), reducing toad habitat in that stream. Other indirect effects on the toad from
water temperature, mine inflows, discharges, and stream diversions would be the same as
Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 — Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative

Impacts on potential western toad breeding habitat from Alternative 4 would be about the same as
Alternative 2, but Alternative 4 would affect slightly more other potential habitat (1,590 acres) or
3.5 percent of the habitat available (Table 215). Impacts on wetlands would be mitigated through
implementation of the agencies’ Wetland Mitigation Plan, which would have a greater likelihood
of replacing lost functions than the Alternative 2 Wetland Mitigation Plan.

In general, potential sediment impacts would be reduced in Alternative 4 compared to Alternative
2, but would be similar or greater than those predicted for Alternative 3. In Alternative 4, the
permit and disturbance boundaries for the Little Cherry Creek Tailings Impoundment Site would
be modified to reduce effects on RHCAs in this drainage in comparison to Alternative 2.
Alternative 4 would affect 236 acres of RHCAs on National Forest System land and 147 acres of
other riparian areas on private land (Table 75). Because RHCASs are designed to act as buffers to
protect the streams from sediment as well as other impacts (Belt et al. 1992), fewer disturbances
within these areas would reduce the amount of sediment that would reach the streams,
particularly during the Construction Phase when the sedimentation impacts associated with the
mine facilities are expected to be the most severe.

The mitigation plans for Alternative 4 regarding sediment reduction would be the same as
Alternative 3. Proposed road BMPs, road closure mitigation, and implementation of sediment
abatement and instream stabilization measures designed to reduce sediment contribution from the
identified sediment sources would substantially reduce the contribution of sediment over the
long-term to most analysis area streams within the Libby Creek watershed (KNF 2013). The
estimated sediment delivery from roads to analysis area streams for the Evaluation, Construction,
and Operations Phases would be 140.7 tons, compared to 335.3 tons under existing conditions,
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which would be a 58 percent decrease (Table 132, p. 761). The percentage decrease would be
greater than that predicted to occur in Alternative 2 and similar to Alternative 3.

The Diversion Channel in Alternative 4 would be constructed to minimize erosion and effect on
toad habitat in Drainages 5 and 10. Some periodic increases in sediment in the lower channels
and Libby Creek would occur, particularly during storm events. These increases is expected to
only persist in the short term because much of the sediment would likely be flushed out of the
upper Libby Creek drainage by the high flows.

Alternative A — No Transmission Line
Alternative A would not affect the western toad and would have the same effect as Alternative 1.

Alternative B — MMC’s Proposed Transmission Line (North Miller Creek Alternative)

The clearing area for Alternative B would include about 11 total acres of western toad high
quality habitat in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs and no high quality western toad habitat on
private land. About 175 acres of other potential western toad habitat in the Crazy and Silverfish
PSUs and 26 acres of other potential habitat on private land would be disturbed by Alternative B,
which represents less than 1 percent of the total foraging habitat available (Table 216).
Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect the western toad due to
lack of suitable habitat. The effects on streams that may provide potential western toad habitat are
discussed in sections 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries and 3.23, Wetlands and Other Waters of the
U.S. Direct effects to wetlands are expected to be avoided by placement and location of
transmission line facilities and roads outside of wetlands and streams. Less than 0.1 acre of
wetlands and streams would be affected by new or upgraded road construction.

Alternative B would disturb 8.9 acres for new access roads or roads with high upgrade
requirements on soils having severe erosion risk, the majority of which occur along Libby and
Miller creeks and Fisher River (see Table 171, p. 910). Most soils with high sediment delivery
potential disturbed by access roads occur along Ramsey, Libby, and Miller creeks and Fisher
River (Figure 84). Clearing vegetation, constructing new roads, and upgrading roads in
Alternative B would disturb 30 acres of RHCAs on National Forest System land and 35 acres of
other riparian areas on private land (Table 79). Some sediment increases would occur, particularly
during periods of high activity or large storm events, potentially affecting toad habitat.
Transmission line maintenance may periodically result in short-term minor sediment increases to
streams at locations where the transmission line was located adjacent to or crossed streams.
Transmission line decommissioning also may result in a short-term sediment increases to streams
that may temporarily affect toad habitat. Relative to existing habitat and availability of down
wood in both high quality and other potential habitat, these losses would have minor impacts on
the western toad.
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Table 216. Available Western Toad Habitat and Potential Effects in the Analysis Area by
Transmission Line Alternative.

[C-R]
e E-R
g Bl | Modified | [p-R] | [EFI
o No Trans- North . West
Measurement Criteria L . North Miller .
mission Miller : Fisher
' Miller Creek
Line Creek Creek
Creek
Crazy PSU
High quality habitat (acres/%) 6,970 6,966 6,970 6,970 6,970
(4/<0.1%) (0/0%) (0/0%) (0/0%)
Other potential habitat (acres/%) 46,021 45,911 45,948 45,949 45,949
(110/0.2%) (73/0.2%) (72/0.2%) | (72/0.2%)
Silverfish PSU
High quality habitat (acres/%) 2,308 2,301 2,292 2,288 2,305
(7/0.1%) (16/0.2%) (20/0.2%) 3/0.1%)
Other potential habitat (acres/%) 53,950 53.885 53,826 53,820 53,823
(65/0.1%) (124/0.2%) | 9130/0.2%) | (127/0.2%)
Private and State Land
High quality habitat (acres/%) 206 206 206 206 20
(0/0%) (0/0%) (0/0%) (0/0%)
Other potential habitat (acres/%) 13,328 13,302 13,293 13,293 13,265
(26/0.2%) (35/0.30%) | (35/0.3 0%) (63/0.5%)

Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percentage compared to existing conditions.

Alternative C-R — Modified North Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts on the western toad from Alternative C-R would be less than Alternative B, affecting less
high quality habitat. The clearing area for Alternative C-R would include about 16 acres of high
quality habitat in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs or less than 1 acre of the habitat available and no
high quality habitat would be disturbed on private land. More other potential western toad habitat,
including upland foraging habitat, would be disturbed by Alternative C-R than Alternative B in
the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs (197 acres instead of 175 acres), as well as on private land (35
acres instead of 26 acres) (Table 216). Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line
would not affect the western toad due to lack of suitable habitat. Fewer miles of new access roads
would be constructed for Alternative C-R than Alternative B, and the potential for stream
sedimentation would be lower. New access roads and closed roads with high upgrade
requirements in Alternative C-R would disturb 3.1 acres of soils having severe erosion risk, and

0.5 acres of soils with high sediment delivery potential (see Table 171, p. 910). Most soils having
severe erosion risk along access roads occur along Libby Creek in the extreme western portion of
the transmission line, along Miller and West Fisher creeks, and near the Fisher River crossing
(Figure 84). Soils having high sediment delivery potential along access roads occur along Libby
and Miller creeks and along the Fisher River. Most soils having potential for slope failure along
access roads occur just east of Libby Creek, along Miller Creek and east of Fisher River. Some
sediment increases may occur, particularly during periods of high activity or large storm events.

Alternative C-R would disturb 24 acres of RHCAs on National Forest System land and 13 acres
of other riparian areas on private land (Table 79). Based on a preliminary design, four structures
would be in a RHCA on National Forest System land and three structures would be in a riparian
area on private land. During final design, MMC would locate these structures outside riparian
areas if alternative locations were technically and economically feasible. Minimizing structure
locations in riparian areas, decommissioning new access roads on National Forest System land
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after construction and using a helicopter for line stringing, logging, and line decommissioning
would reduce potential contributions of sediment to area streams and toad habitat.

Implementation of the agencies’ Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan and the Environmental
Specifications (Appendix D) also would help minimize impacts on western toad breeding habitat.
The effect of transmission line maintenance and decommissioning would be similar to Alternative
B.

Alternative D-R — Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts of Alternative D-R on western toad would be the same as Alternative C-R, except that
slightly more other potential habitat would be disturbed (202 acres instead of 197 acres) (Table
216). Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect the western toad
due to lack of suitable habitat. Alternative D-R would require 5.1 miles of new roads (Table 78).
This alignment also would cross less area with soils that are highly erosive and subject to high
sediment delivery and slope failure than Alternative B (see Table 171, p. 910). New access roads
and closed roads with high upgrade requirements would disturb 2.6 acres of soils having severe
erosion risk, and 0.5 acres of soils with high sediment delivery potential. Most of the soils having
severe erosion risk that would be crossed by access roads occur along West Fisher Creek and the
Fisher River. The majority of soils with high sediment delivery potential along access roads occur
along Libby Creek and the Fisher River (Figure 84).

Disturbance within riparian areas would be less than Alternative B, with 35 acres of RHCASs on
National Forest System land and 13 acres of other riparian areas on private land (Table 79). Based
on a preliminary design, six structures would be in a RHCA on National Forest System land and
three structures would be in a riparian area on private or State land. During final design, MMC
would locate these structures outside of riparian areas if alternative locations were technically and
economically feasible. Minimizing structure locations in riparian areas, and using a helicopter for
line stringing and site clearing would minimize contributions of sediment to area streams and toad
habitat.

Implementation of the agencies’ Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan and the Environmental
Specifications (Appendix D) also would help minimize impacts on western toad breeding habitat.
The effect of transmission line maintenance and decommissioning would be similar to Alternative
B.

Alternative E-R — West Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Impacts of Alternative E-R on western toad would be similar to the same as Alternative C-R,
except that slightly more other potential habitat would be disturbed (199 acres instead of 197
acres) (Table 216). Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop line would not affect the
western toad due to lack of suitable habitat. Alternative E-R would require the construction of 3.2
miles of new roads (Table 78). New access roads and closed roads with high upgrade
requirements would disturb 2.9 acres of soils having severe erosion risk (see Table 171, p. 910),
which occur primarily along occur along West Fisher Creek and the Fisher River (Figure 84).
This alternative would affect 0.5 acre of soil with high sediment delivery potential.

Disturbance within riparian areas would be slightly less than Alternative B, with 32 acres of
RHCAs on National Forest System land and 28 acres of other riparian areas on private or State
land (Table 79). Based on a preliminary design, eight structures would be in a RHCA on National
Forest System land and nine structures would be in a riparian area on private or State land.
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During final design, MMC would locate these structures outside of riparian areas if alternative
locations were technically and economically feasible. Minimizing structure locations in riparian
areas and using a helicopter for line stringing and site clearing would help minimize the potential
for sediment movement to area streams and toad habitat.

Implementation of the agencies’ Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan and the Environmental
Specifications (Appendix D) also would help minimize impacts on western toad breeding habitat.
The effect of transmission line maintenance and decommissioning would be similar to Alternative
B.

Combined Mine-Transmission Line Effects

All alternatives would have similar effects to high quality western toad habitat in the Crazy and
Silverfish PSUs, ranging from 4 to 21 acres. Potential effects would occur on less than 1 percent
of the available high quality under all alternatives. No alternatives would affect high quality
habitat on state and private land (Table 217). Construction of the Sedlak Park Substation and loop
line would not affect the western toad due to lack of suitable habitat. Other potential western toad
habitat in the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs would be affected the most by Alternative 2B, impacting

2, 329 acres or about 2.4 percent of the other habitat available. The agencies’ alternatives would
affect between 1,658 and 1.788 acres of other potential habitat or about 1.8 percent of habitat
available. In the agencies’ combined alternatives, implementation of Wetland Mitigation Plans
and the Environmental Specifications (Appendix D) would help minimize impacts on western
toad breeding habitat. Impacts on western toad habitat would be somewhat reduced through
MMC'’s and the agencies’ proposed land acquisition associated with grizzly bear mitigation.
Acquired parcels would be managed for grizzly bear use in perpetuity and could improve or
contribute suitable western toad habitat if the acquired parcels provided appropriate habitat
characteristics. The agencies’ alternatives also would minimize impacts through implementation

Table 217. Available Western Toad Habitat and Potential Effects in the Analysis Area by Combined
Mine-Transmission Line Alternative.

(4]
(2] (3] .
[1] MMC'’s Agency Mitigated LAgency Mitigated
F ittle Cherry Creek
Measurement | Existing | Proposed Poorman Impoundment
Criteria Condi- Mine Alternative Impoundment
. Alternative
tion
TL-B TL-C-R | TL-D-R | TL-E-R | TL-C-R | TL-D-R | TL-E-R
Crazy PSU
High quality habitat 6,970 6,964 6,969 6,969 6,969 6,969 6,969 6,969
(acres) (6/<0.1) (1/<0.1) (1/<0.1) (1/<0.1) (1/<0.1) (1/<0.1) (1/<0.1)
Other potential habitat | 46,021 43,694 44,487 44,488 44,488 44,362 44,363 44,363
(acres) (2,327/5.1) |(1,534/3.3)](1,533/3.3) | (1,533/3.3) | (1,659/3.6) | (1,658/3.6) | (1,658/3.6)
Silverfish PSU
High quality habitat 2,308 2,301 2,292 2,288 2,305 2,292 2,288 2,305
(acres) (7/0.3) (16/0.7) (20/0.9) (3/0.1) (16/0.7 (20/0.9) (3/0.1)
Other potential habitat | 53,950 53,885 53,826 53,820 53,823 53,826 53,820 53,823
(acres) (65/0.1) (124/0.2) | (130/0.2) | (127/0.2) | (124/0.2) | (130/0.2) | (127/0.2)
Number in parentheses is the reduction in habitat acres/percentage compared to existing conditions.
Source: GIS analysis by ERO Resources Corp. using KNF data.
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of the Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan (section 2.5.2.6.2, Veegetation Removal and
Disposition Plan).

The fragmentation of natural habitats from timber harvesting and road building may impede
dispersal and decrease the probability of wetland recolonization by amphibians (Semlitsch 2000).
Alternative 2B would include the most new road construction (about 12.7 miles). New road
construction for the combined agencies’ alternatives would be comparable, ranging from 4.2
miles for Alternatives 3C-R and 3E-R, to 7.5 miles for Alternative 3D-R. Western toads are
considered terrestrial habitat generalists (deMaynadier and Hunter 1998), and tend to be more
tolerant than some amphibians of forest edges, tree harvests, and declining patch size (Renken et
al. 2004). New road construction, while it may affect individual western toads, would not affect
the western toad population in the analysis area.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions, particularly timber harvest, road construction, and fire-suppression activities, have
altered the old growth ecosystems and high quality western toad habitat in the analysis area,
resulting in a reduction in early and late succession habitats; conditions favoring shade-tolerant,
fire-intolerant species; loss of large snags and down wood; increases in tree density; and a shift to
a largely mid-seral structural stage (USDA Forest Service 2003b). Continuing development of
private lands, including timber harvest, home construction, and land clearing, would contribute to
losses of western toad habitat in the analysis area.

Timber harvest has occurred in the analysis area since the 1950s and, up until the early 1990s,
harvest occurred within riparian habitats resulting in alterations and reduction of riparian habitat.
In some cases, past harvests provided habitat conditions favorable for western toad foraging and
overwintering habitat; however, it would have also reduced vegetative cover and down woody
materials. High levels of road construction to facilitate harvest occurred through the 1980s and
resulted in sedimentation into streams. Detailed descriptions of previous vegetation and road
management activities are found at the beginning of Chapter 3 and Appendix E lists all past
actions considered in the cumulative effects analysis. Since the adoption of the 1987 KFP and
2015 revision, application of KFP direction has resulted in the protection of riparian habitats, less
road construction and road closures, and BMP work on existing roads to reduce sedimentation. In
unharvested areas, natural disturbances such as wildfire would have contributed to this mosaic of
habitats and forage conditions. In contrast, fire suppression since the early 1900s has altered stand
structure resulting in more homogenous stands with greater canopy closure, reduced understory
vegetation, greater fuels accumulations in some areas, and an increased potential for severe
wildfire.

Alternative 1 would not have cumulative impacts on the western toad. The likelihood of mine
alternatives directly or indirectly affecting the western toad is low. No other reasonably
foreseeable actions would affect any known locations of western toad. All mine alternatives
would have no cumulative impacts on this species.

Regulatory/Forest Plan Consistency
Organic Administration Act and Forest Service Locatable Minerals Regulations

36 CFR 228.8 requires that mining operators minimize, where feasible, adverse environmental
impacts on National Forest surface resources and to take all practicable measures to maintain and
protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the operations. Mine Alternative 2
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and Transmission Line Alternative B would not fully comply with 36 CFR 228.8. In the Proposed
Action, MMC did not propose to implement feasible measures to minimize effects on the toad or
all practicable measures to maintain and protect wildlife habitat. The agencies’ alternatives (Mine
Alternatives 3 and 4 and Transmission Line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R) would comply with
36 CFR 228.8. The agencies’ alternatives would incorporate additional feasible and practicable
measures to minimize adverse environmental impacts on wildlife habitat that benefit the toad,
including reduced mine disturbance areas, implementation of a wetland mitigation plan more
likely to provide high quality toad habitat, implementation of access and design changes that
minimize sedimentation of toad habitat, revised water management that would reduce the
potential for contaminant uptake and compliance with INFS standards and guidelines for any
work in a RHCA along an access road.

National Forest Management Act/Kootenai Forest Plan

Less than 1 percent of the high quality habitat available would be impacted by the mine and
transmission line alternatives and minimal other potential habitat would be impacted. The
agencies’ alternatives would include implementation of several measures that would further
reduce any effects on the western toad, specifically: 1) reduced mine disturbance areas; 2)
implementation of a wetland mitigation plan more likely to provide high-quality toad habitat; 3)
implementation of access and design changes that minimize sedimentation of toad habitat; 4)
revised water management that would reduce the potential for contaminant uptake; 5) and as
described in section 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries, compliance with INFS standards and
guidelines for any work in a RHCA along an access road.

Forest Service Sensitive Species Statement of Findings

The no action alternatives would not affect individual western toads or their habitat, and would
not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population
or species. All combined action alternatives may impact individuals or their habitat, but will not
likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or
species for western toad. This determination is based on: 1) disturbed areas would be 5.1 percent
or less of available habitat; 2) some incidental mortality could occur due to forest clearing and
increased traffic associated with the mine alternatives; 3) the agencies’ alternatives would include
implementation of several measures that would further reduce the likelihood of any adverse
effects on the western toad, including reduced mine disturbance areas, implementation of a
wetland mitigation plan more likely to provide high quality toad habitat, implementation of
access and design changes that minimize sedimentation of toad habitat, revised water
management that would reduce the potential for contaminant uptake and compliance with INFS
standards and guidelines for any work in a RHCA along an access road.

State Requirements

Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with the MMRA regarding disturbed lands being reclaimed to
a post-mining land use with stability and utility comparable to that of the pre-mining landscape.
Draft findings regarding compliance with MFSA requirements are discussed in the Summary,
beginning on p. S-53.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1223



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.25.5 Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species

3.25.5.1 Regulatory Framework

Section 3.6, Aquatic Life and Fisheries discusses the regulatory framework for aquatic and
terrestrial federally listed threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate species. In addition, the
MFSA directs the DEQ to approve a transmission line if, in conjunction with other findings, the
DEQ finds and determines that the facility would minimize adverse environmental impacts,
considering the state of available technology and the nature and economics of the various
alternatives. An assessment of effects on federally listed threatened and endangered species is part
of the transmission line certification process.

The Organic Administration Act authorizes the Forest Service to regulate the occupancy and use
of National Forest System lands. The Forest Service’s mineral regulations are promulgated at 36
CFR 228, Subpart A. The regulations apply to operations conducted under the U.S. mining laws
as they affect surface resources on National Forest System lands under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of Agriculture. One of these regulations (36 CFR 228.8) requires that mining activity be
conducted, where feasible, to minimize adverse environmental impacts on National Forest
System surface resources. 36 CFR 228.8 also requires that mining operators take all practicable
measures to maintain and protect fisheries and wildlife habitat that may be affected by the
operations.

The species list for terrestrial threatened and endangered species known or suspected to occur on
the KNF is supplied by the USFWS Montana Ecological Field Services Field Office, current as of
June 6, 2013 (USFWS 2013d). Species distribution maps and resulting consultation areas on the
KNF received prior concurrence from the USFWS (USFWS 2001). The status of federally listed
threatened, endangered, and proposed wildlife species in the analysis area and the KNF’s effect
determination are shown in Table 218.

Table 218. Federally Listed Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species Potentially
Affected by the Montanore Project.

Species ESA Status Determination Status |nCAnaIyS|s Area and
omments
Grizzly Bear Threatened May affect, likely to Species documented to occur
(Ursus arctos) adversely affect’
Canada Lynx Threatened May affect, likely to Species documented to occur
(Lynx adversely affect’ or May
canadensis) affect, not likely to
adversely affect®
Critical Habitat | NA No effect Analysis area not within
for Canada Lynx designated critical habitat in the
Northern Rocky Mountains
Critical Habitat Unit #3

Determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect grizzly bear is for all action alternatives (2B, 3C-R, 3D-R, 3E-
R, 4C-R, 4D-R, and 4E-R).
Determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect the lynx is for Alternative 2B only.
®Determination of may affect, not likely to adversely affect the lynx is for all agency mitigated action alternatives (3C-
R, 3D-R, 3E-R, 4C-R, 4D-R, and 4E-R).

Definition of terms are in Chapter 7, Glossary.
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3.25.5.2 Grizzly Bear

3.255.2.1  Summary of Conclusions

Implementation of the action alternatives may affect and are likely to adversely affect the grizzly
bear. Within Bear Management Unit (BMU) 5, all action alternatives would result in mine-related
activities occurring continuously along the east Cabinet Mountain front during the grizzly bear
spring use period (April 1 to June 15) for the life of the project.

Alternative 2B would physically remove 2,598 acres of grizzly bear habitat over the 30+ year life
of the mine and no habitat compensation for long-term mine-associated displacement effects is
proposed. Alternative 2B would cause additional decreases in core habitat in BMUs 5 and 6
where core standards are not met in the existing conditions, would increase total motorized route
densities (TMRD) in BMU 6, and would have no trend toward meeting core or TMRD standards.
Alternative 2B mitigation would compensate for habitat physically lost at a 2:1 ratio prior to
activity. As a result of this land acquisition, baseline habitat parameters would improve, but as
specific parcels are not yet acquired, improvements to core, open motorized route densities
(OMRD), and TMRD could not be calculated for this analysis.

The agencies’ alternatives would physically remove between 1,560 and 1,926 acres of grizzly
bear habitat over the 30+ year life of the mine. Road access mitigation prior to the Evaluation and
Construction Phases would bring the directly affected BMUs into compliance with habitat
parameter standards of core, OMRD, and TMRD prior to activity. The agencies’ alternatives
mitigation would compensate for habitat physically removed (at a 2:1 ratio) and displacement
effects (1:1 ratio) from the mine prior to activity. Additional improvements to baseline habitat
parameters would result from land acquisition/purchase of conservation easement, but as specific
parcels are not yet acquired, improvements could not be calculated for this analysis.

Depending on the combination of the proposed combined action alternatives and the acres
required for the habitat compensation, this mitigation would result in improvements (Alternative
2B) or additional improvements (all agency combined alternatives) to the baseline habitat
parameters of core, OMRD, and TMRD prior to activity within the south Cabinet Mountain
portion of the CYE (see Table 226). Alternative 2B would result in the least improvement, while
the agencies’ combined action alternatives would result in the most improvement to the baseline
parameters.

3.25.5.2.2 Data Sources, Methods, Assumptions, and Bounds of Analysis

Grizzly bear population ecology, biology, habitat description, and relationships identified by
research are described in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993a); the Interagency
Grizzly Bear Committee Guidelines (IGBC 1986); the annual progress report for the Cabinet-
Yaak grizzly bear research (Kasworm et al. 2013c; Kasworm and Manley 1988; Westech 2005a);
the 2013 Forest Plan FEIS and associated 2015 Errata to the FEIS, (USDA Forest Service 2013c
and 2015a), and the 2015 KNF Land Management Plan Revision herein referred to as the 2015
KFP (USDA Forest Service 2015c). The 2015 KFP retains the Amendment for Motorized Access
Management with the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones (USDA Forest
Service 2011a, 2011b), herein referred to as the Access Amendment, and corresponding
biological opinion (USFWS 2011c). These documents are incorporated herein by reference. A
summary of these and more recent documents is provided in the Affected Environment section.
The KNF’s Wildlife BA (USDA Forest Service 2013b) and the USFWS’ Grizzly Bear Biological
Opinion (USFWS 2014a) and transmittal letter (USFWS 2014b) are incorporated herein by
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reference. Grizzly bear occurrence data come from recent District wildlife observation records,
KNF historical data (NRIS Wildlife), other agencies (USFWS and FWP), and Westech (2005a).
KNF GIS layers including boundaries for BMUs, the Cabinet Face bears outside the Recovery
Zone (BORZ), approach or linkage areas, as well as road location and status, existing and past
vegetation treatments, fire history, and others were used in the grizzly bear analysis, including
existing conditions, core, OMRD, TMRD, and linear miles of road.

Grizzly Bear Habitat Bounds of Analysis
Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zone

The majority of the proposed activities are within the Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zone (CYRZ)
(USFWS 1993a). The CYRZ is in northwest Montana and northeast Idaho, directly south of
Canada and encompassing 2,600 square miles (USFWS 1993a). The Kootenai River bisects the
area with the Cabinet Mountains portion to the south and the Yaak River portion to the north.
Within the CYRZ, 5.6 percent (94,272 acres) is designated Wilderness Area, with the Cabinet
Mountains containing about 60 percent of the Recovery Zone. The extent to which grizzly bear
movement occurs between the two portions is unknown but thought to be minimal (Kasworm et
al. 2013c).

Recovery zones, including the CYE, contain the minimum seasonal habitat components needed to
support a recovering grizzly population. Recovery zones are further divided into smaller BMUSs,
which afford greater resolution for purposes of habitat evaluation and population monitoring
(USFWS 1993a). These BMUs approximate the size of annual home ranges of an adult female
grizzly bear and are used for effects analysis (IGBC 1998). As these are only approximations,
BMUs account for elevation and seasonal distribution of habitats (Ibid). Breaking the ecosystem
down into BMUs allows for analysis to consider effects associated with the activity’s area of
influence and so that potential effects will not be diluted by considering too large an area (IGBC
1990). The BMUs are biologically meaningful to grizzly bears in that they 1) are based on the
average size of a female bear’s home range; 2) provide seasonal and elevational movement in
response to needs (e.g., food and denning habitat); and 3) provide contiguous, unobstructed
habitat allowing for displacement (i.e., core) (Christensen and Madel 1982, IGBC 1990).
Delineating BMU boundaries using topographical features establishes a recognizable unit for
management consistency, allowing for identification of management needs or concerns, activity
planning, scheduling, coordination, and monitoring (Ibid) within and among adjacent ranger
districts and forests.

Christensen and Madel (1982) in Cumulative Effects Analysis Process chose a 515,000-acre
cumulative effects analysis area, which represented 56 percent of the CYRZ and was the focal
point of mineral exploration and development on the KNF. In this analysis, it was assumed that if
each smaller BMU within that analysis area is maintained in a viable condition, then all BMUs
would remain a viable habitat. Based on that well-established premise, the BMU has been
consistently identified as the analysis area for analyzing and monitoring effects to the grizzly bear
(e.g., USFWS 19953, IGBC 1998).

The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993a p. 22) outlines the process for considering
cumulative effects and correlates that to the cumulative effects model (Christensen 1982). The
cumulative effects model expressly provides for use of BMUs as the appropriate scale to consider
cumulative impacts. The use of the BMU as the most appropriate scale to consider cumulative
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impacts is fully consistent with the recovery plan direction to assess impacts in a regional context
(USFWS 19933, p. 22).

Individual projects proposed on the KNF include activities to maintain or improve conditions in
affected BMUs and move toward compliance with current standards where needed. Progress on
this effort is documented by the KNF by BMU in the annual KFP “Monitoring and Evaluation
Reports” (USDA Forest Service 2013g).

The Montanore Project analysis area consists of the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs, which are
partially within the CYE and the Cabinet Face BORZ and, consequently, the grizzly bear analysis
area does not use the PSU boundaries. All three BMUs 2, 5, and 6 directly affected by physical
ground disturbing activities are considered occupied (Kasworm et al. 2013c). Human activity and
development in these BMUs is concentrated along the open roads found in the major drainages,
with timber harvest activities and dispersed recreation occurring in those areas as well as over the
remaining network of roads and trails. The proposed mine development and transmission line
alternatives occur within the lower elevations of the BMUs and are largely concentrated in
existing roaded areas. Some existing core along these areas would be lost by the proposed
activities while additional core would be created by required mitigation prior to the Evaluation
and Construction Phases of project activity. The proposed Rock Creek Project is a reasonably
foreseeable action within BMU 4, located west of BMUs 5 and 6, and the potential for both mines
to occur simultaneously could constrict the north-south movement corridor. The agencies’
combined alternatives would require core creation (acres vary by combined-mine-transmission
line alternative), which would reduce fragmentation, mortality risk, and displacement by
improving the north-south corridor connectivity and mitigate for the cumulative effect of two
mines. Habitat compensation for habitat physically lost (Alternative 2B and all agency combined
alternatives) and habitat compensation for displacement and creation of core (only the agencies’
combined alternatives) would improve or maintain the baseline habitat parameters of core,
OMRD, and TMRD within the CYRZ. Habitat compensation for displacement effects also has
potential to improve connectivity outside the Recovery Zone. Activity-free areas of core would be
available both within and adjacent to the affected BMUs. Large portions of core habitat within the
affected BMUs are located outside of the project disturbance area. Activity-free areas of core are
also found in adjacent BMUs to the north and south. Any bears potentially displaced during
project activities would have large areas of core providing secure habitat, in both existing core
areas and areas of core that would be created by required mitigation.

Displacement effects from transmission line construction activity related to the use of helicopters
(effects of helicopters were analyzed within a 1-mile buffer extending from either side of the
transmission line alternatives as described in ERO Resources Corp. (2015) and in the following
Methods section). Small portions of these transmission line buffers would extend into BMU 7,
however, displacement effects are expected to have such low potential to affect bears that this
BMU was not considered in the detailed analysis for direct affects for the following reasons: 1)
no ground-disturbing activities occur in BMU 7; 2) the area affected is adjacent to the outer edge
of the buffers, furthest from the helicopter activity and no direct overflight would occur; 3) the
area affected by the transmission line buffers is partially located in core, and if a bear was
temporally displaced by helicopter noise, adjacent core habitat outside of the buffer is available;
4) Alternative 2B would restrict activity during the winter on big game winter ranges, which
overlaps the helicopter zone of influence in BMU 7, and no spring range or denning habitat has
been identified within the Alternative B zone of influence in BMU 7; 5) helicopter noise and any
potential displacement effects within BMU 7 would not occur consistently during the activity

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project 1227



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

period; 6) the agencies’ alternatives would restrict transmission line construction and
decommissioning-related activity outside of the grizzly bear denning and spring use period,
though, use of the area in BMU 7 would be more likely to occur during spring or summer; and 7)
the likelihood of displacing a grizzly bear during the summer activity period is very low and
secure summer habitat located in core would be adjacent and available to any grizzly bear
potentially displaced by helicopter noise in BMU 7. Therefore, displacement tables for the
transmission line displacement effects due to potential helicopter use during the Construction
Phase do not include between 114 acres (Alternatives C-R and D-R) and 658 acres (Alternative
B) of grizzly bear habitat in BMU 7 potentially affected by noise associated with helicopter
activities.

Therefore, BMUs 2, 5, and 6 have been chosen as the appropriate scale for detailed analysis of
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects within the Recovery Zone, and on a larger scale, the
additional BMUs 1, 4, 7, 8, and 22 will also be considered for cumulative effects. The cumulative
effects analysis for grizzly bears considered activities affecting grizzly bear habitat parameters in
the Cabinet Mountain portion of the CYE, including the directly affected BMUs 2, 5, and 6, as
well as BMUs 1, 4, 7, 8, and 22 for making the effects determination. The directly affected BMUs
5 and 6 comprise the main bulk of the north-south movement corridor and proposed activities
could affect movement patterns in this corridor, which connects the BMUs to the south (7, 8, and
22) to BMUs to the west and north (1, 2, and 4). Cumulatively, due to the reasonably foreseeable
Rock Creek Project, which would be located in BMU 4 to the west and adjacent to BMUs 2, 5,
and 6, the high-intensity long-duration activities and resulting displacement associated with the
two mines could affect grizzly bear security and movement by potentially constricting the north-
south movement corridor between BMUs to the north and BMUSs toward the south. Thus, for the
grizzly bear analysis within the Recovery Zone, all of the National Forest System lands within the
Cabinet Mountain portion of the CYRZ are considered the “action area” due to these potential
cumulative effects of two concurrent mining development projects. As mentioned previously, this
grizzly bear analysis area differs from the Montanore Project analysis area, which is comprised of
the Crazy and Silverfish PSUs. Private landowners in the Cabinet Mountain portion of the CYRZ
and the adjacent Cabinet Face BORZ (see below for discussion of outside the Recovery Zone)
include large corporate land owners of Plum Creek and Stimson. Limiting the assessment of
cumulative effects to the southern half of the CYRZ and the Cabinet Face BORZ is appropriate.
The number of grizzly bears in the south Cabinet portion is not considered dense enough to create
sufficient pressure to push bears north to the Yaak portion (W. Kasworm, pers. comm. 2010) and
effects to bears in the Yaak portion would not be anticipated.

Bears Outside Recovery Zones

The current distribution of resident grizzly bears includes areas outside of the recovery zones
identified in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993a). An analysis of potential effects to
grizzly bears outside the recovery zones on the KNF was completed in the Access Amendment,
FSEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011a, Allen 2011). Current grizzly bear distribution outside of the
CYRZ has been delineated into four individual polygons, including the Cabinet Face BORZ. The
action alternatives have project activities proposed within the Cabinet Face BORZ, which is
adjacent to the east side of the Cabinet Mountains. The 2009 re-analysis of the KNF BORZs (as
described in Allen 2011) resulted in boundary changes to the previously delineated Cabinet Face
BORZ. These changes were based on all grizzly bear use information for the KNF broken down
into sixth order Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) polygons. Sixth order HUCs were selected because
of their size (typically 10,000 to 40,000 acres) and their common use as cumulative effects
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boundaries for watershed, fisheries, and wildlife analysis in environmental documents by the
Forest Service. Adjacent HUCs with enough grizzly bear use to be considered recurring use areas
were combined to create contiguous areas of recurring use. Standards for determining recurring
use include credible observations (see Kasworm et al. 2013c for definition of credible) of
multiple individuals, females with cubs, multiple years of use, and radio-locations occurring
within a timeframe of 15 years or less (Allen 2011). For the Cabinet Face BORZ, this boundary
change reduced the number of acres within the total BORZ from 95,718 to 28,052 acres, and
National Forest System acres from 53,612 to 27,093 acres. Allen (2011) is incorporated by
reference and provides a complete description of the selection criteria and a list of all HUCs south
and west of US 2, which were not included in the Cabinet Face BORZ area due to not meeting the
selection criteria to be considered occupied.

To evaluate transmission line construction-related activities using helicopters, effects within the
Cabinet Face BORZ on federal lands were considered within a corridor 1 mile on each side of the
transmission line alignments, while effects to linear open and total miles of road were compared
with the baseline standards established by the Access Amend