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ARTHUR CARHART NATIONAL WILDERNESS TRAINING CENTER 
 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 

DECISION GUIDE 
 

WORKBOOK 
 

“…except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area for the 

purpose of this Act…” 

      -- The Wilderness Act of 1964 

 

 

MRDG STEP 1 

Determine if Administrative Action is Necessary 

 

 

Glacier National Park contains about one third of the natural lake core areas supporting 
migratory bull trout (native adfluvial populations) in the U.S., yet is losing these populations to 
invasive, non-native lake trout. Lake trout have invaded 9 of 12 accessible lakes on the west 
side of the park, threatening the persistence of bull trout populations. Lake trout displace bull 
trout when introduced, and data shows this occurring in park lakes. Without action, these 
ecologically unique bull trout populations face continued decline and functional extinction. 
Glacier National Park is critically important in range-wide conservation and recovery of bull 
trout, which are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The National 
Park Service (NPS) has statutory responsibilities under the ESA to assist in bull trout 
recovery. Akokala Lake, located in the backcountry of the park’s North Fork District, supports 
bull trout as well as westslope cutthroat trout, a state listed species of concern. Bull trout in 
Akokala Lake are genetically distinct from other bull trout west of the Continental Divide, and 
genetic testing suggests genetically pure westslope cutthroat trout are present within the 
upper and lower Akokala drainage. Non-native fish affect native fish populations through 
predation, hybridization, and competition. In waters where they are introduced, lake trout 
generally replace bull trout as the dominant aquatic predator. Akokala Lake is one of three 
known remaining lakes in the park that lake trout have not colonized. As a direct tributary of 
the North Fork of the Flathead River, however, the Akokala drainage is susceptible to 
invasion, not only by lake trout, but also by rainbow and possibly brook trout. The NPS is 
proposing to build a fish passage barrier on Akokala Creek to prevent this from happening.  
The intent is to conserve native fish populations in Akokala Lake by preventing colonization 
by non-native species. 
 

 

Project Title: Akokala Creek Fish Passage Barrier 

Description of the Situation 

What is the situation that may prompt administrative action? 
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☐ YES STOP – DO NOT TAKE ACTION IN WILDERNESS 

☒ NO EXPLAIN AND COMPLETE STEP 1 OF THE MRDG 

 

Explain: 

Akokala Lake is located in recommended wilderness. We completed a drainage-wide survey 
for potential barrier sites, and all feasible sites identified are located within the recommended 
wilderness boundary. 
 

 

 

A. Valid Existing Rights or Special Provisions of Wilderness Legislation 

Is action necessary to satisfy valid existing rights or a special provision in wilderness legislation (the 

Wilderness Act of 1964 or subsequent wilderness laws) that requires action?  Cite law and section. 

 

☐ YES ☒ NO 

 

Explain: 

There are no applicable existing rights or special provisions. 

 

B. Requirements of Other Legislation 

Is action necessary to meet the requirements of other federal laws?  Cite law and section. 

 

☒ YES ☐ NO 

 

Explain: 

The 1916 Organic Act that established the National Park Service, the park’s enabling 
legislation, the 1978 Redwood Act, and the NPS Management Policies (2006) all direct the 
National Park Service to conserve and manage native populations of plants and animals 
within the parks in an unimpaired state for the enjoyment of future generations.  

Endangered Species Act (7 U.S.C. § 136, 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.) "Section 7(a)(1) of the 
Act directs Federal agencies, in consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary 
of the Interior or of Commerce, as appropriate, to utilize their authorities to further the 
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for listed species." 

NPS Management Policy 4.4.1 states, "The NPS will maintain as parts of the natural 
ecosystems of parks all plants and animals native to park ecosystems".  This policy further 
states the NPS will accomplish this by "preserving and restoring the natural abundances, 
diversities, dynamics...of native plant and animal species...and the ecosystems in which 
they occur." 

Options Outside of Wilderness 

Can action be taken outside of wilderness that adequately addresses the situation? 

Criteria for Determining Necessity 

Is action necessary to meet any of the criteria below? 
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NPS Management Policy 4.4.1.2 states "The Service will strive to protect the full range of 
genotypes of native plant and animal populations..." 

NPS Management Policy 4.4.2.2 states "The Service will strive to restore extirpated native 
plant and animal species..." 

NPS Management Policy 4.4.2.3 states "The Service will survey for, protect, and strive to 
recover all species native to national park service system units....listed under the 
Endangered Species Act". 

NPS Management Policies 4.4.4 states, "Exotic species will not be allowed to displace 
native species if displacement can be prevented." 

NPS Management Policies 4.4.4.2 states "All exotic plant and animal species...will be 
managed up to and including eradication". 

NPS Management Policies 6.3.7 states "Without...indigenous and endemic species...a 
wilderness experience would not be possible... Natural resource plans will be 
integrated...with wilderness management plans.... Management should seek to sustain 
natural distribution, numbers...of indigenous species." 

 

 

C. Wilderness Character 

Is action necessary to preserve one or more of the qualities of wilderness character, including: 

Untrammeled, Undeveloped, Natural, Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude or Primitive and Unconfined 

Recreation, or Other Features of Value? 

 

UNTRAMMELED 
 

☐ YES ☒ NO 

 

Explain: 

Action is not necessary to preserve the untrammeled character of recommended 
wilderness in the Akokala drainage. Taking action would adversely affect the untrammeled 
character of the area for the long term through manipulation of the "community of life". 

 

UNDEVELOPED 
 

☐ YES ☒ NO 

 

Explain: 

Action is not necessary to preserve the undeveloped character of recommended 
wilderness in the Akokala drainage. Taking action would adversely affect the undeveloped 
character of the area for the long term due to the presence of the barrier structure. 

 

NATURAL 

 

☒ YES ☐ NO 
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Explain: 

The project is necessary to preserve the natural attributes of wilderness character in the 
Akokala drainage. If no action is taken, native fish populations will likely be compromised or 
permanently lost as a result of non-native fish predation, competition, and hybridization. 
The natural, historic condition of the native fish communities and the ecological integrity of 
the upper Akokala Lake drainage could become permanently altered as non-native fish 
species predominate over native fish. Such a profound alteration of these backcountry 
fisheries would degrade the natural condition and unique ecological value of the Akokala 
Creek drainage, where the threatened bull trout still resides at the top of the food chain.  

 

SOLITUDE OR PRIMITIVE & UNCONFINED RECREATION 
 

☒ YES ☒ NO 

 

Explain: 

Action is not necessary to preserve most opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation 
in the Akokala drainage. Action would, however, preserve recreational angling 
opportunities, which would be impacted if no action is taken since changes to fish species 
composition and distribution would alter the dynamics of lake and stream fishing in the 
drainage. Taking no action could cause a reduced abundance of westslope cutthroat trout, 
the primary species caught by anglers in Akokala Lake; anglers would no longer be able to 
fish for genetically pure westslope cutthroat trout. Anglers would likely experience more 
difficulty in catching fish, and the quality of the recreational angling experience and the 
diversity of recreational opportunities overall would be diminished.  
 
Opportunities for solitude could be temporarily affected by human activity during 
construction of the barrier. The long term presence of the barrier could also affect 
opportunities for solitude for those whom encounter the structure.  

 

OTHER FEATURES OF VALUE 
 

☒ YES ☐ NO 

 

Explain: 

Action is necessary to preserve the unique scientific, educational, and ecological value of 
recommended wilderness in the Akokala drainage. Without action, the ecological integrity 
of the Akokala drainage would become permanently altered, threatening the area's unique 
ecological value, including the long-term availability of important habitat refugia (i.e. free of 
invasive non-native species) for native species in the face of climate change. Additionally, 
the unique scientific and educational value of the Akokala drainage would be diminished, 
as opportunities to study and monitor a fully functioning native aquatic species assemblage 
would be lost.  
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Decision Criteria 

A. Existing Rights or Special Provisions ☐ YES ☒ NO 

B. Requirements of Other Legislation ☒ YES ☐ NO 

C. Wilderness Character 

 Untrammeled ☐ YES ☒ NO 

 Undeveloped ☐ YES ☒ NO 

 Natural ☒ YES ☐ NO 

 Outstanding Opportunities ☒ YES ☒ NO 

 Other Features of Value ☒ YES ☐ NO 

 

Is administrative action necessary in wilderness? 

 

☒ YES EXPLAIN AND PROCEED TO STEP 2 OF THE MRDG 

☐ NO STOP – DO NOT TAKE ACTION IN WILDERNESS 

 

Explain: 

Akokala Lake and most of Akokala Creek (99+ percent) are located in recommended 
wilderness. We evaluated building the barrier outside of the recommended wilderness 
boundary, but the engineering analysis indicated this would not result in an effective barrier. 
Therefore the project must occur in recommended wilderness. Action is necessary under 
statutory responsibilities of the ESA, the NPS Organic Act, Glacier National Park's enabling 
legislation, and NPS Management Policies. Action is also necessary to preserve the natural 
character, recreational fishing opportunities, and the unique scientific, ecological, and 
educational values of the upper Akokala Lake drainage. 

Step 1 Decision 

Is administrative action necessary in wilderness? 
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MRDG STEP 2 

Determine the Minimum Activity 

 

☒ YES DESCRIBE DOCUMENTS & DIRECTION BELOW 

☐ NO SKIP AHEAD TO COMPONENTS OF THE ACTION BELOW 

Describe Documents & Direction: 

According to the Action Plan to Conserve bull trout in Glacier National Park (developed by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Montana State University to conserve the long-term 
abundance, distribution, and genetic diversity of bull trout in the park), Akokala Creek would 
be "among the highest priorities for consideration of placement of a fish passage barrier" to 
protect bull trout. 

Conservation of the park's native wildlife is specifically mentioned in Glacier National Park's 
enabling legislation. 

The NPS Organic Act charges the NPS with conserving natural resources in an unimpaired 
state for future generations. 

The park's General Management Plan includes conservation of native species and 
management/control of non-native species. 

NPS Management Policies (2006) contains many policies that directly address removing 
invasive species to protect native species. 

The Wilderness Section of NPS Management Policies (2006) also places a high priority in 
conserving native species as an important part of wilderness. 

The Crown Managers Partnership Strategic Plan (2011-2015) includes the facilitation and 
support of “collaborative actions by agencies, communities, and stakeholders to maintain 
and/or restore ecological health” to the Crown of the Continent Ecosystem.  

 

 

Component X: Example: Transportation of personnel to the project site 

Component 1: Transport personnel to and from the site. 

Component 2: Transport equipment/supplies to and from the site. 

Component 3: Build the barrier. 

Component 4: Durability of the barrier. 

Component 5: Tools used to build the structure. 

Other Direction 

Is there “special provisions” language in legislation (or other Congressional direction) that 

explicitly allows consideration of a use otherwise prohibited by Section 4(c)? 

AND/OR 

Has the issue been addressed in agency policy, management plans, species recovery plans, 

or agreements with other agencies or partners? 

Components of the Action 

What are the discrete components or phases of the action? 
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Proceed to the alternatives. 

 

Refer to the MRDG Instructions regarding alternatives and the effects to each of the comparison criteria. 

 

 

MRDG STEP 2: Alternative 1 

 

Alternative 1: No Action 

 

 

No action would be taken; a fish passage barrier would not be constructed.  

 

 

Component of the Action Activity for this Alternative 

X Example: Transportation of personnel to 
the project site 

Example: Personnel will travel by 
horseback 

1 Transport personnel to and from the site. Personnel would not travel to and from the 
site. 

2 Transport equipment/supplies to and from 
the site. 

Equipment and supplies would not be 
transported to the site.  

3 Build the barrier. The structure would not be built. 

4 Durability of the barrier. Not applicable 

5 Tools used to build the structure. No tools would be used. 

 

 

UNTRAMMELED 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Description of the Alternative 

What are the details of this alternative?  When, where, and how will the action occur?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 

Component Activities 

How will each of the components of the action be performed under this alternative? 

Wilderness Character 

What is the effect of each component activity on the qualities of wilderness character?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 

http://www.wilderness.net/MRDG/documents/MRDG_instructions.pdf
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1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 0 NE 

Untrammeled Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

Taking no action would not affect the untrammeled quality of wilderness character in the 
Akokala drainage.  

 

UNDEVELOPED 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 -1 NE 

Undeveloped Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

Taking no action would not directly affect the undeveloped quality of wilderness character in 
the Akokala drainage. The absence of a barrier, however, could indirectly affect the 
undeveloped quality for the long-term if non-native invasive lake trout enter Akokala Lake and 
result in the need for potentially disruptive motorized gill netting and removal operations.  

 

NATURAL 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 NE 

Natural Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

There would be no effect to the natural condition of recommended wilderness from the 
absence of personnel, equipment and supplies. But the absence of a fish passage barrier 
would adversely affect the natural condition of recommended wilderness in the Akokala 
drainage as previously described (see Step 1). Native fish populations would likely be 
compromised or permanently lost as a result of non-native fish predation, competition, and 
hybridization. The natural condition of the native fish communities and the ecological integrity 
of the upper Akokala Lake drainage could become permanently altered as non-native fish 
species predominate over native fish.  

 

SOLITUDE OR PRIMITIVE & UNCONFINED RECREATION 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☒ ☒ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 NE 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Rec. Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

There would be no effect to the solitude or primitive recreation from the absence of personnel, 
equipment and supplies. The absence of a fish barrier would not directly affect solitude, nor 
most recreational opportunities. No action could indirectly affect opportunities for solitude, 
however, if non-native invasive lake trout enter Akokala Lake and result in potentially 
disruptive motorized gill netting and removal operations. The absence of a fish barrier would 
adversely affect recreational angling opportunities in the Akokala drainage, however, as 
previously described (see Step 1). Taking no action could cause a reduced abundance of 
westslope cutthroat trout, the primary species caught by anglers in Akokala Lake. Anglers 
would no longer be able to fish for genetically pure westslope cutthroat trout, and would likely 
experience more difficulty in catching fish. 

 

OTHER FEATURES OF VALUE 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 NE 

Other Features of Value Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

There would be no effect to other features of value from the absence of personnel, equipment 
and supplies. But the absence of a fish barrier would adversely affect unique scientific, 
educational, and ecological values of the Akokala drainage as previously described (see Step 
1). Without a barrier to prevent non-native fish species from invading Akokala Lake, the 
unique scientific and educational value of the Akokala drainage would be diminished, as 
opportunities to study and monitor a fully functioning native aquatic species assemblage 
would be lost. The ecological integrity of the Akokala drainage would become permanently 
altered, threatening the area's unique ecological value, including the long-term availability of 
important habitat refugia (i.e. free of invasive non-native species) for native fish species in the 
face of climate change.  

 

 

MAINTAINING TRADITIONAL SKILLS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 0 NE 

Maintaining Traditional Skills Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

No action would neither diminish nor maintain proficiency in the use of traditional or primitive 
skills. 

Other Criteria 

What is the effect of each component activity on other comparison criteria?  What mitigation 

measures will be taken? 
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SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 0 NE 

Special Provisions Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

No special provisions are applicable. 

 

ECONOMICS & TIME CONSTRAINTS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 NE 

Economics & Time Constraints Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

The absence of a barrier would allow non-native invasive lake trout to enter Akokala Lake, 
which could result in costly and time consuming gill netting and removal operations.  

 

 

 

 

Safety of Visitors & Workers 

What is the effect of each component activity on the safety of visitors and workers?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 
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SAFETY OF VISITORS & WORKERS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would not travel to and from the site. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would not be transported to 
the site.  

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The structure would not be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier’s durability would not be applicable (N/A). ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 No tools would be used. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 0 NE 

Safety of Visitors & Workers Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

Because there would be no action, safety would not be applicable and there would be no 
effect.  

 

 

Wilderness Character 

Untrammeled 0 

Undeveloped -1 

Natural -1 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Recreation -1 

Other Features of Value -1 

Wilderness Character Summary Rating -4 

 
Other Criteria 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 0 

Special Provisions 0 

Economics & Time Constraints -1 

Other Criteria Summary Rating -1 

 
Safety 

Safety of Visitors & Workers 0 

Safety Summary Rating 0 

 

Summary Ratings for Alternative 1 
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MRDG STEP 2: Alternative 2 

 

Alternative 2: Construct the fish passage barrier using only hand tools, transport all 
equipment via pack stock and crews 

 

 

Only non-motorized equipment and transport would be used to implement the project. All 
equipment and materials would be transported to the work site via livestock and work crews. 
Multiple trips into the backcountry with pack animals would be necessary, including several 
off-trail trips between the Akokala Lake Trail and the worksite. Only traditional hand tools 
would be used to construct the barrier; cross-cut saws would be used to fell trees for the 
barrier and prepare the logs. The project would require an anticipated ten to twelve weeks to 
complete over the course of two or three summer/fall work seasons. An estimated twelve 
workers would be required. The work crew would likely occupy all of the existing campsites at 
Akokala Lake Campground for much of the summer. Instead or additionally, given the large 
crew size, crews may need to establish an additional campsite at Akokala Lake. Work would 
likely need to begin in July, as soon as water levels dropped to safe levels, when visitor use is 
still high. During construction, attempts would be made to divert water around the work area. 
A non-inflatable water diversion barrier that could be packed to the project area on livestock 
may be used to divert as much water from the work site as possible; crews would 
nevertheless likely be working within stream flows during construction. Concrete, if needed for 
the barrier’s construction, would be transported by livestock and mixed onsite by hand. 
Attempts would be made to anchor the barrier as securely as possible; anchoring limitations 
would compromise the structural integrity of the barrier. Anticipated long-term structural 
instability combined with a prolonged amount of time to construct the barrier and associated 
high costs would likely result in a decision not to build.  

Mitigation:  If work occurred, it would be underway during low stream flow periods (July-
October). Logs would be collected well away from the trail, where evidence of their removal is 
not visible to hikers. Once the project is completed, brush, logs, and forest debris would be 
used to naturalize the immediate work site and the access route to the work site. 

 

 

Component of the Action Activity for this Alternative 

X Example: Transportation of personnel to 
the project site 

Example: Personnel will travel by 
horseback 

1 Transport personnel to and from the site. Personnel would hike to and from the 
project area. 

2 Transport equipment/supplies to and from Equipment and supplies would be packed 

Description of the Alternative 

What are the details of this alternative?  When, where, and how will the action occur?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 

Component Activities 

How will each of the components of the action be performed under this alternative? 
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the site. in with crews or livestock. 

3 Build the barrier. The barrier may or may not be constructed. 

4 Durability of the barrier. The barrier would not be durable for the 
long term. 

5 Tools used to build the structure. Hand tools only would be used to build the 
structure. 

 

 

UNTRAMMELED 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 NE 

Untrammeled Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

Personnel hiking in and out of the project area and packing in equipment and supplies with 
livestock would not affect the untrammeled quality of recommended wilderness.  

The barrier, even one that is constructed with hand tools, would block upstream fish passage, 
resulting in a manipulation of the community of life, and would therefore adversely affect the 
untrammeled quality of recommended wilderness in the Akokala drainage. The removal of 
trees for the barrier’s construction and clearing brush for access to the work site would slightly 
and temporarily affect the untrammeled quality of the area. 
 
The untrammeled quality would not be affected if the barrier is not constructed.  

 

UNDEVELOPED 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

Wilderness Character 

What is the effect of each component activity on the qualities of wilderness character?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 
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3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☐ ☒ ☒ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 NE 

Undeveloped Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

Personnel hiking in and out of the project area would not affect the undeveloped quality of 
recommended wilderness. However, building the barrier by hand and transporting all 
equipment and materials by work crew and livestock would require an estimated twelve 
workers, and the work would need to occur during the high use visitor period for two to three 
seasons in order to complete the project. This could result in the establishment of additional 
temporary camping areas for the crews, which could temporarily degrade the undeveloped 
quality of recommended wilderness.  

Construction of the barrier, even with hand tools, would result in the semi-permanent 
presence of a human-made structure, which would adversely affect the undeveloped quality 
of recommended wilderness in the area. 

The undeveloped quality would not be affected if the barrier is not constructed.  

 

NATURAL 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☒ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 1 3 NE 

Natural Total Rating -2 

 

Explain: 

Work crews making multiple trips in and out of the project area over ten to twelve weeks for 
two to three summer/fall seasons would adversely impact soils and vegetation, especially 
between the Akokala Lake Trail and the work site; these resources would likely require some 
time to recover from the prolonged nature of the impacts, and recovery could require 
intervention from park staff. The prolonged duration of human activity could also disturb or 
displace wildlife. The removal of trees for the barrier’s construction would also affect the 
natural quality of the area, but the effects would be slight and short term. 

If the barrier is constructed, there would likely be some partial benefit to native fish 
populations in the Akokala drainage, and thus the natural condition of recommended 
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wilderness. However, a barrier constructed from hand tools alone would be structurally 
compromised because it could not be sufficiently anchored into the rock. If concrete is 
necessary, mixing it exclusively by hand and transporting it with livestock alone could limit the 
amount that could be used, possibly further diminishing the structure’s long term durability 
and effectiveness. A structurally compromised barrier would not adequately protect native fish 
in Akokala Lake from invasion of non-native fish species, and could ultimately fail altogether. 
If the barrier is not structurally sound or is not constructed, native fish populations would likely 
be compromised or permanently lost as a result of non-native fish predation, competition, and 
hybridization. The ecological integrity and thus the natural condition of recommended 
wilderness in the upper Akokala Lake drainage could become permanently altered as non-
native fish species predominate over native fish. A structurally compromised barrier would 
also likely require repeated visits to the site to make repairs to the structure, which would 
cause further trampling of vegetation and soils in the area and disturbances to wildlife.   

The likelihood of structural instability from building the barrier by hand, combined with time 
constraints, infeasibility, and prolonged impacts to vegetation and wildlife from multiple 
seasons of trampling and human activity, could result in a decision not to build the barrier. 
Failure to build the barrier would negatively affect native fish populations, and thus the natural 
condition of recommended wilderness.  

 

SOLITUDE OR PRIMITIVE & UNCONFINED RECREATION 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☒ ☒ ☒ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☒ ☒ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 1 4 NE 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Rec. Total Rating -3 

 

Explain: 

Ongoing project activity, the presence of personnel for ten to twelve weeks over two to three 
summer/fall seasons, and crews and livestock making multiple trips on area trails would 
negatively affect opportunities for solitude both near the project area and along associated 
trails due to the prolonged nature of the activity. Most recreational opportunities would not be 
affected whether the barrier is constructed or not. Construction of the barrier could partially 
benefit recreational angling. But recreational angling would be negatively impacted if the 
barrier is not structurally sound, as would be anticipated from attempting to build it with hand 
tools, or if the barrier is not constructed. A failed barrier or no barrier at all could result in a 
reduced abundance of westslope cutthroat trout, the primary species caught by anglers in 
Akokala Lake. Anglers would also likely experience more difficulty in catching fish. 
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OTHER FEATURES OF VALUE 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☒ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 1 2 NE 

Other Features of Value Total Rating -1 

 

Explain: 

The presence of personnel, livestock, equipment and supplies would not affect other features 
of value.  

If the barrier is constructed, there could be some partial benefit to native fish populations and 
thus to the area’s unique ecological, educational, and scientific values. However, a barrier 
constructed from hand tools alone could not be sufficiently anchored into the rock and would 
therefore be structurally compromised. The amount of concrete that could be used in the 
barrier’s construction could be limited, possibly further diminishing the structure’s long term 
durability and effectiveness. A structurally compromised barrier would not adequately protect 
native fish in Akokala Lake from invasion of non-native fish species, and could ultimately fail 
altogether. A failed barrier or a decision not to build the barrier would adversely affect unique 
scientific and educational values of the Akokala drainage because opportunities to study and 
monitor a fully functioning native aquatic species assemblage would be lost. The ecological 
integrity of the Akokala drainage would become permanently altered, also threatening the 
area's unique ecological value, including the long-term availability of important habitat refugia 
(i.e. free of invasive non-native species) for native fish species in the face of climate change. 

 

 

MAINTAINING TRADITIONAL SKILLS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Other Criteria 

What is the effect of each component activity on other comparison criteria?  What mitigation 

measures will be taken? 
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4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 3 0 NE 

Maintaining Traditional Skills Total Rating 3 

 

Explain: 

Implementing the project exclusively with non-motorized means would provide opportunities 
to maintain proficiency in the use of traditional or primitive skills. 

 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 0 NE 

Special Provisions Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

No special provisions are applicable. 

 

ECONOMICS & TIME CONSTRAINTS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 0 3 NE 

Economics & Time Constraints Total Rating -3 
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Explain: 

Ten to twelve weeks over two to three summer/fall seasons would be required to construct 
the barrier exclusively with hand tools. An estimated crew of twelve workers would be 
required, which would incur a considerable monetary expense, especially given the time 
needed to build the barrier. Disturbances to vegetation and soils, wildlife, natural 
soundscapes, and visitor opportunities for solitude would be prolonged for two to three 
seasons. Cost and time constraints in addition to the likelihood of structural instability could 
result in a decision not to build the barrier.  
 
If the barrier is built, the compromised structure would likely require repeated repairs, which 
would continue to incur costs over time. The barrier could also fail and allow non-native 
invasive lake trout to enter Akokala Lake, which could result in costly and time consuming gill 
netting operations to remove them.  

 

 

SAFETY OF VISITORS & WORKERS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Equipment and supplies would be packed in with 
crews or livestock. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier may or may not be constructed. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would not be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Hand tools only would be used to build the structure. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 0 2 NE 

Safety of Visitors & Workers Total Rating -2 

 

Explain: 

For some aspects of the project, hand tools could be less likely to cause injury than motorized 
tools. But this would be outweighed by a prolonged work period during which crews would be 
working and lifting heavy items in wet, cold conditions on slippery, uneven terrain. The 
prolonged work period (ten to twelve weeks over two to three seasons) would substantially 
increase the likelihood of a slip and fall injury. There would also be a prolonged risk of injury 
while felling trees due to the amount of time that would be required to fell the necessary trees 
with a crosscut saw. Loading heavy and/or bulky items onto pack stock could result in back 
injuries; the risk of back injuries would increase with prolonged work periods.  

 

 

 

Safety of Visitors & Workers 

What is the effect of each component activity on the safety of visitors and workers?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 
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Wilderness Character 

Untrammeled -1 

Undeveloped -1 

Natural -2 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Recreation -3 

Other Features of Value -1 

Wilderness Character Summary Rating -8 

 
Other Criteria 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 3 

Special Provisions 0 

Economics & Time Constraints -3 

Other Criteria Summary Rating 0 

 
Safety 

Safety of Visitors & Workers -2 

Safety Summary Rating -2 

Summary Ratings for Alternative 2 
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MRDG STEP 2: Alternative 3 

 

Alternative 3: Use some motorized equipment to construct the barrier; haul some 
materials via helicopter. 

 

 

A combination of non-motorized and motorized means would be used to implement the 
project. Most of the equipment would be packed in on livestock. Particularly heavy or bulky 
equipment (such as a generator, possible electric concrete mixer, and water pumps) would be 
flown in on a long-line sling load via helicopter. Workers would hike to and from the work site 
and most likely camp at Akokala Lake Campground. An estimated six workers would be 
required. The project would require an estimated four to five weeks of work in late summer/fall 
the first year and possibly one to two weeks the following year. The use of helicopters would 
not be anticipated during the second year; any second year work would produce noise and 
activity similar to that caused by trail maintenance routinely underway in the park’s 
backcountry. Additional camping areas would not need to be established.  

Traditional hand tools would be used during the barrier's construction whenever possible. 
Additionally, chain saws would be used to fell trees for the barrier and an electric or gas drill 
would be used to drill holes into the rock to anchor and secure the structure. A non-inflatable 
water diversion barrier that could be packed to the project area on livestock may be used to 
divert as much water from the work site as possible. If necessary, water pumps would be 
used to help divert creek water around the work area. If concrete is used, it would be mixed 
onsite by hand if possible, but a small electric concrete mixer may be needed depending on 
the necessary quantity of concrete. A small gas-powered portable generator would be used to 
power the drill, water pumps, and possibly the concrete mixer. Other motorized hand tools 
may be used as necessary.  

Mitigations:  Non-electric tools would be used as much as possible to reduce artificial noise. 
Administrative helicopter flights would be coordinated with other projects in the area and 
hauling needs would be combined as possible to minimize administrative flights over 
recommended wilderness. Construction debris, equipment, and garbage that could not be 
packed out would be flown out on back-hauls of incoming flights. The staging area for 
helicopter flights would be located outside the North Fork's Wild and Scenic River Corridor. 
Work would be conducted during the late summer/fall, after the peak visitation period, to 
minimize the number of visitors impacted by the project. Logs would be collected well away 
from the trail, where evidence of their removal is not visible to hikers. Once the project is 
completed, brush, logs, and forest debris would be used to naturalize the immediate work site 
and the trail to the work site. 

 

 

 

Description of the Alternative 

What are the details of this alternative?  When, where, and how will the action occur?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 
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Component of the Action Activity for this Alternative 

X Example: Transportation of personnel to 
the project site 

Example: Personnel will travel by 
horseback 

1 Transport personnel to and from the site. Personnel would hike to and from the 
project area. 

2 Transport equipment/supplies to and from 
the site. 

Most supplies would be packed via 
livestock; some items would be transported 
by helicopter. 

3 Build the barrier. The barrier would be built. 

4 Durability of the barrier. The barrier would be durable for the long 
term. 

5 Tools used to build the structure. Both motorized and non-motorized tools 
would be used to construct the barrier. 

 

 

UNTRAMMELED 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

Total Number of Effects 0 2 NE 

Untrammeled Total Rating -2 

 

Explain: 

Personnel hiking in and out of the project area, the transport of equipment and supplies, and 
the use of tools are not manipulations of the community of life and therefore would not affect 
the untrammeled quality of recommended wilderness. 

The barrier would block upstream fish passage, resulting in a manipulation of the community 

Component Activities 

How will each of the components of the action be performed under this alternative? 

Wilderness Character 

What is the effect of each component activity on the qualities of wilderness character?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 
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of life, and would therefore adversely affect the untrammeled quality of recommended 
wilderness. The removal of trees for the barrier’s construction and clearing brush for access 
to the work site would slightly and temporarily affect the untrammeled quality of the area. 

 

UNDEVELOPED 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 0 4 NE 

Undeveloped Total Rating -4 

 

Explain: 

Personnel hiking in and out of the project area and the use of livestock would not affect the 
undeveloped quality of recommended wilderness.  

Transporting some equipment via helicopter and the use of some motorized tools to construct 
the barrier would temporarily degrade the undeveloped quality of recommended wilderness.  

Construction of the barrier would result in the semi-permanent presence of a human-made 
structure, which would adversely affect the undeveloped quality of recommended wilderness 
at the barrier site.  

 

NATURAL 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☒ ☐ ☒ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 4 0 NE 

Natural Total Rating 4 
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Explain: 

Using some motorized tools and transporting some equipment via helicopter would enable 
the construction of a structurally sound barrier. A structurally sound, durable barrier would be 
effective against the invasion of non-native fish species for the long term. This would 
appreciably benefit the natural condition and the ecological integrity of recommended 
wilderness within the upper Akokala Lake drainage. 

Work crews travelling in and out of the project area for one or two work seasons would have 
some adverse impact to soils and vegetation between the Akokala Lake Trail and the work 
site. These impacts would be temporary and slight, however, given the relatively short 
duration over which they would occur (four to five weeks anticipated for the first year; possibly 
one to two weeks the second year). The removal of trees for the barrier’s construction and 
clearing brush for access to the work site would slightly affect the natural quality of the area 
for the short term. As stated in the EA for the project, impacts to vegetation and soils would 
be negligible to minor and would recover in a short period of time, and affected vegetation 
would likely recover completely without intervention from park staff.  

 

SOLITUDE OR PRIMITIVE & UNCONFINED RECREATION 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☐ ☒ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 2 2 NE 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Rec. Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

The use of motorized equipment would disrupt opportunities for solitude. Such disruptions 
would be of relatively short duration, occurring intermittently for approximately four to five 
weeks the first year and possibly one to two weeks the second year. It is anticipated that work 
during the second year would be accomplished without the use of helicopters and motorized 
equipment other than what is typically used by park trail crews during trail maintenance. The 
use of some motorized equipment and transport would enable a relatively short project 
duration, thereby limiting the length of time over which opportunities for solitude would be 
disrupted.  

The barrier itself would not disrupt opportunities for solitude or recreation. But the barrier 
would protect native fish and thereby maintain recreational angling opportunities at Akokala 
Lake.  
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OTHER FEATURES OF VALUE 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 4 0 NE 

Other Features of Value Total Rating 4 

 

Explain: 

Personnel hiking to and from the project area would not affect other features of value.  

Using some motorized tools and transporting some equipment via helicopter would enable 
the construction of a structurally sound barrier that would be effective against the invasion of 
non-native fish species for the long term. The ecological integrity of the Akokala drainage 
would be safeguarded, thus protecting the area's unique ecological value, including the long-
term availability of important habitat refugia (i.e. free of invasive non-native species) for native 
fish species in the face of climate change.. The unique scientific and educational value of the 
Akokala drainage would be preserved, as opportunities to study and monitor a fully 
functioning native aquatic species assemblage would be protected.  

 

 

MAINTAINING TRADITIONAL SKILLS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☒ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☒ ☒ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 3 2 NE 

Other Criteria 

What is the effect of each component activity on other comparison criteria?  What mitigation 

measures will be taken? 
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Maintaining Traditional Skills Total Rating 1 

 

Explain: 

This alternative would both positively and negatively affect opportunities to employ traditional 
skills. The use of a helicopter and some motorized tools would decrease such opportunities, 
but horse packing some equipment and the use of traditional non-motorized equipment 
whenever possible would maintain some proficiency in the use of traditional or primitive skills. 

 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☐ ☐ ☒ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 0 0 NE 

Special Provisions Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

There are no applicable special provisions.  

 

ECONOMICS & TIME CONSTRAINTS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 3 0 NE 

Economics & Time Constraints Total Rating 3 

 

Explain: 

The use of some motorized tools and equipment transport would enable the construction of 
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the barrier to occur over a relatively short period of time (likely during four to five weeks the 
first year and possibly one to two weeks the second year) with an estimated six-person crew, 
which would improve cost efficiency. Keeping the work period as short as possible would also 
limit the duration of human activity and associated impacts to resources such as vegetation, 
soils, and wildlife, as well as visitor opportunities for solitude. This alternative would also 
result in a durable structure, making the project a cost-effective endeavor for the long-term. 

 

 

SAFETY OF VISITORS & WORKERS 

Component Activity for this Alternative Positive Negative No Effect 

X Example: Personnel will travel by horseback ☐ ☐ ☒ 

1 Personnel would hike to and from the project area. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

2 Most supplies would be packed via livestock; some 
items would be transported by helicopter. 

☒ ☒ ☐ 

3 The barrier would be built. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

4 The barrier would be durable for the long term. ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5 Both motorized and non-motorized tools would be 
used to construct the barrier. 

☒ ☒ ☐ 

Total Number of Effects 2 2 NE 

Safety of Visitors & Workers Total Rating 0 

 

Explain: 

There would be advantages and disadvantages in terms of safety under this alternative. 
There would be some risk of injury from using motorized tools and during helicopter 
operations. But motorized tools and transport would reduce the duration of the work period 
and hence the amount of time crews would be subjected to potentially hazardous working 
conditions (i.e. lifting heavy items on slippery, uneven terrain in wet, cold conditions in the 
backcountry). Less time in such conditions would reduce the potential for slips/falls and back 
injuries. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Safety of Visitors & Workers 

What is the effect of each component activity on the safety of visitors and workers?  What 

mitigation measures will be taken? 
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Wilderness Character 

Untrammeled -2 

Undeveloped -4 

Natural 4 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Recreation 0 

Other Features of Value 4 

Wilderness Character Summary Rating 2 

 
Other Criteria 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 1 

Special Provisions 0 

Economics & Time Constraints 3 

Other Criteria Summary Rating 4 

 
Safety 

Safety of Visitors & Workers 0 

Safety Summary Rating 0 

Summary Ratings for Alternative 3 
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MRDG STEP 2: Alternative Comparison 

 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Alternative 2: Construct the fish passage barrier using only hand tools, transport all 
equipment via pack stock and crews 

Alternative 3: Use some motorized equipment to construct the barrier; haul some 
materials via helicopter. 

 

Wilderness Character 
Alt 1 Alt 2  Alt 3 

+ - + - + - 

Untrammeled 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Undeveloped 0 1 0 1 0 4 

Natural 0 1 1 3 4 0 

Solitude or Primitive & Unconfined Rec. 0 1 1 4 2 2 

Other Features of Value 0 1 1 2 4 0 

Total Number of Effects 0 4 3 11 10 8 

Wilderness Character Rating -4 -8 2 

Other Criteria 
Alt 1 Alt 2  Alt 3 

+ - + - + - 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 0 0 3 0 3 2 

Special Provisions 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Economics & Time Constraints 0 1 0 3 3 0 

Total Number of Effects 0 1 3 3 6 2 

Other Criteria Rating -1 0 4 

Safety 
Alt 1 Alt 2  Alt 3 

+ - + - + - 

Safety of Visitors & Workers 0 0 0 2 2 2 

Safety Rating 0 -2 0 
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MRDG STEP 2: Alternatives Not Analyzed 

 

 

Construct the barrier at or immediately upstream or downstream of the Akokala Creek 
Bridge along the Inside North Fork Road. The Akokala Creek fish passage barrier was 
originally conceived as a structure that could be installed at or near the Akokala Creek Bridge, 
where it would be outside of recommended wilderness and where it would protect the 
greatest amount of habitat. Under this original proposal, the park considered either one or 
more concrete box culverts at the bridge, or a two-step low water crossing just downstream of 
the bridge. During the design phase, however, topographic surveys and hydraulic modeling 
data indicated that the effectiveness of a barrier at the bridge would be severely hindered by 
the topography of the area, the broad floodplain in the vicinity of the bridge, and the low 
gradient of the stream. Construction would also require major channel modification 
downstream of the bridge site, which would encroach on the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.  
Also, with preliminary estimates between $500,000-$700,000, the cost of constructing the 
barrier at the bridge would be prohibitive, especially if the finished product would only be 
partially effective at best.  

In addition, migratory cutthroat trout from Flathead Lake use lower Akokala Creek for 
spawning and placing the barrier at the bridge would substantially reduce the amount of 
habitat available for their use. Hybridization between westslope cutthroat trout and rainbow 
trout has also been documented upstream of the bridge, further compromising the 
effectiveness of a barrier at this location. A migratory westslope-rainbow trout hybrid was 
previously documented entering Akokala Creek and likely spawned in lower Akokala Creek. 
Hybridization is likely a recent development and the upper portions of the drainage do not 
appear to be impacted. A genetic survey in Akokala Creek conducted in 2008 did not indicate 
any evidence of hybridization near the Bowman Lake Trail crossing, which is the general 
location of the barrier under the current proposal. For these reasons, plans to construct a 
barrier at the bridge were not further developed, and the alternative was dismissed. A barrier 
upstream or downstream of the Akokala Creek Bridge was considered but dismissed because 
the stream gradient and topography in the area are too low (similar to that of the bridge 
location).  

 

Alternatives Not Analyzed 

What alternatives were considered by not analyzed?  Why were they not analyzed? 
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MRDG STEP 2: Decision 

Refer to the MRDG Instructions before identifying the selected alternative and explaining the rationale for the 

selection. 

☐ Alternative 1: No Action 

☐ Alternative 2: Construct the fish passage barrier using only hand tools, transport 
all equipment via pack stock and crews. 

☒ Alternative 3: Use some motorized equipment to construct the barrier; haul 
some materials via helicopter. 

 

Explain Rationale for Selection: 

Alternative 3 is selected because it would 1) enable the construction of a structurally sound, 
durable barrier and therefore most effectively protect native fish in the Akokala drainage from 
non-native invasive species for the long term; 2) limit the amount of time necessary to 
construct the barrier, thereby limiting the extent and duration of adverse impacts to natural 
resources and the duration of adverse impacts to the visitor backcountry experience; 3) be 
the most economically feasible alternative; 4) minimize safety risks to work crews by limiting 
the project duration and the amount of time crews would be working in potentially hazardous 
conditions. 
 
It would not be possible to construct an effective and durable fish passage barrier using only 
hand tools as described under Alternative 2. Attempting to do so would only prolong the 
project, impacting natural resources and visitors over a longer period of time. We would also 
not be able to employ some potentially critical pieces of equipment such as water pumps to 
assist with water diversion. If concrete is necessary for the barrier’s construction, the absence 
of a concrete mixer could limit the amount that could be used. A structurally unsound barrier 
could result in the need for costly, time consuming, and potentially disruptive motorized gill 
netting and lake trout removal operations over the long term if lake trout enter Akokala Lake.  
Alternative 2 would also increase the amount of time over which workers are exposed to 
potentially hazardous conditions such as working in cold, wet conditions on slippery, uneven 
stream bottoms. Alternative 2 would not be nearly as economically feasible as Alternative 3, 
and could result in cancellation of the project.  

No action would have the least overall impact on wilderness character. But it would also 
constitute failure to undertake a feasible opportunity to protect native fish species in the park, 
and would therefore be non-conformant with a number of NPS management policies, as well 
as the Endangered Species Act and the 1916 Organic Act, which directs the NPS to conserve 
and manage native populations of plants and animals within the park in an unimpaired state 
for the enjoyment of future generations. The NPS is not only responsible for managing for 
wilderness character, but also for the preservation of native species. Section 4(a) of the 
Wilderness Act states the following:  “The purposes of this Act are hereby declared to be 
within and supplemental to the purposes for which national forests and units of the national 
park and wildlife refuge systems are established and administered”. In specific reference to 
wilderness within the national park system, Section 4 (a) (3) of the Act holds that a wilderness 
designation of lands within a national park “shall in no manner lower the standards evolved 
for the use and preservation of such park”. No action would likely allow non-native invasive 
lake trout to enter Akokala Lake, which could result in time consuming, costly, and potentially 
disruptive motorized gill netting and lake trout removal operations for the long term. 
Alternative 3 has therefore been selected because it best meets the park’s overall resource 

Selected Alternative 

http://www.wilderness.net/MRDG/documents/MRDG_instructions.pdf
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management obligations and responsibilities.  

 

Describe Monitoring & Reporting Requirements: 

Project success will be regularly measured through standardized netting surveys and bull 
trout redd counts. Annual reporting to the USFWS will occur in accordance with Section 10 of 
the Endangered Species Act. 

Approval of Prohibited Uses: 

Which of the prohibited uses found in Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act are approved in the selected 
alternative and for what quantity? 
 

☒ Mechanical Transport: an anticipated 3 helicopter flights may be necessary 

☒ Motorized Equipment: chainsaw, drills, water pumps, other hand tools 

☐ Motor Vehicles:  

☐ Motorboats:  

☒ Landing of Aircraft: equipment would likely be delivered via long line 

☐ Temporary Roads:  

☒ Structures: fish passage barrier 

☐ Installations:  

Record and report any authorizations of Wilderness Act Section 4(c) prohibited uses according to agency 
policies or guidance. Refer to agency policies for the following review and decision authorities: 

 

Prepared:  

Signature 
Date 

 

Recommended:  

Signature 
Date 

 

Recommended:  

Signature 
Date 

 

Approved:  

Signature 
Date 

 


