CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

Consultation and coordination has been an important part
of this planning effort since its beginning in 1984.-Public
meetings, informational mailings and individual contacts
with other governmental agencies, Native American
tribes, interest groups and the general public were used to
gather comments .for this RMP. This information helped
identify the issues, criteria, and alternatives discussed in
this document. Coordination and consultation continued
through the review of the draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) and
preparation of the final RMP/EIS.

Public meetings to gather public opinion were held at the
alternative development stage and again after the draft
RMP/EIS was published. The following public meetings
(including location, date and the number of public attend-
ing) were held during the alternative development process:
Great Falls (9/29/86-6); Shelby (9/30/86-19); Chester
(10/1/86-6); Lewistown (10/1/86-5); Havre (10/2/86-17);
Fort Benton (10/7/86-10); Malta (10/8/86-3); and Winifred
(10/9/86-3). The following public meetings (including loca-
tion, date and the number of public attending) were held to
gather comments on the draft document: Havre (7/13/87-
11); Great Falls (7/14/87-6); Shelby (7/15/87-15); Chester,
(7/16/87-11); Lewistown (7/20/87-12); and Fort Benton
(7/21/87-4).

Those aspects of public land management that received
little comment, or were subject to administrative or legal
constraints, were eliminated as potential planning issues,
thus streamlining the process.

The Bureau of Land Management (BLLM) coordinated and
consulted with federal, state, and local agencies once the
tentative alternatives were completed to identify conflict-
ing management objectives and potential impacts to adja-
cent land managing agencies.

Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Acthas been completed with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). The final RMP/EIS contains the Biological
Assessment and USFWS Biological Opinion (see Appen-
dix 4.2) on the impacts from the RMP/EIS to threatened
and endangered species.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

A Notice of Intent, formally announcing the beginning of
the planning process, was published in the Federal Regis-
terin December, 1983. The public has been informed of and
involved in the planning process through Federal Register
notices, news releases, direct mailings, and public meet-
ings.

These releases ranged in subject matter from general
announcements at the beginning of the planning process
to dates and places of specific public meetings and requests
for public comments. Public participation activities are
listed chronologically in Table 5.1. Complete records of
public commients and involvement are on file in the Lewis-
town District Office.
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TABLE 5.1
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Date

Action

December 1983

June 1984
July 1984
June 1985
March 1986

August 1986

September 1986

September/October 1986

October 1986
May 1987

June 1987

July 1987
September 1987

»

Notice of Intent to prepare an RMP/EIS for the West HiLine was published in the
Federal Register.

Issue brochure was sent to 596 agencies, organizations and individuals.
Public meetings to identify issues were held in Havre and Great Falls, Montana.
Federal Register Notice requesting coal or other resource information.

Press release to local media identifying the availability of the District Manager’s
concept and planning criteria.

Press release to local media identifying expansion of planning boundaries and
alternatives. ‘

Federal Register Notice filed, supplementing Notice of Intent to expand planning area
(now includes entire UMNWSR corridor and associated public lands). ’

Letters (1500) sent to those on mailing list requesting comments on alternative
brochure and the recently added river management issue. Letters also informed public
of upcoming public meetings. a

Press release to local media identifying the availability of alternative brochures and
upcoming public meetings.

Public meetings held in eight west HiLine communities to gather information on
alternative development.

Briefings held for Rocky Boy and Blackfeet tribes and Governor’s Office.

Press release to local media identifying the availability of the draft RMP/EIS.
Federal Register Notice of Availability.

Press release to local media identifying the availability of the draft RMP/EIS and

" upcoming public meetings.

Federal Register, EPA Notice of Receipt, beginning the 90 day review beriod.
Public Meetings. .
Public comment peﬁod on the draft RMP/EIS closed.

)
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CONSISTENCY

The BLM’s planning regulations require that resource
management plans be “consistent with officially approved
or adopted resource related plans of other federal agencies,
state, and local governments, and Indian tribes, so long as
the guidance and resource management plans are also
consistent with the purposes, policies, and programs of
federal law, and regulations applicable to public lands...”.
(43 CFR 1610.3a).

All federal, state, local agencies and tribal councils were
requested to review the draft RMP/EIS document for
inconsistencies with their plans and inform the BLM of
any inconsistencies. The Governor of Montana will com-
plete his consistency review by the close of the protest
period.

DISTRIBUTION LIST

BLM requested comments from interest groups and indi-
viduals; from federal, state, and local agencies and Native
Americans. The following is a partial list of organizations
and agencies that received this document.

County Commissioners and Boards of
Planning

" Blaine County Commissioners .
Chouteau County Commissioners
Fergus County Commissioners
Glacier County Commissioners
Hill County Commissioners
Liberty County Commissioners
Phillips County Commissioners
Toole County Commissioners

Montana Chamber of Commerce
Fort Benton Chamber of Commerce
Havre Chamber of Commerce
Malta Chamber of Commerce
Lewistown Chamber of Commerce

Blaine County Conservation District
Chouteau County Conservation District
Glacier County Conservation District
Hill County Conservation District
Liberty County Conservation District
Toole County Conservation District

State

Honorable Ted Schwinden .

Department of Health and Environmental Sciences
Dept. of Community Affairs

Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation
Department of State Lands

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks

State Historic Preservation Office

State Planning Coordination Office
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Congressional

Honorable Max Baucus

Honorable Ron Marlenee

Honorable John Melcher

Honorable Morris K. Udall Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs

Honorable Pat Williams

Honorable James A. McClure Committee on Commerce &
Natural Resources

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Bonneville Power Administration
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Fort Belknap Tribal Council
Blackfeet Tribal Council
Rocky Boy Tribal Council
Fort Peck Tribal Council
Nez Perce Tribal Council
Salish and Kootenai Tribal Council
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
CMR National Wildlife Refuge
Department of Army Corps of Engineers
Department of Energy (Western Area Power
Administration)
Department of Transportation
Environmental Quality Council
Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Housing Administration
National Park Service
Soil Conservation Service
United States Department of the Interior
Missouri River Basin Commission
Field Solicitors Office
US Environmental Protection Agency
US Army Corps of Engineers
US Dept. of Commerce
US Fish & Wildlife Service
US Forest Service
North Central Forest Experiment Station
US Geological Survey

Special Interest Groups

American Fisheries Society

American Horse Protection Assoc.

American Mining Congress

American Canoe Assoc.

American River Recreation Assoc.

American Rivers Conservation Council

Billings Rod & Gun Club

Blood Indian Tribal Council, Alberta, Canada

Defenders of Wildlife

Fergus County Livestock Association

Fishing & Floating Outfitters Association of Montana

High Country News

Humane Society of the US

Independent Petroleum Assoc. of Mtn. States

Intermountain Forest Industry Association

International Society for the Protection of Mustangs
and Burros



Izaak Walton League of America
Lewistown Rod & Gun Club
Laurel Rod & Gun Club
Lehmann and Associates
Missouri River Canoe Rental
Missouri Basin Inter. Ag. Comm.
Missouri River Outfitters
Mitchell Grazing Association
Montana Association of State Grazing Districts
Montana Automobile Assoc.
Montana Coal Council
Montana Council of Cooperatives
Montana Farm Bureau
Montana Farmers Union
Montana Geological Society
Montana Historic Society
Montana Petroleum Association
Montana Public Lands Council
Montana River Outfitters
‘Montana Stockgrowers Association
Montana Wilderness Assoc1atlon
Montana Woolgrowers
Montana Wildlife Federation
National Audubon Society
National Coal Assoc.
National Council of Public Land Users
National Wildlife Federation
Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc.
Nature Conservancy
Nevada Outdoor Rec. Assoc., Inc.
Northern Montana Oil & Gas Assoc.
Northern Plains Resource Council
Northwest Mining Assoc.
Overthrust Foundation
PA Coop Wildlife Research Unit
Public Lands Institute
Reserved Water Rights Compact Comm.
Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas Association
Sierra Club
Signal Butte Grazing Assoc.
Society for Range Management
Square Butte Grazing Assoc.
The Wilderness Society
The Wildlife Society
Trout Unlimited
Western Environmental Trade Assoc.
Western River Guides Assoc.
WIFE
Wilderness Institute
Wild Horse Organized Assoc.
Wild Horse Research Farm
Yellowstone Valley Audubon Society
Yellowstone Snowmobilers Assoc.

Other Businesses and Organizations

ABN Ranch Inc.

AIRO Drilling Corp.
Amax Exploration
American Colloid Co.
American Petrofina Co. of Texas
Anaconda Minerals Co.
Amoco Production Co.
ARCO Coal Co.
Arrowhead Farms
Atlantic Richfield Co.
JR Bacon Drilling Inc.
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Balley Land & Livestock Inc.
Balcron Qil Co.

Beren CIRO

Blg View Ranch

Brummer Farm

Exxon USA

Blaine Cty Abstract Co.

Branch Oil & Gas Inc.

Bronco Exploration

Buckhorn Petroleum Co.

Gale Butterfield Inc.

Carson Min. Consult. Inc.

Celsius Energy Corp.

Cenex

Century Oil & Gas

Champlin Petroleum Co.

Chevron USA Inc.

Chevron Resources Co.
Christofferson Land & Cattle
Chippewa-Cree Tribal Business Council
Cities Service Oil & Gas Corp.
City Oil Company v
Eastern Montana College

CNG Producing

Coal Creek CSGD

Coastal Oil & Gas Corp.
Comanche Drilling Co.

Conoco Inc.

Fed. Coal Acquisition Group
Croft Petroleum Company

Cronk Ranch Inc.

Crown Central Petroleum Corp.
Czar Resources

D A S Resource Ventures Inc.
Damson Oil Corp.

Davis Oil

Davies Ranch .
Energy Development Board of Mercer County
DEPCO Inc.

Doane Western Co.

Energy Mining & Minerals
Eastern American Energy Corp.
Elenberg Exploration Inc.

Elloam Grazing Assoc.

Energetics Inc.

Energy Fuels Corp.

Energy Reserves Group Inc.
Eureka Grazing Assoc.

Exxon

Falcon-Colorado Expl. Inc.

5 H Cattle Company

Flying J Exploration & Production Inc.
Four Corners Supply Inc.
Freeport Exploration Co.

Frontier Exploration Company
Fuel Resources Dev. Co. FUELCO
Fulton Producing Co.

General Agriculture Corp.

GEO Research Inc.

Gordon Cattle Company

Grass & Sons, Inc.

Great Northern Drilling Co. Inc.
Gulf Oil Exploration & Production Co.
H & H Land Co.

Halliburton Co.

Hancock Enterprises

Hardrock Oil Co.



Hasquet Prairie Co.

Hill County Electric Coop Inc.

HKM Associates

Homestake Oil & Gas

Huartson Ranch

Husky Oil

Investestate

IX Ranch Company

Jack Grynberg & Assoc.

J M Resources Inc.

Juniper Oil & Gas

Kalanick Ranch Inc.

Kaun Grain & Livestock Co.

Knottnerus Inc.

Lazy K 6 Ranch Inc.

Lenington Farms Inc.

Lewis & Clark Tours

Lightning Productions Inc.

Lincoln Farms Inc.

Lonesome Prairie Farms Inc.

Lost Ridge Land & Cattle

Louisiana Land & Exploration Co.

Love Oil Co Inc.

Luff Exploration Co.

Lunds Heart Y Ranch -

MacDonald Farms Inc.

Maddox Ranch Co.

Marathon Qil

Marquis Petroleum Corp.

Marias River Electric Coop Inc.

McCann & Son Inc.

Lawrence J McCarthy & Assoc.

McCartney Lands & Minerals

McColly Ranch Inec.

Meissner Ranches Inc.

Meridian Land & Mineral Co.

Meridian Oil Inc.

Mariah Oil & Gas Inc.
~Minden Oil & Gas Inc.

Minerals Exploration Coalition

Mitchell Ranch

Mobil Oil

Montana Flycast Guide Service

Montana Env. Information Center

Montana Pacific Oil & Gas Co.

Montana Power Co.

Monterray Petroleum

Mountain States Petroleum Corp.

Murphy Oil USA Inc.

N Hanging 5 Ranch

Nace Ranch Co.

North American Coal Corp.

North American Resources

Northern Natural Gas Co.

Northern Pacific Oil & Gas

Northern Telephone Coop. Inc.

P & M Petroleum

Petrie Ranch Partnership

Petro-Lewis Corp.

Petroleum Corp. of America

Phillips Petroleum Co.

Pugsley Ranches Inc.

Quintana Petroleum Corp.

Ray Harrison Drilling

Ranck Oil

Red River Oil & Gas Inc.
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Robinson Land Company

S & J Operating Co. _

S & W Petroleum Consultants Inc.
S Bar B Ranch Co.

Sand Creek Ranch

Schellin Ranch Co.

Schiff & Jackson Oil

Shell Oil Company

SHADCO

Siebrasse Farms Inc.

Sierra Oil & Gas Co.

Sky Ranch

SOHIO Petroleum Co.

Somont Oil Co. Inc. |

Stillwater PGM Resources

Stovall Oil Co.

Stroock Leasing Corp.

Stuker Land Co Inc.

Sunburst Exploration Inc.
Tenneco Oil Exploration & Production

-Terra Resources Inc.

Texaco ]

Texas Gas Expl. Corp.

The Guide & Outfitter

Three River Telephone Coop. Inc.
Triangle Telephone Coop Assoc. Inc.
Tricentrol United States

True Oil Co.

Union Oil Company

Union Oil Company of California
United States Energy

Universal Gas Inc.

Ed Vanderpas Oil

Weaver Cattle Co.

Western Energy Co.

Western Natural Gas Co.
Western Reserves Inc.
Westmoreland Resources

Wilcox Family Partners

Williston Basin Interstate Pipe Co.
Wood River Ranch

Worrall & Sons Inc.

Xeno Inc.

Yellowstone Petroleum Inc.

The RMP/EIS is available at county libraries. In addition
the draft RMP/EIS has been mailed to an additional 300
individuals.



List of Preparers

ANN ALDRICH: Project Manager, Lewistown District
B.S., Botany-University of Michigan
Ann was responsible for the overall coordination and
writing of this document.

DICK KODESKI: Technical Coordinator, Lewistown
District
A.A.S, Forestry—Paul Smith’s College
B.S., Outdoor Recreation—University of Wyoming
Dick was responsible for seeing that theinformation in
this EIS is technically correct.

DOUG AYERS: Wildlife Biologist, Judith Resource Area
B.S. and M.S. in Wildlife Management.

GARY BEALS: Realty Specialist, Judith Resource Area
B.S. Animal Science—Montana State University
B.S. Range Management—Montana State University.

GARY BERG: Geologist, Great Falls Resource Area
B.A. Geology—University of Montana.

CHANLER BIGGS: Recreation Planner, Judith Resource
Area
B.S. Forest Management w/Recreation option—
Oregon State University.

ANN PATTERSON BISHOP: Visual Information
Specialist, Lewistown District
Attended Colorado State University majoring in Art
Education.

PAUL BRINK: Lands and Realty Specialist, Havre
Resource Area
B.S. Zoology—Oregon State University.

GEORGES L. “BUCK” DAMONE: River Manager,
Judith Resource Area
BS Forestry—University of Maine.

DICK DEVRIES: Lands and Realty Specialist, Phillips
Resource Area
B.S. in Forestry/Range Management—University of
Montana.

PETER DITTON: Petroleum Engineer, Great Falls
Resource Area v :
B.S. Geological Engineering—Montana Tech.

CRAIG FLENTIE: Writer Editor, Lewistown District
B.S. Technical Journalism/Mass Communication—
Kansas State University.

GARY GREENWOOD: ATROW, Lewistown District
B.A. in Elementary Education—Montana State Uni-
versity.

JOHN GRENSTEN: Wildlife Management Biologist,
Phillips Resource Area

' B.S. Fish and Wildlife Management/Botany—

Montana State University and two and a half years

Graduate School in Range Management.

SID GROVER: Range Conservationist, Judith Resource
Area S
B.S. Range Management—New Mexico State Univer-
sity

GLENN HADDEN: Realty Specialist, Great Falls
Resource Area
B.S. Wildlife Science—Oregon State University

SCOTT HAIGHT: Geologist, Lewistown District
B.S. Geology—Rocky Mountain College

CHRIS HOFF: Wildlife Biologist, Havre Resource Area.
B.S. Wildlife Management—Humbolt State University
M.S. Wildlife Management—Humbolt State Univers-
ity

MARV HOFFER: Environmental Coordinator,

Lewistown District
M.S. Wildlife Management—University of Massachu-
setts

CHRIS JAUERT: Range Conservationist, Great Falls

Resource Area ,
B.S. Range Management—Humboldt State College

JERRY MAJERUS: Economist, Lewistown District
B.S. in Forestry—University of Montana :
M.S. in Forestry—University of Montana

JIM MITCHELL: Geologist, Lewistown District
B.A. Geology—University of Montana

JOHN NESSELHUF: Forester, Lewistown District
B.S. Forest and Range Management—Colorado State
University.

JERRY PIERCE: Range Conservationist, Phillips
Resource Area.
B.S. Range Management—University of Wyoming

. ARNIE PIKE: Range Conservationist, Havre Resource
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Area
B.S.in Range Management—Montana State Univers-
ity _
GEORGE RUEBELMANN: Archaeologist, Havre
Resource Area
B.A. Idaho State University
M.A. University of Idaho

PETER SOZZI: Outdoor Recreation Planner, Lewistown

District :
B.S. Natural Resources Management—California
Polytechnic State University.

DAN TIPPY: Soil Scientist, Havre Resource Area
B.S. Soil Science—Michigan State University

Review Team:

Clair Clark

Dale Davidson
Larry Eichhorn
Duane Ferdinand
Joe Frazier
Robert Padilla
Clark Whitehead
Jim Mitchell
Scott Haight



Management Team:

Wayne Zinne, Lewistown District Manager

B. Gene Milletr, Lewistown Associate District Manager

Chuck Otto, Chief, Division of Planning and
Environmental Assistance

Chris Erb, Area Manager, Phillips Resource Area

‘Dave Mcllnay, Area Manager, Judith Resource Area

Don Ryan, Area Manager, Havre Resource Area

Nancy Cotner, Area Manager, Great Falls Resource Area

Gary Slagel, Acting Area Manager, Great Falls Resource
Area

Doug Burger, Area Manager, Great Falls Resource Area

Others who contributed their time and efforts
include: '

Linda Bruner, HRA Typist

Nancy Godwin, LDO Typist

Sharon Gregory, LDO Typist

Phyllis Johnson, LDO Typist

Kathy Ruckman, LDO Typist

Barb Sereday, LDO Mailing

Sandra Padilla, LDO Supv. Clerk-Typist
James Chapman, MSO Photo Lithography
Corla DeBar, MSO Cartography

Chuck Sigafoos, MSO Cartography
Pam Dandrea, MSO Typeset

Kathy Ives, MSO Typeset, Printing
Rick Kirkness, MSO Printing
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

The following are BLM’s responses to each identified comment or question concerning the draft West
HiLine RMP. Each response is numbered to correspond with the appropriate comment or question.
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() CTEAS EYE L e Helena, Montana 59626

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Endangered Species, Field Office
Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse

301 South Park
P.0. Box 10023

M.02(I) Lewistown Dist./
West HiLine RMP

June 10, 1987

MEMORANDUM

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District
Office, Lewistown, MT

From: Acting Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Fish and Wild-
1life Enhancement, Helena, MT ’

Subject: Biological Assessment for the West HiLine Resource Management Plan

We have reviewed the subject biological assessment and your "no effect"
determination for Federally listed species which may occur in the planning
area. We concur with your determination that the preferred alternative will
not affect the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), peregrine falcon (Falco
peregrinus), black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), or the piping plover
(Charadrius melodus).

Likewise, we concur that the management prescriptions for the Kevin Rim and
Sweet Grass Hills have long-term potential for beneficial effects for raptors,
including peregrine falcon recovery. We agree with protecting the long-term
potential of this habitat for peregrine falcons, even if a peregrine hacking
program may not be implemented in this area in the immediate future, The on~
going recovery of the peregrine falcon will enhance the potential of natural
reestablishment of wild peregrine falcons eyries in the area. We support and
commend your efforts to protect historical or potential peregrine eyries and
the potential for use of these areas by peregrine falcons in the future. ’

We appreciate the quality of the biological assessment you provided. We found
it easy to understand, well organized and clear and direct in its presentation
of information about the Bureau’s resource goals and responsibilities to pro-
tect listed species and enhance their recovery. We thank you and your staff.
for your efforts to address listed species and the issues related to imple-

menting the preferred alternative of the Plan.
/k?:i; (;LLZL

cc: State Director, BLM, State Office, Billings, MT
Acting State Supervisor, FWS, FWE/ES, Billings, MT

RAC/clh )
"Take Pride in America"
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DATE:

REPLY TO

ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

vo:

From:

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

15 1987 memorandum

Division of Programs, Land and Minerals, Code 360

West Hiline Draft Resource Management Plan/Envirommental Impact
Statement (RMP/EIS)

District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District Office

Billings Area Director

This office has reviewed the subject draft Resource Management
Plan/Envirommental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS)., There are a few
comments we would like to make. We believe we have the latest errata
sheet which was attached to your June 3, 1987, letter. There was no
mention of what we feel 1s an error in the abstract. The last

sentence of the third paragraph states: "Alternative D, The Preferred
Alternative reflecting a balance of Alternatives C and D".

Alternative D cannot be a combination of C and D. Such a combination
would make Altermative D actually the same as Alternative C, We assume
Alternative D is actually a combination of Alternatives B and C.

Regarding the actual content of the Alternatives, the focus should be
the consolidation of public lands, so that they are accessible for
multiple use by the public as well as more successfully managed.
Alternatives B, C, and D call for disposal of public land. There is an
"emphasis" on exchange, but the RMP/EIS does not mandate exchange. As
you are aware, there 1s a paucity of public land in eastern Montana as
it 1s. Disposal of more of this land can only make a poor situation
worse. Alternative B states that Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land
patterns would be "blocked up” in the HilLine area and the Rocky
Mountain Front. This could be accomplished by exchanges. However,
exchanging public land in eastern Montana for Rocky Mountain Front land
does not help the public in eastern Montana. The eastern Montana land
is near and/or adjacent to the Blackfeet, Rocky Boy's and Fort Belknap
Indian Reservations.

A decline in the quantity of public lands in this area will exert more
pressure on the reservations. This pressure will be manifested ds
people seeking land for off-road vehicles, hunting, fishing, and other
recreation activities.

The three Alternatives B, C, and D all address enhancing management
options for grazing by consolidation of BLM lands. Grazing is ome of
the principle uses of public land. However, land used primarily for
recreation is ‘beneficial to more of a diversity of people, and in
essence used by the "public". If grazing land consolidation is to be
accomplished, it should be emphasized that it should not be at the
expense of recreation lands.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regutarly on the Payroll Savings Plan

(REV. 7-76)

GSAFPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.6

5010-112

OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10

No. 1

The abstract has been revised.
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Federal administration of lands is all that has protected some lands in
native vegetation from eolian and water induced erosion caused by
farming unsuitable soils. Alternatives B, C, and D all mentioned that
a change in land administration from Federal to private would change
vegetation types. A high degree of scrutiny will have to be used in
land exchanges and disposal to avoid the ramifications associated with
farming native vegetation sites.

Our next comment regards the potential disposal of land by sale,
described in Alternatives B, C, and D, We request that the Indians on
the reservation be offered the land adjacent to the reservations with
the right of first refusal. The rationale for this solicitation lies
in the fact that this land was aboriginal land ceded to the United
States through treaties. As such, the various tribes should have the
option of reacquiring the land and reestablishing the reservation.

The section pertaining to Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River
Management leaves us with a question. Under Concession Management,
services such as outfitting, boat rental and campground/maintenance
would be allowed. Is there a prioritization or methodology to
determine who will be granted a license or concession permit? Also,
how many concessions of the same nature would be allowed?

The minerals EMPHASIS AREA states that under Alternatives C and D, a
protective withdrawal on the Sweet Grass Hills could result in drainage
of Federal hydrocarbons. If surface and mineral rights are "blocked
up” in this area, there would not be state or fee lands on which
offending wells could be drilled. If producing wells exist, the field
should be developed anyway to maximize recovery of the natural -
resource, and royalties to the U.S. Government.

The Summary Impacts Table on page 36-40 could use some entries in
numerous grid blocks which are presently vacant., If they are the same
as another column they should be designated as such., An example is
under OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT, Wildlife and Fisheries, Alternatives

A and C.

Under Mineral Resources, Coal, (page 45) it is stated that "Shippable
deposits in the planning area would be localized in relatively rare

- areas. . . with thin overburden (<0')." No overburden on the coal will

lead to oxidized and weathered coal which 1s not shippable or
strippable (which we think this section refers to). The content of the
paragraph is correct, stating that localized seams are passed over in
favor of the more economically strippable coal in the Powder River
Basin.

This office is pleased that the RMP/EIS addresses the cultural
resources of the area. These include areas of historic and
archeological significance. The Native American religious sites in the
area are not replaceable. The Washington Office and State Director's

No. 2

The public land sale regulations do not have provisions for establishing a
preference right for any individual. The regulations do allow, at the discre-
tion of the BLM, the latitude to establish modified or direct public sales.
These sales would allow an individual(s) to acquire public land by meeting
the highest bid (modified) or without competition (direct sale). The use of
modified and direct sales is decided on a case-by-case basis.

No. 3

The guidelines and criteria to determine if a concession permit would be
granted and how many permits would be allowed will be addressed in the
Coordinated Activity Plan for the UMNWSR which is scheduled for revi-
sion. The public will have an opportunity to comment on proposed criteria
for private sector initiatives at that time. .

No. 4

The protective withdrawal would only be pursuéd under Alternative C. The
withdrawal would be applied to the federal mineral estate underlying the
ACEC. i

No. 5

The vacant blocks in this table indicate that impacts would be minor or
would not occur and are intended to make this table easier to read.

No. 6

Shippable should have read strippable. This section on coal resources has
been revised and this sentence has since been deleted. For more information
please refer to the errata entry for page 45, column 1, paragraph 6.
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Land Tenure Adjustment guide establishes the criteria for acquisition
and disposal of land parcels. As such, we are confident that prior to
disposal, the land will be archeologically surveyed and high research
value, scarce or unique sites will be retained.

The brief review we have accomplished indicates that neither the
Consumptive Use emphasis option (Alternative B) nor Alternative C, the
protection emphasis option is in the public's best interest. A
combination of the alternatives on a nearly site or geographically
specific basis is most bemeficial. Refinements in the combination may
be helpful.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this RMP/EIS. Questions or
clarification can be directed to Mr. Richard Stefanic at FTS 585-6145.
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United States Soil

Department of Conservation
Agriculture Service

Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District Office

Bureau of Land Management

Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Re: West HiLine RMP/EIS Draft

Dear Mr. Zinne:

Federal Building, Room 443
10 East Babcock Street
Bozeman, MT 59715

June 18, 1987

P/EA e MIN

OPR

usot JUNZ 3 BT B

RECEIVED
LEWISTOWN, mT

We have reviewed the above document and have no comments to offer.

Sincerely,

=2 AL

GLEN H. LOOMIS
State Conservationist

cc:

Ron Batchelor, State Biologist, SCS, Bozeman, MT
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Meridian

Minerals Company

A Subsidiary of Burlington Northem inc.

Mr. Wayne Zinne
District. Manager,
Lewistown District
Airport Road
Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

1] LaRR
ASSBE.BM, PA
ABMIN, o RVR

C T ——

! W JUNR9 gT =

LEWISTRW N, MT

Y e ——— .

Meridian Minerals Company is a mining company with exploration interests in
Montana. MWe have reviewed your current MWest Hiline RMP/EIS and wish to
address the management alternatives. We believe that as much land as possible
should be left in multiple use classification. Meridian is strongly in favor

of Alternative A.

Should you wish to discuss this further or require additional information from
Meridian, please do not hesitate to call me at (303) 930-9274.

Yours truly, y
kff/éZZALé£i¢/7%Z;Zé{:,//
C.W. Rech

Director o
Land and Government Affairs

CWR/pjh:46921

5613 DTC Parkway ¢ Englewood, Colorado 80111 » 303 796-8586
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SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99202 PTCelVED
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June 26, 1987 FAUO" ————e
Memorandum
To: Wayne Zinne, District Manager--Lewistown District Office, Bureau of

Land Management, Lewistown, Montana

From: Supervi'sor—-Mineral Issues Involvement Section, Branch of Engineering
and Economic Analysis

Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
{RMP/EIS) for the West HiLine Planning Area of the Lewistown
District, Montana

We have reviewed the West HilLine DEIS and found it nearly adequate. Although
minerals and their management are discuSsed in the text, there are no maps
which show areas of locatable, leasable (particularly oil and gas), or salable
mineral potential. These areas need to be identified on large scale maps along
with their associated commodities.

The discussion of minerals should include present activity in and near the
areas of concern. This information will allow us a better understanding of the
status of mineral activity in the area and the effect the proposed plans may
have.

We concur with your pr.eferred alternative and thank you for the opportunity to
review your documents.

No. 7

The map on page 44 of the draft RMP/EIS shows oil and gas development
poter}tlal. Additional maps showing locatable potential have been included
in this document. A salable mineral potential map was not prepared. Locat-
able and salable mineral potential is addressed in the errata entry for page
45, column 2, paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4.

No. 8

BLM reyised the text to discuss current minerals activities in the Sweet
gwlrasg Hills as shown in the errata entry for page 64, column 1, paragraphs1
ru 8.
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Santa Fe Pacific Mining, Inc.

6200 Uptown Blvd. NE, Suite 400
Box 27019

Albuquerque. New Mexico 87125
505/881-3050

July 17, 1987

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Lewistown District Office
Airport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59457-1300

Dear Sir:

Santa Fe Pacific Mining wishes to take this opportunity to comment
on The Draft West Hiline RMP/EIS dated May 1987. Santa Fe Pacific Mining
wishes to go on record in support of either alternatives A or B, particu-
larly in the Sweet Grass Hills., We strongly oppose alternatives C and D
because of the severe negative impacts which these alternatives will have
on mineral development activities being conducted by our company and others
in the Sweet Grass Hills, We believe the BLM has been deficient in its
analysis of the hard mineral development potential in the Sweet Grass
Hills. Santa Fe Pacific Mining also wishes to go on record in support of
the BLM's proposal to revoke the Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal on the
East Butte of the Sweet Grass Hills because of the significant positive
impact for the minerals industry which revocation of this withdrawal would
produce.

Finally, Santa Fe Pacific Mining especially opposes the designation
of an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) on the East Butte of
the Sweet Grass Hills because of the significant negative impact to mineral
exploration and development plans which our company is currently pursuing.
BLM admits in its Draft RMP/EIS that the Sweet Grass Hills is an area of
historic and current mineral development and production activity. ACEC
designation by the BLM in the San Juan Basin of New Mexico has proven to be
an effective deterrent to responsible mineral development because of the
attendant increased regulatory burdens which BLM has imposed upon the
mineral development proponents within the ACEC's, In this regard, we are
therefore mystified as to why BLM should cite mineral activity as a reason
for ACEC designation,

Since 1984 Santa Fe Pacific Mining, Inc., in conjunction with
Ernest K. Lehmann and Associates, has been conducting an extensive explor-
ation program in the Sweet Grass Hills. The joint venture to which we
belong controls approximately 3,600 acres of patented and unpatented mining
claims plus numerous leases. Recent results have brought about more focused
attention on the Tootsie Creek area in the East Butte where widespread ore

A Santa Fe Southern Pacific Company

No. 9 ’

Since the draft was published several mining companies have given BLM
access to their geologic data. This has allowed a more detailed assessment of
the hardrock mineral potential for the Sweet Grass Hills. For more informa-
tion please refer to the errata entry for page 64, column 1, paragraphs 1 thru
8; and the responses to comments 7 and 8.

No. 10

The alternatives are not citing mineral activity as a reason for ACEC
designation. BLM has removed the historical mining references on pages 4
and 62 of the draft. The reasons for designation are to: protect potential
habitat for the endangered peregrine falcon reintroduction; protect areas of
traditional importance to Native American tribes; and to protect seasonally
important elk and deer habitat.
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District Manager, BLM
July 17, 1987
Page -2-

grade gold values have been found. Our current exploration program is
geared toward initial reconnaissance drilling of seven holes in 1987 with
a much more intensive effort proposed for 1988 should the 1987 drilling
program show that ore grade mineralization is found at shallow depths.
Based on results to date, we believe that there is an extremely favorable
1ikelihood of finding mineable gold deposits in our area of interest.

- The Draft RMP/EIS conclusion that valid existing mineral rights
would be maintained within its proposed Sweet Grass Hills ACEC appears to
be simply an attempt to muffle opposition to an ACEC designation. Despite

the existence of valid existing rights, it has been the experience of Santa

Fe Pacific Mining, Inc. that ACEC designation, or any other protective BLM
management status, is always an effective deterrent to responsible mineral

development, despite the presence of valid existing rights, because of BLM's
imposition of onerous and unreasonable surface use and access restrictions.

It has been our company's experience in both Arizona and New Mexico that
it is at best futile and disappointing to rely on such “"boilerplate"
language regarding the recognition of valid existing rights such as ours.

Under Alternatives C and D BLM states that it "will consult with
Native Americans on proposed developments in the Sweet Grass Hills.”
Shouldn't BLM also consult with the office of the State Geologist, local
land owners, owners of mineral rights, and those persons such as Santa Fe
Mining which are conducting mineral exploration in the area?

Thank you for this opportunity to commment on this important
RMP/EIS.

Very truly yours,

Director-Pub Affairs

cc: State Director, U. S. Bureau of Land Management, Montana
Hon. Ron Marlenee, 409 Cannon House Office Bldg
Washington, DC 20515

No. 11

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) requires federal
government agencies to consult with Native American groups on any pro-
posed federal action that may impact their religious practices. The purpose
of such consultation is to help BLM identify what, if any, impact a BLM
action may have on Native American religious practices and what, if any,
mitigating measures would be justified. Any discussion of proposed impacts
and possible mitigation would of necessity, involve the proponents of such
actions (mining claimants, mineral developers, operators, etc.). It would
also have to involve other regulatory or concerned agencies (State Lands,
State Historic Preservation Office; Montana Bureau of Mines etc.) as well as
those persons or groups proposing the action or who may be directly affected
by it.
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Suite 790, Kickernick Building
430 First Avenue North
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401
Tel. 612/338-5584

Telex 283091 ELA UR

July 9, 1987

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Lewistown District Office
Airport Road -

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Attn: Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager

Re: West HiLine Resources
Management Plan Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Zinne:

We are in receipt of the draft Resources Management Plan
Environmental Impact Statement for the West Hiline area of
Montana. We hope to present oral comments at either the July
20th or July 21st public hearings, but in any case wish to submit

the following written comments for the record.

As a major holder of mining claims and as a major holder of
mineral leases in the Sweet Grass Hills area, we will confine our
comments to that geographic area. We will also confine our
comments on those factors of the proposed plan which are relevant

to the "hard” mineral industry.

Our twenty-year-old firm is composed of professionals active
in the minerals industry in the US and abroad, both as
consultants and on its own account. Based on our experience, we
believe that we bring special expertise and a breadth and depth
of experience to bear on the issues that the plan implicitly

raises.
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ERNEST K. LEHMANN & ASSOCIATES OF MONTANA, INC.
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Summary:

In summary, we believe that in the Sweet Grass Hills the
only viable alternative presented is Alternative "A", the no-
action alternative. This is because (1) the planning process has
been flawed, (2) the plan is based on inadequate data, and (3)
the data presented do not substantiate the "preferred" alterna-
tive ("D").

Flaws in the Planning Process:

We are deeply concerned with the lack of notification to us

of these proposed actions. We are the record claim owner of 25

mining claims at Fast Butte, 28 claims at Middle Butte, and 30
claims at West Butte. We have interests in approximately .as many
other claims. So far as we know, the record owners of these
claims were not notified. 1In addition we are the record lessee
of extensive privately and state-owned land in all three areas.
We never received official notice from BLM of the proposed plan.
We heard about the draft EIS only belatedly and then by word of
mouth. We then had to initiate our own inquiry with BLM to
obtain a copy of the draft.

We would also call attention to the recent U.S. Supreme
Court decision on zoning. If the BLM choses any alternative
other than Alternative "A" (no action), such action will restrict
the property rights of mineral owners and claimants and other
landowners. It may therefore constitute a "taking" for which

owners and/or their lessees may entitled to just compensation.

No. 12

BLM has answered your specific questions in the following responses.

No. 13

Public participation is an integral part in the Bureau planning system. The
BLM has attempted to involve interested parties throughout the planning
process. BLM published Federal Register Notices and news releases and
held meetings to encourage public participation. Table 5-1 of this document
contains a detailed list of activities BLM undertook to ensure the broadest
possible public participation.

No. 14

The criteria for evaluating mineral exploration or development proposals
hasbeen, and will remain, that of mitigating through the use of stipulations,
activities that cause unnecessary and undue degradation. The 1872 Mining
Law never authorized activities that cause unnecessary and undue degra-
dation so the property rights of mineral owners/claimants will not be
further restricted.

Under Alternative C, (whlch was not selected) the Sweet Grass Hills would
be withdrawn from mineral entry. If validity exams were then conducted on
preexisting claims they would constitute due process. A mining claimant
has not established a property right if a validity exam reveals the claim is
not supported by a mineral discovery under the mining law.
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The Background Materials Furnished are Inadequate:

With respect to minerals in the Sweet Grass Hills, we
believe the draft EIS is inadeguate. We believe that the history
of recent mineral-exploration activities, the area's potential
for hosting economic mineral deposits, the economic potential of
mineral development, and the geologic information presented are
incomplete and partially incorrect.

Geologic Data

The three main areas of the Sweet Grass Hills - East,
Middle, and West Butte - as well as outliers such as Grassy

Butte, are one of a number of alkaline and calc-alkaline volcanic

‘centers of Tertiary age in north-central Montana, in the eastern

Rockies, and in other areas in the stable interior of North
America. Nearby examples in Montana include the Little Rockies,
the Judiths, the Moccasins, the Bearpaws, and the Highwoods.
Where these volcanic centers'intfude the sedimentary rocks of the
High Plains, they are complex emplacements of near-surface and
extrusive volcanic rocks. The intrusion has domed up the
surrounding sediments. The sediments typically range in age from
Paleozoic to Tertiary. The core complexes consist of syenites,‘
trachytes, latites, shonkonites, and related silica-deficient
igneous rock suites. The intrusives may be altered, extensively
brecciated, and locally mineralized. The intruded sediments
include limestones, shales, and sandstones that are metamorphosed

along the contacts with the igneous rocks.

One of the reasons for our choice in 1983 of the Sweet Grass
Hills as an exploration site was that it was poorly mapped area.

This fact and its regional similarities with important

No. 15

The geologic and economic information and mineral potential of the Sweet
Grass Hills have been updated following the receipt of data from various
mineral concerns since the draft RMP/EIS was published. For more infor-
mation please refer to errata entries for page 64, column 1; paragraph 1 thru
8; page 65 column 1; and page 79, column 2.
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mineralized areas in Montana and elsewhere (as discussed below)
led us to believe that the area holds significant promise of

economically important mineral discoveries.

Mineral Potential:

Historically, mineral exploration in the Sweet Grass Hills
from about . the turn of the century onwards focused primarily on
the occurrences of fluorspar as contact metamorphic deposits at
East Butte, nonferrous metal deposits in igneous-sedimentary
contact zones in the same area, placer gold occurrences at Middle
Butte, and a small lead-silver occurrence on West Butte. The
Draft EIS fails to mention the last two types of occurrenées,
even though active placer mining has been going on at Middle
Butte for a nuhber of years and patented mining claims exist on
West Butte.

There is now active mineral exploration at East, Middle, and
West Buttes, as well as at Grassy Butte. Thié_is because the
Sweet Grass Hills have strong similarities in rock type and style
of mineralization to other important gold-producing and prospec-

tive gold-producing areas.

For example, there are strong geologic similarities and
affinities of this area with the gold deposits mined by the
Zortman-Landusky operations of‘Pegasus Gold Company, the largest
gold producers in Montana, in the Little Rockies. The Sweet
Grass Hills are also geologically similar to other major gold-
producing areas in the world such as the  -famous Cripple Creek
district of Colorado and the newly discovered deposits slated for

development in New Guinea. The economic‘potential of the area is

No. 16

Please refer to response No. 15.
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not only for medium- to large-scale open-pit operations but also

for higher grade underground deposits.

The geologic conclusion that there is potential for gold in
commercial quantities in the Sweet Grass Hills is reinforced by
the discovery of possibly ore-grade mineralization of unknown
extent in drillholes at Grassy Butte and by anomalous concen-
trations of gold and related pathfinder elements in rocks and
soils at East, West, and Middle Buttes.

The Economic Benefitg of Mineral Exploration and Development:

The data presented are incomplete in that no presentation is
made of the amount of exploration that has been done in the Sweet
Grass Hills in recent years and the direct and indirect present
and future economic benefits to the area from "hard" mineral

exploration and development.

We estimate that since we began our own exploration program
in the area in 1983, over $500,000 has been spent by us and
others on mineral exploration in the Sweet Grass Hills. This
work has included geologic and geochemical mapping and sampling,
geophysical, and topographical surveys and related work.
Drilling has not yet been undertaken except at Grassy Butte.
Extensive drilling will be required to test the identified and
to-be-identified targets. A large part of the exploration
expenditures remains in the local community in the form of
payments to landowners for rentals and advance royalties and for
the purchase of goods and services such as meals, lodging, road
construction, labor, gasoline, repairs, etc. Before any dis-
covery can be brought to the development stage, it is reasonable
to estimate that an additional $1 to $5 million will be expended

Please refer to response No. 15.
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to eiplore and delineate a single orebody. 1In fact, the amount
may be several times this, since the area holds potential for
several orebodies. A large part of these expenditures will
continue to be for local goods and services. These exploration
expenditures alone will have a major positive impact on the

region's communities such as Chester and Shelby.

1f development of even a modest-size open-pit mine occurs,
such an operation could be expected to employ directly 35 to 50
persons for periods of ten to twenty years as equipment opera-
tors, mechanics, technicians, and administrative staff. If labor
is available in the area, most of these people will be hired
locally. Such employment would result in a payroll in the range
of $800,000 to $1.5 million annually in the area. A large
open-pit operation or medium-size underground mine would employ

comparably more people.

It is generally projected by economic planners that one
direct job in the mineral industry produces about three to four
indirect jobs in the local area. These indirect jobs provide the
services required by the operation and its employees. Thus it is
clear that if a viable mineral discovery is made in the Sweet
Grass Hills, it will have a strong positive effect on the econ-
omies of the communities involved. It would diversify the
employment base, decrease unemployment problems, and markedly

increase the state and local tax base.
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The Data Presented by BLM Do Not Substantiate the Proposed

Preferred Alternative

For the reasons cited below, we believe that the choice of
alternative "D" is not substantiated. Therefore, we believe that
the only acceptable alternative proposed by the BLM is alterna-
tive "A", the "non-~action” alternative. We believe that alterna-
tives "C" and "D" propose unnecessary restrictions, impose
unnecessary regulation and are not warranted.

Our reasons are as follows:

‘a. Environmental concerns regarding mineral projects must be

addressed on _a site-specific and project-specific basis.

Exploration is generally a broad-ranging activity that has
little lasting or major environmental impact and should not be
subject to regulation beyond those already imposed by the BLM and
the State of Montana. The environmental impacts of mineral
exploration are limited in time and extent. No area within the
Sweet Grass Hills need be withheld from exploration since the
activity is subject to adequate regulation by the BLM and the
State of Montana to insure no lasting detrimental environmental

effects.

Until there is a definitive proposal for a mineral develop-
ment, it is impossible to judge the environmental impact which
such a development will have. For example, the impact of a large
open-pit operation is much different than that of a small one;
the impact of an underground mine will be quite different than
that of an open pit. Even a relatively large open-pit mine would

probably occupy only a small area in comparison to the area under

No. 18

BILM has answered your specific questions in the following responses.

No. 19

We agree. The most meaningful analysis of projectimpacts and application
of mitigative measures results from on-site inspections. However, resources
that need protection from development can be identified prior to a develop-
ment proposal. Mitigative measures would be applied when needed to pre-
vent unnecessary and undue degradation of resources. For more informa-
tion please refer to the Sweet Grass Hills Implementation section of
Alternative D in Chapter 2 of this document.
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consideration for restriction under Alternatives "C" and "D".
General restrictions cannot rationally be imposed in advance of
the completion of the delineation of a mineral deposit and
submission of a definitive development. proposal; only then can
environmental impacts be properly assessed.

b. The current regulatory process is adequate

In addition to the five-acre rule of the BLM regarding BLM
surface, all physical exploration in Montana is currently subject
to state permitting and bonding reqﬁirements. These state rules
require reclamation whether the work occurs on private or public
lands. To date, the state has adequately and fairly carried out

its responsibilities.

Issues of air and water quality and many other environmental
issues do not generally arise during exploration. The state's
mine-permitting process for development, operation, and reclama-
tion deals extensively with environmentally related issues such
as air and water quality and biologic, cultural, and other
resources. It does this on a site-specific and project-specific

basis.

c. The proposed adoption of the raptor guidelines is

unwarranted

As the report itself points out, there are no endangered
raptor species in the Sweet Grass Hills area. Setting up buffer
zones around possible future nesting sites is unwarranted and
unnecessaryv because the BLM has not identified any funded program

for the introduction of these species in the area.

No. 20 -

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, requires an assessment of all BLM
projects, regardless of the presence or absence of threatened and endan-
gered species. The Rocky Mountain Front Raptor Guidelines would be used
to develop site specific mitigation for a specific project. The National Envi-
ronmental Protection Act and the Endangered Species Act require BLM to
assess an entire project (exploration, development, termination) before an
action can be approved. The Peregrine Falcon Interagency Recovery Planis
mandated by the Endangered Species Act. BLM cannot act independent of
it and BLM must consider the prospects for establishing threatened and
endangered species in suitable or historic habitats.

No. 21

Peregrine falcons and bald eagles occur as migrants throughout the RMP
area. -

The management standards, and particularly the Raptor Guidelines in
Appendix 2.2, will not beimposed until analysis reveals they are needed to
prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of threatened and endangered
and sensitive raptor resources.
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We further note that peregrine falcons are being successful-
ly introduced into the middle of major metropolitan areas (e.g.
on top of the Multifoods Tower in downtown Minneapolis), suggest-
ing that no extensive buffers are needed to shield this species
from human activities. FEagle nests have been noted close to many
areas of intensive human usage, for example within 100 yards of
the major highway entrance to the Cape Canaveral rocket launch
area and in areas of diverse and intense human activity such as

the St. Croix River valley of Minnesota and Wisconsin.

We conclude the effect of exploration on raptors can be
expected to be nil and that the effect of mineral development on
raptors can only be assessed on a site- and project-specific
basis.

da. The imposition of additional rules cannot be justified on

the basis of threatened or endangered species.

The report (p.50) admits that there are no plants in the
Sweet Grass Hills that are on the threatened or endangered

species list.

A close reading of page 51 of the draft indicates that,
despite the introductory sentence to the discussion of endangered
or threatened animal species, none of these exist in the Sweet
Grass Hills per se. )

If such species are identified during the mine-permitting
process, the problems can be dealt with on a site-gpecific basis
at that time.

No. 22

Some birds become conditioned to non-typical nesting sites such as the
Multifoods Tower. This is an exception, not the rule. Itis similar to introduc-
ing birds in the wild at “hacking sites.” Hopefully, birds will return to these
hack sites annually to establish new occupation areas in the wild.

No. 23

No plantslisted as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species
Act are known to occur within the planning area. However, potential habi-
tat exists for Antennaria aromatica and Rorippa calycina which are both
potential candidates for listing as threatened or endangered species.

Potential habitat also exists for these Montana species of special concern:
Carex crawei, Carex sychnocephala, Hedysarum alpinum, Muhlenbergia
andina, Plagiobothrys leptocladus, Psilicarphus brevissimus var. brevis-
simus, Ranunculus cardiophyllus and Triglochin concinnum var. debile.

Please refer to response No. 21.
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e, The imposition of additional regulation cannot be justified

on the basis of cultural resources.

In three years of geologic mapping, our field personnel have
not identified or noted a single archaeological site in the Sweet
Grass Hills. The draft EIS fails to list any specific site in
the Sweet Grass Hills in the discussion of significant cultural
sites on page 56 of the draft.

The effect of mining on cultural resources can only be
judged on a site-specific basis, as will be required under
current state permitting procedures, at the time of application
for a mining permit.

f. The effect of exploration on hunting and other recreational

uses will be nil and cannot yet be judged for a mining operation.

Exploration should not have any significant or lasting

effect on the elk or deer herds.

The effect of a mining operation will depend on size,
1
location, and design and cannot be judged at this time.

No. 24

Overview information indicates some parts of the Sweet Grass Hills have
high potential for significant cultural resources and several sites have been
identified by BLM archaeologists. Project specific inventories have and will
continue to be required for projects on public lands.

BLM is required to consider impacts to traditional Native American values
from the actions it conducts or permits. The Sweet Grass Hills are known in
historical and modern times to have been used by Native Americans pursu-
ing traditional cultural activities.

No. 25

An environmental review is conducted when a Notice or Plan of Operation
for mining or exploration is submitted. This review may identify the mitiga-
tion necessary to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of resources.

‘However, exploration disturbance (roads) and development activities can

resultin a directloss of wildlife habitat and displaced wildlife. The degree of
significance would depend on the magnitude of the operations.
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g. The effect of exploration on visual resources can only be

determined on the basis of specific mine plans.

The area of the Sweet Grass Hills does not fall within the
criteria for wilderness designation and has not been so desig-
nated.

Exploration will not cause any lasting degradation of visual
resources.

Mining's visual effects can be partially mitigated by
sensitive design, good siting, and good engineering. Proper
reclamation will also mitigate effects. These will be considered

in the state's permitting process.

h. The imposition of the propose new rules will not eliminate

conflicts with claimed rights of Native Americans.

Additional restrictions will not serve to extinguish the
claims of Native Americans and therefore will not serve to
facilitate exploration or mineral development or to prevent court
action by Native Americans to assert their claimed rights.

Conclusion:

The Draft EIS is based on incomplete information as far as
the geology and mineral potential of the Sweet Grass Hills are
concerned. The Draft EIS does not adequately consider the
possible economic benefits of mineral exploration and develop-

ment.

No. 26

Mineral exploration and development would have an impact on visual
resources in the Sweet Grass Hills. The cumulative impacts must be consid-
ered, if exploration indicates development is economically feasible. These
impacts may be mitigated as each specific mine Plan is evaluated for its
impact on the existing landscape. The impacts and reclamation needs
would be considered during the BLM’s review and the state’s permitting
process, regardless of the area’s status for wilderness.

No. 27

While Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation would not elim-
inate conflicts between Native American religious rights and mining activ-
ity, it would allow BLM more time to attempt to resolve the conflicts before
mineral development begins.
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The environmental impacts of mineral exploration are tempo-
rary and minor.

The positive and negative environmental impacts of mineral
development cannot be judged except on a site- and grojecéL
specific basis. With proper engineering, mineral development can
be designed so as to mitigate unnecessary environmental degrada-
tion and at the same time insure that the benefits to the state
and the community in terms of jobs, taxes and income will out-'
weigh potential costs.

There are no endangered or threatened species in the area.

The imposition of the raptor guidelines is unwarranted based

on the absence of nests in the area and on actual experience.

The impacts on recreational activities, especially hunting,
are negligible during exploration and can only be evaluated on a

site-specific basis for mining.
The conflicts over possible Native American rights would not
be mitigated by the proposed choice of Alternative "D". The

current state regulatiohs and BLM regulations are adequate.

Therefore, Alternative "A", the "no-action” alternative
should be adopted. ,

Very truly yours,

e -
Ernest K. Lehmann, CPG S
President

EKL/kjk

8706073
EE1001
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Lloyd H. Oswood

Chester, Montana 59522

Wayne Zinne, District Mananger

Lewistown District Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Re: Wesg HilLine EIS

Dear Mr. Zinne:

I am a landowner in the Sweet Grass Hills of Montana. I oppose
opening up the 520 acre tract to mining. I prefer Alternative
C which T believe would best protect the resources and wildlife

of the Sweet Grass Hills.

Sincerely,
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SENATOR BOB WILLIAMS

SENATE DISTRICT 15 COMMITTEES:
HOME ADDRESS: PUIZLIS(;:EE?VLTH WELFARE
BOX 338

BUSINESS 2 INDUSTRY
HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION

HOBSON. MONTANA 59452
PHONE: (406) 423-5418

,éy;<é@%?€2%;'q%$ﬂﬂ/ay

lobson, Montana-
August 4, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District of BLM
Airport Rd

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Dear Mu. Zinne;

I appreciate the eafforts of the BLM in compiling the West
Hiline Resource Management plan draft and bringing it to the
genaral pubiic. Due to a previous engagement I was not able
to attend rour Lewistown hearing bwut:, my wife, Kati, attended.

After briefly reviewing your draft on the management proposal
and discussing tha proceedings of the meeting with Kati, I
would think it prudent to lend my support to Alteranalive D
with the alternatives suggested by Dick Knox and supporied
by theMissouri Breaks Multiple Use Assn. Many of these people
have lived in the area all of their 1lives anld have a vested
interest in the pressrvation of the area.

The wmanagement proposal is for a ten year period. I understand
that a stafZ person said that the fencing of areas to rehabili-
tate the water dependent habitat ({(ripavian areas) would no#
be permanent---those two statements in <{the Missouri Breaks,
to me, are contradictory. Without normal use, fanced riparian
areas would cul=zivata weak spacimens. The members of the Misszouri
Breaks Multiple Use Assn. are anxious to sea these areas flurish
and thelir practical judgment should be utilized.

Thank you for your -consideration to the exceptions for
Alternative D.

- Sincerely,

BW/kw Senator Dob Williams

No. 28

Riparian habitat management objectives include obtaining 90% stream-
bank cover within 4-10 years after plans are implemented. Management
practices may include but are not limited to riparian pastures, specific
grazing methods or exclosures. All existing and future riparian exclosures
would be maintained and monitored until data shows that the exclosures
are no longer necessary.

A more comprehensive digest of this subject is presented in the Vegetation
Management portion of Chapter 2 in this document.
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No. 29
N
22:{2230205:“');6%05‘]‘?‘22 et The BLM manages 626,098 acres of surface estate and 1,328,014 of subsur-
face estate in the planning area. The figure 1,121,467 from Tables 4.1, 4.2,4.3
and 4.4 of the draft is different from the total subsurface acreage because oil

: PO. Box 120 and gas ownership has not been retained on all of the subsurface mineral
@ Marathon : Casper, Wyoming 82602 : estate. Over half of these lands (58%) are leased under the standard terms
0il Company R RS and conditions attached to all leases.

No. 30

The BLM cannot issue leases, with or without stipulations, on federal min-
eral lands within the boundaries of the Upper Missouri National Wild and
Scenic River or wilderness study areas. These lands are considered closed to
oil and gas leasing as a result of legislation dealing with these respective

August 10, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne . land categories. The BLM is not proposing, nor does it have the authority to
District Manager propose, the curtailment of private mineral development in the Upper Mis-
Lewistown District Office souri National Wild and Scenic River or wilderness study areas. Pleaserefer
Bureau of Land Management to the minerals portion of Management Common To All Alternatives dis-
Airport Road cussion in Chapter 2 of this documen t.

Lewi , M 59457 .
ewistown, Hontana The BLLM does not have the legal authority to regulate how a surface owner

Dear Sir: manages his or her property. In all cases, the stipulations prescribed for
federal mineral development in split estate situations apply only to the
Re: Comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan development of the federal minerals. These stipulations do not dictate sur-
face management.
There seem to be some discrepancies regarding stipulations. The BLM Th itigati a o T i e o SEes aEE s Gam
:zs) manages 626,098 surface acres and 1,329,014 subsurface acres. The d € mtigatlon measures pre " PRI h
tables in the mineral sections for the Environmental Consequences ucted fqr purposes other than thpse mineral development activities which
J Chapter total over a million acres of stipulated land. The BLM has no " are permitted, licensed, or otherwise approved by the Bureau of Land Man-
3 legal authority to close private land to leasing which may be within ) agement. One of the purposes of proposing such lease stipulations is to
30 | the VMNWSR or WSA's. Additionally, standard and seasonal stipulations preserve the surface resources so that the surface owner can manage them
cannot be enforced on private surface with federal minerals. as he or she chooses.
Regarding the no lease decision for WSA's, it seems premature, prior The BLMhasastatutqryr.esppnsi.bxhtyupdertheNatlonal Environmental
to Congressional action, to withdraw lands from leasing. There is no Poh.cyAct, wher.x considering issuing ammeyalleaseto assess the potential
evidence that leasing will degrade the wilderness characteristics, nor environmental impacts of the federal action. It also has the statutory
is there any benefit to the process by this withdrawal. The ) authority under the Mineral Leasing Act, 1920, and the Federal Land Policy
statement,"Appropriate protection can only be ensured by closing the and Management Act, 1976, to take reasonable measures to avoid or mini-
lands to leasing," is unwarrented and should be amended. mize adverse environmental impacts that may result from federally autho-
rized mineral leasing activities. This authority exists regardless of whether
A question arises on the Tables presenting "Constraints on 0il and Gas the surface is federally owned or not. j
Exploration and Development". Do the Low Development potential acres
31 maﬁe up for any differznce in acreage figures? P P The Mineral Leasing Act, 1920, and the FLPMA, 1976, are not the only
statutes that establish such authority. Other statutes that apply include the
In regard to the emphasis areas, the BLM has utilized overrestrictive Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the National Historic Preservation Act,
measures including inflammatory wording to achieve a protection goal. the Endangered Species Act, 1973, the Federal Coal Leasing Amendments
32 Ec is not warrented to classify an area in ACEC and then provide a Act, 1976, and the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act, 1977.
buffer zone"” around the ACEC. Will the next planning cycle provide a Please refer to the minerals portions of Chapter 2 for more information.
"buffer zone" around the "buffer zone"? The BLM has adequate
statutory to protect and inventory threatened and endangered species

as well as cultural and archaeological resources. N
o0.31

There are only two categories of oil and gas development potential within
the HiLine area “moderate” and “high”. The tables in Chapter 4 of the draft
have been revised and are shown in the appropriate errata locations in this
document. The acreage does not equal the total subsurface acreage because
oil and gas ownership has not always been retained.
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Mr. Wayne Zinne
August 10, 1987
Page 2

Turning to the Appendices, there are no standard or seasonal
stipulations outlined. It would be helpful to list the stipulations
to be used.

The inflexibility of including specifics in the plan under Appendix
2.2, may cause problems in the future. The exact seed mix described
under this Appendix could not possibly work for over half a million
acres of BLM administered surface. Some flexibility must be
incorporated or when variances do occur, a plan amendment will be
necessary.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan and we hope you
incorporate these suggestions.

Sincerely,

fuadlly A (o

Bradley G. Penn
Land/Environmental Coordinator

BGP/en
cc: M. M, Wade

J. V., Polisini
R. K. Bitter

No. 32

Management Zones (“Buffer Zones”) around Areas of Critical Environmen-
tal Concern have been deleted from consideration in this RMP. However, the
BLM is mandated to takereasonable measures to avoid or minimize adverse
environmental impacts that may result from federally authorized mineral
leasing activities. This authority exists regardless of whether the surface is
federally owned or not. The Rocky Mountain Front Raptor Guidelines will
be applied to federal mineral development in the raptor habitat areas,
regardless of surface ownership (see Appendix 2.2).

No. 33

Some standard or seasonal stipulations were inadvertently left out of the
draft document. Stipulations related to oil and gas activity have been
revised and are now included in Appendix 2.2.
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August 24, 1987
Whitlash, Montana

Wayne Zinne

District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Airport Road

Lewistown, Montana

59457

Dear Sir:

Please find in the following paragraphs comments on the
RMP/EIS West HilLine Draft. I attended three of your public
meetings, Great Falls, July 14, Shelby, July 15, and Chester,
July 16. The following are comments on different subjects of
the contents of the document pertaining to the Sweet Grass
Hills where I own a ranch with my father.

As to the off road vehicle management in the Sweet Grass
Hills, my choice of alternatives would be alternative C.
Because of the problem of weed control on public and private
adjoining land being spread by vehicles. The danger of
fire to public and private adjoining land that can be caused
by ORV's. Also the soil erosion caused by ORV that would be
bad for the water shed importance of the public land and the
whole Sweet Grass Hills,

As to the Right A Way locations management of the Sweet
Grass Hills, I would favor the alter ive ¢ which would
exclude West and Middle Butte fromﬁ communication sites,
as it would mean more roads which w ¥ean more damage
to water sheds, more weed control problems, and more fire
hazards. Any road that has to be made is a permanent scar
that the land will always have. As to the communication
site on East Butte that is already there, I know from
personal experience that it has to be controlled so as not
to get any bigger in order for the adjoining private land
10 not suffer further damage on land, roads, etc.

As to the mineral exploration of the Sweet Grass Hills,
from what I have seen in the last 40 years, is that 2 hours
of cat tractor making roads can cause more permanent damage
to the land by hurting water shed, cause weed problems to
both public and private land, and all to often or usually
for no real good. Mining can and has already destroyed a lot
of historical beauty of the Sweet Grass Hills. Mining has a
negative effect on water quality and quanity which is vital for
the public and private land as well as for the people making
a living on those lands. Mining on public land also pushes
the wild life off public land and on to adjoining private land
which puts a hardship on landowners by causing more damage to
vegetation on private land. By wildlife being pushed off public
Land B B phe e nR P 0 As o 4RO NS B 8o BBY s 9 0ha |
inside the mining law of 1872, but I would like to see the
BLM manage it and the surrounding federal subsurface minerals
in the most careful and controled way that they can. And with-
drawal of most of the public land in Sweet Grass Hills from
mineral exploration if they can.
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As to the timber
Hills, it is of vital
the adjoining private
the creek and springs

of the public land in the Sweet Grass
importance to both the public land and
land as a water shed that supplies

in the Hills. It should be managed

as not to be commercialized as there isn't really that
much timber there in any area on the Buttes. .

As to the grazing on the public land in the Sweet Grass
Hills, I know from being a third generation rancher adjoining
the public land in East and Middle Buttes, that grazing
on the BLM land is something that doesn't hurt the land
over night permanetly, and that the BLM management of the

grazing has plenty of

time to stop any damage being done.

I have seen very little if any damage to BLM grazing land

over the years in the

Sweet Grass Hills. The BLM land is

usually the steep and highest land that is hard to get

stock to graze anyway.

I thadk the BLM should manage the

grazing as they have in the past as in alternative A.

Thank you, S

Douglas W. Demarest
P.0. Box 7

Whitlash

Montana

59545
L06-L32-5185.
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8-25-87
Sirs,

1 am strongly in favor of developing a trail head and trail
system on BLM Land in the East Butte area of the Sweet
Grass Hills.

There is a dearth of good hiking areas in the Havre Hi-Line
area. East Butte would help to remedy this. BLM already
has the Land so the trail head and trail is a very logical
development.

Thank You
John Ellens

937 Second St.
Havre, Montana 59501

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)
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States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Missouri Basin Region
P.O. Box 36900
Billings, Montana 659107-6900

IN REPLY
REFER TO: MB-152

fNG 2 61987

Memorandum
To: District Manager, Lewistown District Office, Bureau of Land Management,
Lewistown, Montana
Rt
At '

L

From: 3J’Regicnal Environmental. Affairs Officer, Billings, Montana

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement for the West HiLine Planning Area of the Lewistown District,
Montana (DES-87/16) )

We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments:

1. Page 21 - The proposal to revoke the withdrawal on the remaining
-529.67 acres of the Bureau of Reclamation riprap source is satisfactory,
-provided the 40 acres adjacent to the existing quarry remain in withdrawn
status as is stated in Alternative A (No Action).

. 2. Page 29 - We would prefer that the proposal referenced in No. 1

(above) be elaborated more fully in Alternative D (Preferred) so as to eliminate
‘any possible misunderstanding regarding your intent to permit the 40 adjacent
acres to remain in withdrawn status.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. Should you have
any questions about our comments, please contact Mike Erwin of my staff
at (406) 657-6421.

L
- e e .,'—,/_'/,_f

cc: Commissioner, Attention: 150

No. 34

The BLM has reviewed the Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal on East
Butte (569.67 acres), and is recommending that 40 acres of the withdrawal be
retained. The remaining 529.67 acres would be returned to BLM administra-
tion and managed under Area of Critical Environmental Concern guidance.

Please refer to the Sweet Grass Hills Implementation portion of the Alterna-
tive D discussion in Chapter 2 of this document for further information.
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Medicine River Canoe Club

Great Falls, Montana

August 24, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District, BLM
Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne,
SUBJECT: WEST HILINE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

We wish to comment on your draft management plan and have deep felt concerns
about some of the alternatives. We are commenting only on the areas that
are of greatest concern to our organization, mainly those that will affect
the Missouri River corridor.

LAND TENURE:'

We are in favor of blocking up lands where it is advantageous to the recre-
ationist or important in protecting the resource. We also believe that,
even if isolated, riparian areas should be retained. (Alternative C or D)

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT:

We would definitely like to see significant restrictions on ORV use in
important wildlife areas and along the river corridor; also on any riparian
areas on tributaries within the management area. Not only are we concerned
about the effects of erosion and the spread of noxious weeds but also the
aesthetic degradation by noise pollution. The song of a meadow lark or the
call of a wild goose drowned by the whine and roar of an ORV is an affront
to the senses and indisputably intrudes upon the solitude sought by many
river users.

UMNWSRM:
Visitor Services:

We favor Alternative D in regard to implementation of LAC and operation

of visitor centers at Fort Benton and Judith Landing. On use of islands
we can see the need for closure during the periods indicated to protect

wildlife reproduction but they should be open to public use the rest of

the year.

We urge you to adopt Alternative C in regard to interpretive activities.
We are opposed to signs and displays along the river corridor. This,
like ORV use, is an example of aesthetic degradation and is contrary to
our concept of what the river corridor should be.

Catch the spra o the fand with apaddie moyour hand
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page 2

We suggest that a simplified and condensed version of the River
History Digest be available to the public at no or minimal cost
and that it concisely explain key geological and historical ‘sites.

The current River History Digest is and excellent ‘compilation and
we commend its authors. We would like to see this work expanded,
possibly to include more of the Canfield diary on Camp Cooke and
similar inclusions. We would also like to see this work expanded
to include some geological information. We think many river users
are interested in this aspect of the river in addition to the
fascinating historical comments.

Just as now, the information in the digest should continue to be
keyed to river mile locations. This book could adequately inform
people without need of landbased signs and displays. We are
opposed to any use of such devices as, again, they only contribute
to aesthetic degradation.

The digest should continue to be available on a loan basis but you
might want to make it available for purchase. There are individuals
who would be interested in owning this reference.

Facility Management:

As usé of the corridor increases we can see the need for more
undeveloped sites and possible upgrading to semi-developed sites.
We are hesitant to endorse fully developed sites even in the
recreational sections since they represent an intrusion of civil-
ization that we feel is inconsistent with the character of the
river that should be preserved. Weé endorse Alternative A,

v

Concession Management:

~
It is in this area that your proposals most disturb us. We are
unalterably opposed to any major concessions in any area of the
river corridor. The concept of marinas, RV parks and similar
concessions is totally inconsistent with the concept of wild and
scenic rivers. Even though these concessions would be restricted
to the recreational areas, their presence in these areas would
have an impact on adjoining areas and would certainly disrupt and
devalue the total experience sought by many as they traverse the
river corridor. We concur with Leroy Schelly's statement at the
Great Falls hearing on July 14, 1987, "Floaters want to see the
country like Lewis and Clark saw it.”

It is inconceivable to us that this new frontier for development
should even be considered. The thought of raping one of our few
remaining natural sections of a major, nationally known river for
the sake of a few bucks is appalling. We strongly support Alter-
native A.
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page 3

This river corridor is a magnificent heritage that should be preserved
as nearly as possible in its natural state. It gives man an opportunity
to step back in time, to reflect, to enjoy and to appreciate the moments
of history described in the River History Digest. Recreational develop-
ments as proposed here would significantly alter the character of this
river. If members of the recreating public wish a waterway with all the
amenities of modern civilization let them chose one of the many already
commercialized areas. Let us preserve what this fine stretch of Missouri
River has to offer and determinedly resist the lure of commercial bucks.

We have enclosed an article form the current issue of Canoe magazine

(Oct. 1987) in which some well-known artists express some of their feel-
ings and reactions to this river. They reflect our emotions and attitudes
quite well. We are hoping that this article will help you to realize that
it is not just a handful of people in our organization alone that hold the
attitude we have expressed.

All opinions expressed in this letter also apply to management of the
Marias River.

Sincerely,
E%g,qu W. ‘wy\:‘D-Qme~oa~£2

James W, McDermand, Spokesman
Medicine River Canoe Club
3805 4th Ave. South

Great Falls, MT 59405
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8/26/87

Dear Mr Zinn,

On the reverse side is a letter I sent to the Lewistown office in early July.
Your office sent me a copy of the West HiLine Draft.

While I agree that plan D seems the best the issue of cattle grazing in the
waterway is not clarified. My cursory reading of the Draft indicates that
riparian habitat will not be enhanced by any of the proposals. Of my
objections listed on the reverse side, the presence of farms and cattle in the
UMNWSR is objectionable to and contradictory of an aesthetic and natural
experience.

My best to you on your management plans and enactment.
Sincerely,

Larry Gaffin

7/8/87
Dear Sir/ms.,

I was fortunate to be able to spend 4 days on a canoe outing from Loma Ferry
to Judith Landing. I appreciate and applaud the work it took to establish
this and the larger section of the Upper Missouri as a National Wild and
Scenic River.

There are, However, several parts of my experience during this float on which
I'd like to comment. I make these comments knowing a future plan for this
river section is in the works, but I am not aware of its contents.

The waterway is a grand but very fragile facade. Hikes up several of the
breaks revealed farms and farm activities at the very edge of the waterway,
thus reducing the feeling and aesthetic of being in another place and time.
However, that facade was at the point of dissolution because of the constant
sound and presence of spray planes and cattle in the breaks and at the very
water's edge. Not only does ranching encroach the integrity of the waterway
but the quality of cottonwood groves is diminished because of grazing. The
Hole-in-the-Wall campground was not something many floaters would want to use
and the Slaughter River Campground was in ill-repair and completely overrun by
cattle. The latrines were, however, fairly clean and functional at both sites.

The last thing that marred an otherwise positive and memorable experlence was
the constant presence and sound of military aircraft. The natural experience
of being on the river was marred by this constant pollution of noise.

Again, I applaud the waterway, sympathize with your efforts to maintain it,
and I would be willing to make specific comments for future use plans if you
are receviing comments. Is an outline copy of the plan available?

Would you please send the extra copf\of this letter to the appropriate Montana
agency in charge of the Hole-in-the-Wall and Slaughter River Campgrounds.
Thank you

Sincerely,
Larry Gaffin

331 Dillon
Mankato, Mn. 56001

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)

No. 35

Riparian habitat was not an issue analyzed in this planning effort. How-
ever, a Coordinated Activity Plan will be prepared for the Upper Missouri
National Wild and Scenic River which will address riparian habitat. Ripar-
ian vegetation is also discussed in the Management Common to All Alterna-
tives section of Chapter 2. Please refer to that discussion for additional
detail and information.

No. 36

The current river plan is scheduled for revision beginning in 1988, with
completion anticipated for late 1989, pending finances. The tentative sche-
dule allows public review of the draft activity plan (river plan) early in 1989.
Your name will be added to the mailing list.

Your comments have been provided to the Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, the agency which administers these campgrounds.
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August 28, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457-1300

Dear Mr. Zinne:

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain 0il and Gas Association (RMOGA), I
appreciate the opportunity to provide you with our comments on the Draft
Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the West
HiLine Resource Area in Montana. RMOGA is a trade association with hundreds of
members who account for more than 90% of the oil and gas exploration, production
and transportation activities in the Rocky Mountain West. Consequently, we have
a vital interest in how the BLM plans to manage its lands in Montana. Our
comments address several concerns we have regarding the proposed management of
the Resource Area and the manner in which resource data is displayed.

We strongly disagree with the BLM's decision to withhold lands along the
designated scenic and recreational segments of the Upper Missouri Wild and
Scenic River from oil and gas leasing, The BLM refers in the planning document
to a field solicitor's opinion in Appendix 2.1 as apparent justification for
this decision. However, this opinion indicates that for nonwild segments of the
river "Leasing under the mineral leasing laws can continue under the 1968 and
1976 Acts and can under such regulations as the Secretary of Interior may
specify to effectuate the purposes of both Acts...It is noted that lgnds within
wild segments will not be available for leasing." (emphasis added)

Upon reviewing the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, it is obvious that
Congress intended that oil and gas leasing be accommodated along nonwild
segments of the river within the parameters established by the Secretaries of
Interior or Agriculture. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, in Section
1280(a) states that "Federal lands which are part of the system and constitute
the bed or bank or are situated within 1/4 mile of the bank of any river
designated a wild river . . . are hereby withdrawn . . . from operation of the
mineral leasing laws . . ." There is nothing in the law that states that the
scenic and recreational segments of the designated river should not be leased
with reasonable stipulations. This view is supported by the field solicitor's
opinion which was quoted above.

1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 404 « Denver, Colorado 80295
’ 303/860-0099

No. 37

The BLM’s interpretation of this quote from the Solicitor’s Opinipn (Appe_m-
dix 2.1) is that new regulations which deal with the management priority
given to recreation and preservation must be. developed at the BLM
Washington Office before leasing can continue in the scenic angi recrea-
tional segments of the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River. The
closure will remain in effect until the Secretary of Interior directs BLM to
take action on developing the needed regulations and lease terms that would
lead to an active leasing program for non-wild segments.

The Mineral Resource Management portion of the Management Common to
All Alternatives section in Chapter 2 has been revised to more clearly reflect
the BLM'’s no-lease policy on the river corridor. Please refer to that section
for additional discussion and information.
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August 28, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

page 2

We have detected no adequate justification for the BLM's decision not to
issue oil and gas leases within these segments of the river. Therefore, we are
opposed to the no-lease decision, and recommend that the BLM reconsider its
decision and issue leases along the scenic and recreational segments of the
river with reasonable stipulations.

Another item of major concern is the Table on Page 9 where BLM indicates
that 41,385 acres of wild and scenic river corrider would be managed under a
no-lease policy. When the river acreage is added to the acreage provided for
the wilderness study areas, a total of 66,885 acres is reached. Yet, on
Table 4.4, Page 107, it is indicated that 120,113 acres are being managed for
no-lease. This represents a difference of 53,228 acres. A difference of over
53 thousand acres is quite significant. What does this additional no-lease
acreage represent and what is the justification for this no-lease decision?

RMOGA is opposed to the designation as Areas of Critical Environmental
Concer (ACECs) the Kevin Rim, Sweet Grass hills, and Cow Creek areas. As the
planning document indicates, the entire planning area has moderate to high
potential. for oil and gas. In fact, the Kevin Rim area contains the oldest
operating oil field in the State of Montana. We are concerned that such a
designation would require more restrictive management in the future and that new
production would be unduly restricted in an area which should be left open with
a minimum of constraints.

The BLM has tried to justify these decisions by indicating that these areas
require additional protection of threatened and endangered species, cultural
resources, Native American religious sites, and designated National Historic
Trails. However, there are numerous statutes which provide ample direction on
how to mitigate adverse impacts to these resources as well as the authority to
protect them. For example, the Endangered Species Act, the National Historic
Preservation Act, the Antiquities Act, and the Archaeological Resources
Protection Act, all provide comprehensive protection of the resources they
address. In addition, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act mandates the
same sort of protection for Indian religious sites. Consequently, we believe
the BLM has at its disposal more than adequate authority to protect these values
without adding the redundant 1layer of protection afforded by an ACEC
designation.

On page 29 of the planning document, the BLM states it "would provide
maximum protection of the significant and relevant resources in the Kevin Rim,
Sweet Grass Hills, and Cow Creek areas . . . A management zone would be
designated around the Kevin Rim and Sweet Grass Hills to ensure that development
of federal minerals under private and state surface will be regulated, where
authority exists, to follow the same guidelines on the ACEC".

No. 38

Please refer to response No. 32 for clarification.

No. 39

The text has been revised to clarify the application of stipulations to split
estate. For more information please refer to the responses to comments 30
and 32.)
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August 28, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

page 3

We are gravely concerned that the BLM intends to establish buffer zones
around the ACEC's and that it believes it has the authority to dictate special
stipulations on split-estate lands. Buffer zones around ACEC's are totally
unjustifiable and c¢all into question the validity of the actual ACEC
designation. With regard to spiit estate lands, while the BLM has the authority
granted by nondiscretionary statutes to protect threatened and endangered
species and cultural resources, it lacks any power to control privately-owned
surface uses. The BLM's authority to affect National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) mitigation extends only so far as it has Tlegal control over the
mitigation measures. According to Preservation Coalition v. Pierce, 667 Fad,
851 (9th Cir. 1985), a federal agency may assert control only as far as the law
permits. The BLM is not able to dictate surface use to private owners nor to
impose stipulations to protect privately owned surface.

This concept obviously represents federal zoning of private lands and
should, therefore, be eliminated. We recommend that the BLM abandon the zoning
concept and rely on the laws, regulations and guidelines which provide the BLM
with direction on how to mitigate adverse impacts in statutorily protected
areas. These tools should be utilized on a case-by-case, as-needed basis rather
than on a zoning basis.

We are confused as to how much land in the planning area is public land.
The BLM indicates that there are 626,098 acres of surface estate and 1,328,014
acres of subsurface mineral estate., We are further confused by Table 4.4 on
Page 107 because it indicates that the BLM plans to apply stipulations to
1,121,467 acres of land. This total does not coincide with the figures for
either surface or subsurface holdings. It is our understanding that the BLM has
absolute authority only over public lands, where the surface and subsurface is
federally administered together. In order to alleviate this confusion, we
recommend that the BLM provide a specific discussion as to its intent in the
form of a supplement to the subject plan and DEIS. It 1is important for the
public to clearly understand exactly what type of management the BLM is
proposing with regard to oil and gas activities and their relationship to the
Tand ownership patterns within the West HiLine planning area.

We are also particularly concerned with the statement on Page 29 regarding
the Kevin Rim area which states the BLM "would use the guidelines to develop
stipulations for new development on existing oil and gas leases". The BLM does
not have the authority to develop new stipulations for leases which have already
been issued. The recently finalized Guidance for Resource Management Planning
released by the BLM indicates that the BLM has absolutely no authority to
require operators with previously valid existing rights to comply with new
directives established in the new resource management plan. While the BLM may
request operators to comply with new directives, it does not have the authority
to require such changes after a lease has already been issued. Consequently,

No. 40

Table 4.4 has been revised. Of the 1,121,467 zcres identified as moderate or
high oil and gas development potential, 359,129 acres are constrained and
110,638 are closed to leasing.

No. 41

This language has been revised toread: BLM would work with operators to
apply necessary guidelines to any new activity on existing leases which
threaten nesting/rearing of state or federal sensitive raptors. These guide-
lines would be issued as special stipulations to all new oil/gas leases in the
area. Please refer to the Kevin Rim and Sweet Grass Hills discussions in
Chapter 2.



16d

06

August 28, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

page 4

this provision in the West HiLine RMP is iliegal, and we urge the BLM to remove
this directive from the final RMP.

In conclusion, while we support the use of moderate and minor lease
restrictions on areas available for lease, we cannot support the Preferred
Alternative because it proposes to withhold lands from oil and gas leasing along
the scenic and recreational segments of the Upper Missouri Wild and Scenic
River. Furthermore, we do not support the buffer or management zone concept for
either federal or private lands. The BLM has been granted the authority to
protect certain resources by law; therefore, there is no need to set an
unnecessary precedent by instituting management zones around the proposed
ACEC's. This same argument applies to the BLM's proposed ACEC's. There is no
need for an ACEC designation in areas which are statutorily protected by law.
Such a designation could cause the BLM to preclude important oil and gas
activities in the future, and especially given the fact that one of these areas
is a known oil and gas producing area, we are opposed to any such prohibitions.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Should you wish to
discuss any of them in further detail, please do not hestitate to contact me.

Sincerely, .
.y// .
' o i .
((?/Ujd? { UIIZ; )
ice Frell Benifez /

Public Lands Director U
AFB:cw v
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE —
] N
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE g
12795 W. Alameda Parkway - -
P.O. Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287
IN REPLY REFER T0:
L7619 (RMR-PP)
AUG 26 1987 /
Memorandum -
To: Wayne Zinne, District Manager, Lewistown District Office,
Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown, Montana
From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation,
Rocky Mountain Region -
Subject: Comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement/Resource
Management Plan, West Hiline Planning Area (BLM) (DES 87/16)

The subject document presents a thorough analysis of the options availlable to
Bureau of Land Management managers in the Lewistown, Montana, District/West
HiLine Planning Area. The preferred alternative presents a balanced program
of land disposal and exchange, recreational use, provision for preservation
of key areas, and other appropriate resource management activities.
Especially noteworthy are the well-thought-out plans for the Upper Missouri
Wild and Scenic River.

16

It is not often that we have the opportunity to review, from any agency, such
a well-written, concise environmental statement. It is further enhanced by
the clean, uncluttered graphics and the outstanding line drawings.

We look forward to receipt of the final Environmental Impact Statement/
Resource Management Plan for the West Hiline Planning Area.

N

Richard A. Strait
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" Digtrict Manager

Jeff Langen
601 ITorth Third
¥issoula, liont 59802

August 27, 1987

Wayne Zinne

Lewistown District, BII
Alrport Road

Lewistown, Lont. 59457
Dear lir. Zinne:

The following are my comments on the draft Vest iiline ilesource
Management Plan, I intend to confine my rems

ts to the Lissouri
River portiion of the draft. T hank you for the opportunity to
participate in this planning process.

I was born and raised in eastern lontana and I have floated the
Lissouri River re-ularly since I was seven. I've seen many changes
on the river over tuhe years and T have watched the 3ZLii's management
of the river with interest. I bring this perspective to your
attention for two reaséns; first, because I feel well gualified to
comment on the plan because of this familiarity, and second,
because I understand that while you exercise a great deal of
managerial control over the liissouri, you and key members of your
staff have y:=t to ever float the river,

With this in nind allow me to guicily summcsisze the several

significant flaws I have ifentiiicd ia the 4
o

The sin_le bi_zest issue facing

liissouri diver ma agers is the
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proposation of Cottonwood trees. If you mine CobLtonwood ecology
you will find the Uil i

at
Bxperts such as Dr. [lar’:t Dehon, a botonist with the tiniversiity of
55

ic loss of these trees,

ing “he dram:

Kontana have icdentified {this issue in proressional papsrs.

Unfortunately, tie closest your RUF comes to aldressin_ this issue

. is to relesate the broader iszue of riparian managerent to later,

more obzcure planning tools, I understand rrom Iriends in the
3Lk state office that the decision not to include this issue in
the #P was nmade by your Assistznt District Lanajer., Lnis is
certainly indicative of the fundimental errors managers will nake

when they are unfamiliar with the resource they profess Lo nanage.

While on the general topic of riparian manaeuent allow me to point

out some of the protless with what the 1P does say concrning this
topic. First, the issue is so fragmented that I had to read the
docuzent several times bvefore Tinally piecing togzether some notion

of how you plan %o audress ri_arian nranacement, secord, if femporial
eéxclosures of cattle are planned under all albcrmatives vhy is it
treated as a benefit for just the preferred alterzzativé(pg 105)2

To me this kind of editorial bias is extremely unprofossiconal.

futher, it is impossibdle do reach soiie 'mdersie éing of ;}our

intentions when the P is so va_ue. Please clarify the following:
What are tewmporary exclosures(pg 111) and how will they affect the
visitor experience, what are peak use periods(ps 105,11), what is
considered a high use site(pg 111), what do you mean by riparian
areas may receive priority (pc.11)? Flease define what you plan to
do and how. After all that is what the =MP process is for.

The 3L over the years has constantly shown a bias towards over
developing recreation sites along the river. . Unfortunately, the
preferred alternative for the UP perpetuates this poor vlanning.
I read with shock the 2Li's plans to upsrade undeveloped canpiang
sites, This is Jrandiose and overdone. If you exaunine other vwild

No. 42 .

Temporary livestock exclosures and selective grazing would be used within
the Cow Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern in Alternatives C
and D. Exclosures would be constructed around high-use recreation sites
within the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic Riverin Alternative D.
These methods would be implemented in Cow Creek to allow riparian vege-
tation to reestablish and in the Upper Missouri Naticnal Wild and Scenic
River to provide a more pleasant experience in highly used recreation sites
along the river.

No. 43

The temporary exclosures referred to on page 111 of the draft would be a
fence, either electric or jack-leg. Their intent would be to keep livestock out of
portions of recreation sites. The peak (human) use periods refer to the
primary recreation use season, which is from the weekend before Memorial
Day through the weekend after Labor Day. The high-use sites are recreation
sites identified as semi-developed in the draft document.

On page 11 the word “may” was changed to “will”. These riparian areas will
be prioritized in the revised river plan.
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rivers you will find that this level of cevelopment is unteard of

on rivers with use levels that far outstrip recreation use on the
lissouri. Attempts to justify this over developuent with claims

of sanitation problems have a hollow ring. 7The BLi's best public
contact tool is the floaters guide and yet no where in the guide does
the DLk outline proper sanitation and minimum impact camping
technigues, Futhermcre in my dozens of trips down the river the
river rangers nave yet to ounce approach e with such instructions,
Why the rush to develop sites without first attempting less drastic
and cheaper alternatives? Incidently, how does the LIl plan to pay
for these developments when you are urable to even field an adeguate
river ranger staff? Please be specific.

On related recreation issues in the RP: Referring to page 30, how
does the BIM plan to differentiate between impacts caused by people
and that of cows. Bare area is indicative of an over used site,
but I suggest that most of that denuded area is caused by cattle
use, 4lso could you please explain to me why management chooses
30% as an appropriate use level for outfitters? That exactly is
the factual basis for this value?

With regard to cultural resource management, I believe it is a
mistake to draw attention to cultural sites through the proposed
interpretation and signing. This could only lead to increased
vandalism and a reduction in the whole spirit of self discovery

-

that is so important to the visitor experience on the Iissouri.
Leading people by the hand has no place on a wild river.

By way of closing, I would like to say that I feel the preferred
alternative is fundamentally, and fatally flewed. The "C" alternative
appears to best reflect the ecological and economic realities of the

UMITSR. T also think it was an unfortunate mistake to include planning

for a national wild and scenic river in a resource area RMP. The
appeal of the Missoul:i River portion.of this draft will needlessly

stall the entire RMP.
Sincerely,

No. 44

The decisions in the RMP would beimplemented in 10 to 15 years, depending
on budget, staff, public demand for facilities, and necessary resource protec-
tion along the river.

Inadequate funding would affect time and implementation of the manage-
ment actions and project proposals. Other options available for funding
developments include public contributions, cooperative agreements with
private organizations, private sector initiatives and volunteers.

No. 45

. Theintent of temporary exclosures around high use recreation sites on the

Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River would be to provide a more
pleasant recreational experience.

The proposed alternative has been revised and does not limit the capacity -

_for outfitter operations on the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic

River. Carrying capacity would be based on the limits of _acceptable change.
For more information, see the Alternative D discussion in Chapter 2 of this
document. 0
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August 28, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Lewistown District
Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft West
HiLine Resource Management Plan, Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

The Montana Power Company (MPC) currently provides electrical
and gas service to customers within the West HiLine Resource
Management area via an extensive network of transmission and

© distribution lines. MPC must be assured access to all
o MPC-owned facilities for repair and/or service. Thus, upon No. 46
reviewing the EIS, we would like to make the following .
comments. : The administrative language for the Montana Major Facility Siting Act

L. (MMFSA) has the following correlation with BLM’s terminology:
We commend the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for recognizing

the need for future utility corridors in the EIS. We do, BLM MMFSA
however, recommend the EIS be revised to better reflect the
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation's
major facility siting rules as posted in the Montana Major

Exclusion Areas Exclusion Area
Avoidance Areas

46 Facility Siting Act (MMFSA). For instance, clearly defined Sensitive Area .
correlations between BLM's terminology, i.e., avoidance area, Windows No apparent corresponding definition.
area of critical environmental concern, etc., and that of the ips . .
MMFSA, i.e., exclusion area, sensitive area, etc., would help For definitions, please refer to the glossary portion of this document.

expedite future linear facility applications that may be
required when the area's natural resources become more

actively sought after. No. 47
EIS d t differentiate between the effects of small . . . : .
'f:};gnsmissgﬁrsx I]Tgnes:,L sucﬁna;asg kv Z:d large trgrcxsmission The draft RMP did not differentiate between small and large electrical
47 | lines like 500 kVs. The impacts that these lines have on the transmission lines. The term transmission line in the RMP refers to all types
environment are extremely different and should be so noted in of transmission facilities.

the final EIS. The reason for the lack of a definition is because a 69 KV line or an 8 inch

pipeline can have the same surface or visual impacts as a 230 KV line or
16-inch pipeline. Site specific impacts would be considered when BLM
reviews right-of-way grant requests.




19b

96

48|

49

Mr. Wayne Zinne
August 28, 1987
Page 2

Map 4, which depicts off-road vehicle use and right-of-ways
within the resource management area, incorrectly portrays
MPC's transmission lines. Additionally, both transmission
lines and highways are depicted by red lines on the map.

This could be confusing to those unfamiliar with either, and
could be easily solved by making a better distinction between
the two with slashes, dashes, etc. We have provided two
current MPC System Maps, i.e., one for electrical transmission
and one for electrical transmission and gas lines for your
reference.

We assume that the Department of National Resources and
Conservation should read Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation under Issue No. 3: Right-of-way Location on
page 6 of the EIS.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment. Please send any
subsequent information to Elvin Fitzhugh.

D. M. Sprdgue, Manager
Environmental Department

DMS/EF/lh

]
Enclosures

180912

No. 48

The intent of Map 4 is to show the occupied corridors as shown in the
Western Regional Corridors Study, 1986. The intent was not to show indi-
vidual systems. Therefore, not all of Montana Power Company’s system is
shown. Information received during the public comment period resulted in
BLM adding the Western Area Power Administration transmission line
from Conrad to Shelby to Map 4 of the final West HiLine RMP and to our
copy of the Western Regional Corridor Study.

Corridors have been portrayed so the differentiation between highways and
corridors will be more easily made.

No. 49

The text has been revised.
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Medicine River Canoe Cldb

Great Falls, Montana

August 30, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Levistown District, BLM
Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne,

RE: WEST HILINE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The BLM "90 day" comment period on this plan has ended. This

time frame apparently began when the plan was published in May.
However, a large percentage of interested people did not become

aware of the plan until the public meetings were held in late
July. 1In effect, this gave them only five or six weeks to
comment ,

The time allotted, mostly encompassing the month of August,
is a prime vacation time for many which makes it difficult
to inform interested people and give them time to respond.

We respectfully ask that you grant an extension to your

comment deadline. We suggest October 15th as a reasonable
and adequate date. From what we understand, public comment
is and should be a major factor in your agency's decisions.

We are aware of several groups who are sincerely interested
in the plan and are working on comments at this time. Their
interests surely must be considered. An official extension
of the comment period is certainly in the public's interest.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

%u} . M'Q_n.mwo

James W, McDermand, Spokesman
Medicine River Canoe Club
3805 4th Ave. South

Great Falls, MT 59405

Catch the spiot of the Land with a paddle moyour hand ™

No. 50

We appreciate your interest in the West HiLine RMP anq agree that public
comments are major factors in the BLM’s decision making process. pr-
ever, in order for BLM to adhere to its planning schedul_e and remain fair to
the groups and individuals who have already submitted comments, we
could not formally extend the comment period beyond September 3rd.

Nevertheless, we did accept comments for as long as possiblg afte}' !:he
September 3rd closing and made every effort to consider them while revising
the document.
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Hill Rte.
Chester, Mt. 59522
September 2, 1987

Wayne Zimne, District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Airport Road

Lewistown, Mt. 59457

Dear Mr. Zimne:

This letter is sent with our comments regarding the exploration being done in
the Sweet Grass Hills. We request that these comments be placed in the record.

We are disturbed and opposed about the exploration and proposed mining. We
are concerned about the affect it will have on the quality of the water and
its effect on the hills, domestic animals as well as the wild life.

We are ranchers in the Sweet Grass Hills and are very concerned as our ranch
is adjacent to the area and we are also on the Tootsie Creek drainage.

We believe that the BLM doesn't have the resources, interest or desire to
properly protect this valuable natural area. We urgently request that
Alternative C be approved. We also request that the additional 520 acres of
Bureau of Reclamation lands NOT be opened to mining.

We would like any and all archeological studies done in the area of the Sweet
Grass Hills prior to the road construction and drilling exploration done.

Sincerely

Janine L. Wolery
Daniel Wolery

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)

No. 51

Currently, there are no mine development proposals for the Sweet Grass
Hills on BLM-managed surface, nor are there any permits pending authori-
zation. There is an exploration plan that was approved in 1986, and is still
active. Mitigation to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation to resour-
ces would be developed at the time BLM receives a Plan of Operation.

No. 52

Whete'necessary, the BLM has performed archaeological studies in the
Sweet Grass Hills and has complied with the provisions of the National
Historic Preservation Act (as in 36 CFR 800).

Information on the archaeological studies completed in the Sweet Grass
Hills was provided by letter on September 14, 1987,
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Chester, Mt. 59522
Sept. 2,1987

Dist. Mgr. Wayne Zinne

Bureau of Land Management

Airport Road

Lewistown, Mt 59457 Re:EIS plan-West HiLine

Dear Mr. Zinne,

Many of us here on the hi-line are concerned about the devestation going on in
the Sweet—Grass Hills. There seems to be no concern for Indian relics and
remnants of culture nor to the preservation of the beauty of the hills.,

I would like to be reassured that the laws protecting such areas are being
observed and that we can expect to honor the past as well as the future.

Sincerely,

Mrs Helen Kuhry
Box 555

Chester, Mt 59522

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)

No. 53

Please refer to response No. 52.
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Box 361
Chester, Montana 59522
September 1, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Alrport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

This letter is sent with our comments on the West
Hi-Line Resource Manazement Plan EIS. We request that these
comments be inserted in the record.

We are oprposed to mining in the Sweetarass Hillls, at
least the way it is now heing done. We have concluded
that the BLM has neither the resources, interest or desire
to properly protect this valuable natural area..perhaps
it is a combination of the three. We urgently request
that Alternative C be approved. Also we submit that the
additional 520 acres of Bureau of Reclamation lands NOT
be opened to mining.

We would like to recelve information about the
archeolozical studies that were conducted prior to all of
the road construction and core drillina that has taken
place. Doesn't the law require such studies before the
disturbances take place? We are certain that it does,

Sincerely yours,

Marvin E. Krook

Cnste &, roosk/

Carole E. Krook

No. 54

Please refer to response No. 52.
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MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS

420 North California St.
(406) 442-3420

Helena, Montana 59601

DIRECTORS
Bill Almy . . . .

John Pfaff. President .. Lynn Cormuwetl.

Sever Enkerud, Vice President . . , 3 Mark Davies. .

Stuart Doggett, Executive Secretary . . . . . ... Helena Joe Etchart .

Jack Hughes.

September 1, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne
District Manager, BLM
Airport Road
Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

The Montana Association of State Grazing Districts, the Montana Public
Lands Council, and the Montana Stockgrowers would like to comment on the
draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the
West HilLine planning area of the Lewistown District.

101

We realize the public lands are under scrutiny not only from outside
interests here in Montana, but across the United States and from
Congress as well, We do not envy your position in having to please all
these interests as well as livestock permittees,

However, it seems the livestock industry usually ends up giving some-
thing up when management is re-evaluated. On page 10, it is stated that
the Bureau of Land Management and the Montana Fish, Wildlife , and Parks

55 will cooperate when determining habitat and population size of wildlife.
Landowners should also be consulted, we feel, as their private lands are
where most wildlife are found.

In regard to riparian management, livestock can be used as a management
tool to improve riparian areas. We encourage the use of riparian pastures
as is stated on page 11. We also feel the permittee and the BLM should
work together in regard to these management objectives. The improvement
which will occur will benefit not only the permittee, but other multiple

users as well.

Since the public lands are under .multiple use objectives, not only will
livestock have to get along with the other uses, but the other uses
will need to cooperate with livestock.
We thank you for this opportunity to comment on this plan.
Sinceyely yours,
L?frm/gaoﬁ’Mu/_Q

Kim Enkerud

No. 55

The BLM has and will continue to cooperate with the Montana Department
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and landowners to determine wildlife habitat
and population size.

The text has been revised to include landowners.
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DoNALD R. MARBLE
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Attorngy at Jauw
MARBLE LAW OFFICE
WESTLAND BUILDING
September 2, 1987 . P.O. BOX 649
CHESTER, MONTANA 59522
1406) 759-5104
-800-237-4891

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Airport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Re: West HiLine Resource Management Plan EIS
Dear Mr. Zinne:

This letter comprises my comments on the above described
EIS and I request that the comments be inserted in the
record. :

I am opposed to mining in the Sweetgrass Hills, at least

in the manner in which it is now being conducted. I
concluded that the BLM has neither the intersst, resources,
or desire to properly protect this valuable natural

area. Perhaps it is a combination of all three. There-
fore, I request that Alternative C be approved. Also,

I submit that the additional 520 acres of Bureau of
Reclamation lands not be opened to mining.

Please advise me of the nature of archeological studies

that were conducted prior to all of the road construction NO 56

and coredrilling that has taken place. I know that the e

law requires such studies before the disturbances take

place. Please refer to response No. 52.

As regards the federal lands on the Marias River, there
are a great many valuable archeological resources there
that need immediate protection. ORTV should be strictly
limited there as they cause great damage.

Sincgrely yours,

gﬂw Al e

Dohald R. Marble

DM/ps
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Chester, Montana
September 2, 1987

Jistrict Manager

BLM

firport Road

Lewistown, Montana 53457

To whem it may concern,

I am opposed to any tvpe of mining in the Sweetgrass Hills.
The return that the Town of Chester and Liberty county would
recieve compared to the destruction of an area that many
generations of the pasl and future have enjoved or will
enjoy isn 't worth it. I will never understand industry and
government ‘s total disregard for the people of an area when
they feel that there is some possiblity of gain from the
destruction of something as beautiful as these isolated
mountain ranges that we have in Montana. Just take a laok
at Zortman what it is now and what it was.

I would like to go on record as favoring Alternative C.

Cordially,

Lo g o o bu Gugolol

Wayne .. Wardell

Mavor of the Town of Chester
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United States Department of the Interior. ——
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE : =-~ -
MIDWEST REGION
1709 JACKSON STREET
MEELEPE S L3 OMAHA, NEBRASKA 68102-2571 SEP 0 11987
L6017 LCT-MT(MWR~RE)
Memorandum
To: District Manager, Lewistown District Office, Bureau of Land
Management
Froms _ Assoclate Regfonal Director, Cooperative Activities, Midwest Region

Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for
the West HiLine Planning Area

We have reviewed the subject document from our perspective as the Office
respongible for administering the Lewis and Clark National Historiec Trail.

We noted the commitment on page 14 that you will manage the segment of the trail
within the planning area i{n a manner consistent with the purposes and provisions
of the National Trails System Act. You have already taken a number. of actions
to manage the trail In accordance with our January 1982 Comprehensive Plan for
Management and Use of the trail. Among these are the marking of public access
sites with the official trail marker, the publication of an information booklet
in 1984 which highlights the trail as well as the wild and scenic river, and
development of new exhibits and interpretive materials about Lewis and Clark at
the Fort Benton visitor contact station. We appreciate your initiative in these
endeavors. We especially appreciate the manner in which your river manager,

Mr. Chan Biggs, has coordinated his activitles with our trail coordinator in
this Office.

We hope to complete a slide/tape program about the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail later this fall or early next year. We will provide you with a
copy for the Fort Benton visitor contact station.

Gt ot
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MIKES IGA
Michael and Margaret Novak
Drawer H
U.S. Highway 2 East Chester, Mt. 59522

406-759-5538

9-2-87
BLM, District Manager
Airport Road
Lewistown, Mt. 59457
Sirs: \

\

I am opposed to any strip mining or major road
construction in the Sweetgrass Hills.

1 favor alternative C of the West HiLine

Resource Management Plan.
Thank you

Margaret M. Novak

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)

No. 57

Please refer to response No. 51.
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September 2, 87

Wayne Zinne , District Manager
Lewisrown District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Airport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Re: West Hi Line resource Management Plan EIS

Dear Mr. Zinne,

In regard to the planned stripmining of the Sweet Grass
Hills, I am concerned about the effect of the mining
will have on the water resources of this area. I am
thereby opposed to the project in the manner it is being
conducted. This Land is a valuable Natural Resource, and
should be properly protected. I request that the option
alternative C be approved, and that the additional 520
acres not be open to mining. Please include my comments
in the record. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely Yours,

| s

i . |
Trudy Laas Ekari o
Farmer in Liberty fsunty

v

|
1
1

No. 58

Please refer to response No. 51.
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Box 514 .
Chester, Mt. 59522
September 2, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager

Lewistown District Office .- -
Bureau of Land Management

Airport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

This letter is written in regard to the West HiLine Resource Management Plan NO. 59
EIS. We are opposed to the mining that is planned for the Sweetgrass Hills

59 and the manner in which the exploration has been done in 1986 and 1987. It . . . .
appears that the BLM has neither the interest nor the resources to protect The exploration work completed has adhered to the protective stipulations

this area which has untold numbers of wild life and birds plus plants that are in the approved exploration plan. For more information please refer to

found in Glacier Park and the Bear Paw Mountains. This is a pristine area and response No. 51.
a source of recreation for Liberty County and surrounding counties.

The Sweetgrass Hills is an unusual formation and contains many minerals other
than gold. Seems they will be leveled just because of a large mining company
wanting the gold.

We urgently request that Alternative C be approved. Also request that the
additional 520 acres of Bureau of Reclamation lands not be opened to mining. ‘NO_ 60

area of the Sweetgrass Hills prior to the road construction and core drilling. Please refer to response No. 52.

; 60 IWe would like any and all information on the Archeological .studies done in the
[N |
Sincerely,
Janell & Wardell
&
M.Sterling Wardell

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Fiial RMP/EIS)
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September 2,1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District, BLM
Alrport Road

Lewistown, MI 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

I am a retired college professor. During the years of my tenure I was much
involved with both the History and ecology of the Missouri River. I worked
closely with Mr. Don Dentigney, the original river rat, was active in seeking,
with others, the wild and scenic river designation for the river and for many
years participated in a regular scheduled float trip made up of students from
Northern Montana College. I am also featured in B. Gildent's book on the
Missouri River. For many years the so called "Floating Classroom” has been
and continues as a regular feature of the MNC summer program. There is much
more but I do not want to write an autobiography but to suggest I have had a
great deal of experience with the Missouri River of the breaks and white
cliffs.

SUBJECT: WEST HILINE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

First let me compliment you and those who put together the PLAN. It is most

"extensive and informative.

My broad philosophy about the rivér centers on the perpetuation and
maintenance of the river as it was in the earliest of historical time. This
would be the Lewis and Clark period. This may seem somewhat out of touch with
our time; but I hold with it as an ideal. To me solitude, a sense of past
times, an unspoliled habitat and a kind of magic that makes up the river are
the things that need care - sorge — a deep loving care.

I would be cautious about ORV, pickups and RVs do not mix with the river.

Signs along the river are not needed. Hand outs or modestly printed maps such
as you now have are excellent. Reading as you canoe produces involvement The
process of identification that you with reading and examining maps is a good
one

Current Ranger activity at Coal Banks and the Judith Landing are sufficient.

I do not know about current campground usage. At peak periods there may be.
crowding. I have not seen it. Camps at Hole in The Wall and Slaughter River
could be expanded. That is a Fish Game and Parks (Montana) problem unless
things have change. Additional sanitation facilities could be added at Eagle
Creek. Some type of modestly improved campground is needed midway between
Judith Landing and Cow Island. A water source would be helpful.
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During breeding periods people should be kept off the islands. 0ddly I do not
recall seeing any island usage except of lunch stops. ’

I have a great deal of difficulty with consessions at Coal Banks or Judith
Landing. 1 disapprove of the idea. I also think the idea is economically
risky. How could anyone make money? The outfitters who operate out of Fort
Benton ~ Bill Singer - do well and I'm sure would find moving a tricky
business.

This represents my thinking on the subject.
Thank you for keeping me informed.
Sincerely,
Harrison Lane PhD

I do not type and apologize for my scrawl.

Phone: 265-7653 HAVRE MT - area code 406

Address: 133 8th St

Havre MT 59501

PS On the river as maglic see "The White Cliff, A Place of Magic"” slides by
Don and Richard Dintiegry Narration by Wm Lisinby Text by Harrison Lane PhD

Call or write

: Elinore Clark
Clark Museum
Havre, MT 59501

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)

No. 61

BLM’s proposed alternative would encourage private sector initiatives in
developing river management opportunities. If there is a need established
for some type of facility, whether it be BLM or private sector initiative, the
merits and economic feasibility would be assessed under the guidancg in thg
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended, this RMP, and the Upper Missouri-
Coordinated Activity Plan.

For additional information please refer to the Upper Missouri Naﬁional Wild
and Scenic River Management section of the Proposed Alternative descrip-
tion in Chapter 2 of this document.
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Box 296
Chester, MI' 59522
September 2, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

I am writing concerning the West Hiline Resource Management Plan
EIS. I request that my statement be inserted in the record.

As part of a family that farms just south of the Sweetgrass Hills, I
am very disturbed with the mammer in which mining is being undertaken
in the hills. There appears to be no regard for careful building of
roads, or any attempt to take care of the fragile environment.

of great concern to us is the potential for disruption of the water
table with strip-mining. We, and many of our neighbors, depend on
wells that are more than local in nature.

The unspoiled natural beauty ofthe Sweetgrass Hills means a lot to
the residents of this area. To destroy that for a temporary profit
for a few out of area residents seems to be very shortsighted.

Therefore, T request that the additonal BLM Lands in the hills not
be opened for mining, and that Alternative C be approved.

Sincerely, %

- : 4

t ¢ 2/ . L, N i - T X Rl
Darlene J. Skari °

No. 62

Please refer to response No. 51.
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‘Chester, Mt 59522
Sept, 2,71987

Dist, Manager

Bureau of Land Management v s
Lewistown, Mt 59457 Re: West Hiline Management Plan EIS

Dear Sir:

I want to go on record as opposing the above EIS , I am definitely against
the manner in which the mining is taking place in the Sweetgrass Hills.
It seems that Federal laws requiring archeological studies are not ob-

served by federal agencies, Perhaps this should be investigated by our
congressman,

Please be assured of my continued interest in this sacrifice of natural
beauty and resources., I request that Alternative C be approved if this is
to continue,

Yours >
,,‘5ffgi%%{:2%; .
e AP
Erik Meis
Box 52

Chester, Mt 59522

No. 63

Please refer to responses No. 51 and 52.
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Sept 3
Dear Sirs

I am opposed to what you are doing in the Sweetgrass Hills. I prefer
Alternative C to stop the mining and to not open the 529 acres.

The Hills are the only beauty we have here in Northern Montana and I want to
see them left as they are as they are nature made. So please stop the mining
in the Sweetgrass Hills. I can look out everyday and see these hills from my
house and they are beautiful as they are.

Thanks,

Norma Layton

Box 224

Chester, Mt 59522

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EILS)
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9/3/87
Districk Marager BLM
Dear Sir:-

If anyone must go digging around and then deserting that area in the Sweet
Grass Hills I would rather they used Alternative plan C. I believe any plan
1s just a lost investment.

Your

Almira Brevick

Box 73

Chester MT 59522

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)
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BLM
My husband & I prefer Alternate C
& stop mining & not open the 529
acres of the Sweet Grass Hills.

Thank you

Gary & Joanna Standiford
(Chester Mt.)

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)

PIT
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(Typed exactly as

Due to the Deadline we are
unable to write a formal letter
We are in favor of
Alternative C

Dan &Cindy Crismore

Travis & Trent Crismore

received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)
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Wayne Zinne
Disirict Manager

. BLM Office

64

911

Airport Road
Lewistown, KT. 59457

Dear Wayne Zinne,

This letter is in rvesponce to the West Hiline Resocurce Management plan. I
work for Liberty County as Weed Supervisor. On a persons! hases I think the mining
operation is & great mistake. I have recently been in the area that the mining is
eroposed and the Santa Fe company has infact alveady disturbed a great deal of land.
They wili have & very hard time veclawing this land, and if they have filed a '
reciafklon plan it has never passed through my of(ice. Another reasen that I think
the mining should be limited is that I have scen just how distructive most operation
of tnis nature can be. Now as far as the weed prebliem 1s rconcerned I would hate to
see this area become infested with weeds. A perfect exaaple is the Rock Quarry on
East Butte. the Quarry was originally granted as a riprap source for reclamation
projects. This aveas 15 now heavely infested with Spotted Knapweed and Leafy Spurge.
and is coasiing the landowner and the Bureau of Reclamatiuvn a great dea! of money,
and it's going to rake many, many years cleaa it up.

T wonld like to see mining in this avea limited. the Hills are the only
piace where a pavson can go and enyoy the beaury that n only be found in a
moutainess area without traveling a couple of hundred w:les. I am fvom the western
part of the siate originally and ! .think the Sweet Grass Hills compare very well
with the western moursins except their not zevered with Knapweed, Logging Roads and
Mining caaps, and I hope the never do . There just is not enough of the Sweet Grass
Hills to go avcund s0 please keer the mining 1o z minimum.

il et

David Burch
Box 5901
Chester. WT. 59522

No. 64

Disturbances greater than 5 acres require an approved Plan of Operations,

which includes a reclamation plan. The reclamation plan would analyze

impacts, and provides the opportunity for public participation when the

identified impacts are significant or the level of controversy is high. How-
fverl, these plans are not submitted for formal approval at local government
evels. :

For additional information please refer to the Mineral Resource Manage-
ment section of the Management Common to All Alternatives descriptionin
Chapter 2 of this document.
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United States Region 8. Montana Office
Environmental Protection Federal Buitding
Agency 301 S. Parh. Cra

Helena, Montana §

REF: - 8MO

SEP 0 2 1387

Wayne Zinne

District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Management

‘Airport Road

Lewi stown, Montana 59457

Re: West Hiline Resource Management
Plan/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Zinne:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental
Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VIII Montana
Office of the Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the referenced
draft environmental impact statement (EIS)., -

Specific comments are attached. The following is a summary of our review:

Based on the infonnétion provided in this Draft EIS, Alternative C has the
least amount of acreage subject to the negative impacts addressed in this EIS,
therefore, it appears to provide the greatest degree of protection to natural
resources.

The management policies outlined in Chapter 2 could reduce the negative
impacts under all alternatives. However, a more detailed description of these
management techniques, a description of the criteria which govern their
application, and an assessment of their potential to reduce specific negative
impacts under each alternative is needed. Tnis information could
significantly influence the comparison of impacts under the various
alternatives.

The West Hiline Draft RMP/EIS should also include a more detailed
description of how the commitment to meet or exceed water quality standards
will be accomplished {i.e., water quality/seneficial use maintenance
monitoring and evaluation, and review to assure monitoring results are
integrated into management decision making).
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Existing wetlands resources within the Hiline resource area should be
identified. A more extensive discussion of potential impacts to wetlands
should be included in Chapter 4 for each of the alternatives.

In accordarice with the criteria that EPA has established for rating draf.t
environmental impact statements, we have rated this draft EIS as category EC-2
(Environmental Concern - insufficient information).

We would Tike to receive a copy of the Record of Decision when it is
available. If you need further EPA assistance, please feel free to contact
Lee Shanklin of my staff at (406) 449-5414 or FTS 585-5414. A summary of and
references for specific plans to monitor and mitigate potential impacts to air

and water quality should be provided.
Sincerely, ' i
Jeds Ftedap

John F, Wardell, Director
Montana Office

STI
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Specific Reviewer:

WEST HILINE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Steve Potts/Lee Shanklin, EPA Region VIII Montana Office

July 1987

General Comments:

‘Page 8

65

66
Page 8

67
Page 11

68
Page 46

69

The Draft EIS states "that surface and ground water quality
will be maintained to meet or exceed minimum State and
Federal water quality standards”. It should be emphasized
that water quality standards are established to protect and
maintain beneficial uses of water. The BLM's commitment to
meet or exceed water quality standards means that BLM
assures that its land management activities will not cause
water quality deterioration to the extent that beneficial
uses will be significantly impaired. We feel that the only
way this commitment can be maintained is with
implementation of a strong water quality monitoring
program. Such monitoring is necessary to detect water
quaiity degradation. Monitoring results then have to be
integrated into the decision making process to assure that
land management activities that cause watershed degradation
are modified or halted before beneficial stream uses are
significantly impaired. This plan should be developed and
summarized in or included as an appendix to the EIS. It
should include sampling parameters and frequency, and
analytical methodologies or appropriate references.

The EIS also states on page 8 that ". . . BLM will comply
with National and State Air Quality Standards". As with
the preceding comment, a detailed monitoring and mitigation
plan, and the criteria for its impiementation, need to be
provided or adequately summarized and referenced.

The discussions of Soils Management should also include
references to more detailed information on the methods for
evaluating and reducing soil erosion and criteria for
implementation of these activities.

The RMP states that allotment management plans will be
developed to improve riparian areas. A summary of the
approach to be used would help. We would also like to
request a copy of one of the allotment management pians for
evaluation. The RMP also references a Montana Riparian
Management Strategy. We also request a copy of this
document.

The definition of wetlands in this section identifies
riparian areas as an extensive subset of wetlands including
areas of widely differing features (i.e., lakes and pot
holes). The variations in the characteristics of the areas
listed as riparian or wetlands may directly affect the
potential impacts and mitigations under all alternatives.
It is also not clear whether some areas are considered

wetlands but not riparian.

No. 65

The type of monitoring is dependent upon the type and location of the
activity. Surface and groundwater quality would be maintained to meet or
exceed minimum state and federal water quality standards.

Monitoring techniques, frequency and methodologies will be discussed at
the activity plan level. For additional information please refer to the Water
Resource Implementation section of the Management Common to All
Alternatives description and the Monitoring and Evaluation section in
Chapter 2 of this document.

No. 66

The BLM will evaluate impacts to air quality, at the activity plan level, and
a_pply mitigating measures to ensure- the continuation of the Class II
airshed. Detailed monitoring and mitigation will beincluded in the activity
plan.

For _additional information please refer to the Air Quality Management
section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description in
Chapter 2 of this document. )

No. 67

The methods used to make these evaluations are BLM Technical Note No.

346 (Erosion Condition Classification System) and the Modified Universal

Sml Loss Equation Method developed by the USDA—Agricultural Research
tation.

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Soils Man-
agement Implementation portion of the Management Common to All Alter-
natives section in Chapter 2 of this document.

No. 68

Allotment management planning would consider riparian areas and their
watersheds asa unit. Strategies to be considered include riparian pastures,
stream corridor fencing, specialized grazing methods, winter grazing, use
by a different species of livestock, and rehabilitation measures.

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Riparian
Area Implgmgnta}tlon section of the Management Common to All Alterna-
tives description in Chapter 2 of this document.

An allotment management plan and a copy of the Montana Riparian Man-
agement Strategy was provided.

No. 69

Some areas are considered wetlands but not riparian. Riparian areas are
those areas within wetlands, geographically delineated by distinctive
resource values and characteristics. Riparian areas are considered a com-
ponent of wetland ecosystems.
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General Comment

Appendix 1.1

70

71

-2-

The discussion on page 46 acknowledges the ". . .
distinctive resource values and characteristics" which are
used to "geographically delineate" riparian areas within
wetlands. It would be helpful if these areas were
specifically identified. The criteria for determining the
"resource values and characteristics" used to delineate
these areas should also be provided.

This RMP lacks adequate identification and discussion of
existing wetland resources in the West Hiline area, and
potential impacts to wetland resources from implementation
of the preferred alternative. Identification and analysis
on wetland impacts should be expanded in this EIS.

Based on the criteria listed in this appendix, it is
difficult to determine how the term "Higher Value Resource
Lands" is defined for a particular area or allotment. It
appears that a particular piece of land could have
conflicting resource values based on its surface and
subsurface characteristics.

The application of this criteria and the definition of high
value resource land impacts. the evaluation of the possible
affects from the proposed land disposition and acquisition
plans. If an area is rated high for potential mineral
resource but Tow for wildlife/livestock, is it retained?
How is it evaluated against other areas such as one rated-
high for a cultural resource or recreation?

If the land to be retained or acquired has a high value for
0il and gas resources, and if BLM's management of o011 and
gas development was more stringent than State requirements,
then maintaining these lands under BLM activity could have
a positive environmental impact. ‘towever, if the same area
is rated lower than another area with more positive surface
resource attributes like wildlife habitat, the negative
impacts from less stringently regulated oil and gas
developments may outweigh the positive aspects of retaining
the wildlife habitat.

Without knowing how the criteria will be applied and
prioritization scheme, it is difficult to assess the ]
potential impacts for any particular configuration of BLM
ho1dings.

Table 2.6 - Summary Impacts Table

P

Many of the negative environmental impacts specified in
this table could be mitigated to varying degrees under all
of the alternatives presented. . The degree of mitigation
which BLM might be prepared to undertake could
significantly impact the comparison between the
alternatives. It would be helpful to provide a similar
summary of applicable mitigation techniques and the
anticipated reduction to the impacts specified in Table 2.6
which would result from their implementation.

No. 69 cont. |

Appendi)g 2.4inthedraft RMP/EIS lists the major riparian areas along the
Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River. An extensive inventory
has been completed that identified the general location of riparian areas
(i.e., permanent streams, intermittent streams, potholes, etc.). An intensive

inventory of riparian areas within the planning area is scheduled for com-
pletion by 1990. )

Riparian areas were identified based on visible vegetation or physical char-
acteristics, reflecting permanent water influence. Physical site characteris-
tics include topography, aspect, gradient, elevations, soil type, influence by
permanent water, water quality, and plant community.

For additional information please refer to the Riparian Area Implementa-
tion section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description of
the Chapter 2 portion of this document and the Chapter 3 errata entry for
page 46, column 2, paragraph 10.

No. 70

Existing wetland resources are discussed in Chapter 3 of the draft
RMP/EIS. However, currently we do not have a complete wetlands inven-
tory. We are in the process of doing an inventory, in cooperation with the
Fish and Wildlife Service, for the Prairie Pothole Region.

Wetland impacts, specifically riparian, are addressed in the Impacts Com-
mon to All Alternatives section and in each alternative discussion (under
the Vegetation heading) in Chapter 4.

Wetlands will be protected in accordance with provisions of Executive Order
No. 11990, Protection of Wetlands. Under provision of this Executive Order,
the agency must minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands
when acquiring, managing and disposing of federal lands and facilities.

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Water
Resource Management section of the Management Common to All Alterna-
tives description in Chapter 2 of this document.

No. 71

The higher value resourcelands languagein Appendix 1.1 has beenrevised
to clarify that disposal of public land will be done, per FLPMA, to serve the
public interest. This RMP effort applied BLM State Director’s acquisition,
retention, and disposal criteria to the lands in the planning area. The
criteria which applies to each resource area is shown in Appendix 1.1. Asa
result of evaluating the lands in the planning area against the criteria,
lands were identified for disposal. These lands are shown in Appendix 1.2
and on the Land Pattern Adjustment Map (Map 3).

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Issue
Specific Criteria of the Land Tenure Adjustment portion of Chapter 1 and
Appendices 1.1 and 1.2 in this document.

No. 72

Measures to avoid or reduce environmental impacts have been designed into
the proposed management actions. The remaining impacts areidentified in
Table 2.6. Additional mitigation measures might be applied, 1f. further
assessment of environmental concerns at the activity plan level indicate the
need. Appendices 2.2 and 2.6 list mitigating measures to protect resource
values.
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American “Revers
September_2, 1987

Wayne Zinne, District Manager

Lewistown District Office,
Bureau of Land Management

Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne,

I am writing to comment on the West Hiline Draft Resource Management Plan
with respect to its treatment of rivers potentially eligible for inclusion in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Section 5(d) of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. No. 90-542, 16 U.S.C. requires all federal agencies to
consider potential mnational wild, scenic, and recreational river areas in "all
planning for the use and development of water and related land resources." 16
U.S.C. Sec. 1276(d). In our view, the planning responsibility imposed by this
section requires the Bureau of Land Management to assess the values of poten-
tial Wild and Scenic Rivers on BLM lands during the preparation of resource
management plans (RMPs).

Our preliminary investigation of a series of Bureau RMP's indicates that
potential additions to the wild and scenic rivers system are being largely
ignored in the planning process. We recognize that this oversight was due in
large part to. insufficient administrative direction regarding the BLM's
responsibility to consider potential wild and scenic rivers in the planning
process. No specific guidelines have been in force for the evaluation of such
rivers. -

In a memorandum dated July 23, 1987, however, the Director of the BLM
issued draft guidance for the identification, evaluation, and protection of
potential wild and scenic rivers on public lands. This draft guidance rein-
forces the responsibility of the BLM under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It
is adapted from the 1982 joint USDA/USDI interagency guidelines concerning
potential system additions and is similar to internal direction adopted by the
U.S. Forest Service in Chapter 8 of its Forest Planning Handbook. While this
draft guidance 1s not yet finalized, we believe it constitutes clear recog-
nition of the Bureau's responsibility to protect rivers on public domain land.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act establishes only two requirements for
rivers to be eligible for inclusion in the national rivers system: 1) the river
mst be "free-flowing;" and 2) the river must contain one or more "outstand~
ingly remarkable" value, including scenic, recreation, geologic, fish, wild~
life, historic, cultural, or other similar values. 16 U.S.C. sections 1271,
and 1273(b). Rivers which meet these threshold requirements are eligible for
consideration as potential additions to the national rivers system.

801 PENNSYLVANIA AVE,S.E.
SUITE 303
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20003
202-547-6900
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The study process as outlined in the USDA/USDI Interagency Guidelines for
the evaluation of potential wild and scenic rivers and the Director's draft
guidance is made up of three separate parts:

1) ELIGIBILITY ANALYSIS - Eligibility determinations should be made for
all rivers and river segments identified for further study. These eligibility
determinations should be made according to the statutory requisite qualities
stipulated in the Act (free-flowing, and containing one or more outstandingly
remarkable value). It is extremely important that proper segmentation of study
rivers is made in the evaluation of eligibility. The presence of disqualifying
factors on one stretch of river does not make the entire river ineligible. An
eligible river segment can be very short; a four-mile segment of the
Horsepasture River in North Carolina, for example, was recently added to the
national rivers system. The USDA/USDI Guidelines clearly state that a river
segment is of sufficient length if, when managed as a wild, scenic, or recre-’
ational river area, the outstandingly remarkable values are protected. In

‘addition, segments of a river may be eligible although separated by a stretch

of river. found to be ineligible. Likewise, there is no specific minimum flow
requirement for eligibility. The Guidelines state that flows are sufficient if
they sustain or complement the outstandingly remarkable values for which the
river would be designated. Thus, "outstandingly remarkable"™ scenic, botanic,
wildlife, wilderness, geologic, historic, and other rescurce values may all
exist within a river corridor regardless of stream flow levels.

2) CLASSIFICATION - All segments found to meet the eligibility criteria
for potential inclusion in the national system should be classified according
to the USDA/USDI Guidelines as potential Wild, Scenic, or Recreational Rivers.
The potential classification of a river segment is important because, once
found eligible, the BLM must provide interim protection for eligible segments
up to the level of their potential classification. Here again, segmentation of

_ the eligible rivers is pertinent.

3) SUITABILITY ANALYSIS -~ A river's suitability for inclusion involves a
recommendation by the BLM regarding the proposed future of eligible and
classified river segments. A segment may be recommended for inclusion in the
national system, or may be recommended for other uses if appropriate to a
river's resources. Suitability determinations are based on a river's resource
values and other practical considerations.

The standard starting point for the evaluation of potential wild and scenic
rivers is the National Park Service's 1982 Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI).
However, since the NRI does not include Montana, the West Hiline planners must
identify appropriate rivers through other means such as: the Pacific Northwest
Rivers Inventory; public interest; professional judgement; state agency
studies, reports and information; and natural heritage data.
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It should be noted that/in cases where the BLM has responsibility for an
insignificant portien of the lands along a river deemed worthy of potential
consideration as a wild and scenic river, the BLM is responsible for
coordinating the river study with another group or agency identified as the
lead agency for the river.

We respectfully request that you evaluate the rivers in the West Hiline
planning area for their potential eligibility for inclusion in the national
rivers system in accordance with the draft direction for rivers planning and
protection contained in the Director's July 23, 1987 memo, and mandated by the
requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the USDA/USDI interagency
guidelines. We also ask that any rivers found eligible for inclusion be
provided specific interim protection in accordance with their classification --
wild, scenic, or recreational -~ until such time as detailed suitability
studies can be completed.

As you can see from the enclosed New York Times piece, we have enjoyed a
positive working relationship with the U. S. Forest Service. We believe that
the BLM, too, is in excellent position to protect rivers under its own
stewardship. We look forward to working with you in this important, publicly
supported effort.

If you should have any questions please contact me or Jamie Fosburgh of
this office.

Sj?cerely,

W. Kent Olson
President

No. 73 .

Theriver systems in Montana werenot studiqd for potept@al inclusjon in t_he
National Wild and Scenic Rivers system during the original National Riv-
ers Inventory.

Final guidance on handling the evaluation of potential Wild and Scenic
Riversin Montana has not been provided at this time. Interim management
guidance for portions of rivers under BLM administrathn in the planning
area has been provided in the Management Common section of Chapter 2 of
this document. An example would be land acquisition and limitations on
ORV use along the Marias River. Upon receipt of final guidance, the BLM
will consider a plan amendment or update to evaluate the potential of rivers
for inclusion in the National Rivers Inventory. Public opinion would be
gathered at this time.
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L.M. PETTERSON, D.D.S.
Box 1750
Havre, Montana ?9501

Telephone: 265~6413

Mr. Zinne,

I am opposed to commercial development of the Missouri river area. We
certainly do not need concessions there nor are they desirable. Maintance and
improvement of camping areas at the crossings of the river is fine and an
improvement on the visitor experience. Developed RV campgrounds is a
different matter.

There was a time in the history of our use of wild scenic areas when the
policy method was to construct access and accommodations to enhance vistor
comfort. We have learned that such development works toward the loss of the
"wild & scenic” we prize. The designated area of this stretch of the Missouri
is narrow & easily disrupted. We are fortunate that the advances of
"civilization” have bypassed this stretch to date. Lets preserve rather than
destroy what we have. .

Thank You

M. Petterson

(Typed exactly as received for feproduction in the Final RMP/EIS)



42a

(:hevron

presd

3t Chevron USA Inc.

‘ 6400 South Fiddler’s Green Circle, Englewood, CO 80111, P. Q. Box 539, Denver, CO 80201

Lisa Flesche Mercier
Staff Analyst

September 3, 1987

Legislative and Regulatory Affairs

76

West Hiline Draft RMP/EIS
BLM Montana

Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager
|_ewistown District

Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. is the leaseholder of 9,000 productive and 25,380 nonproductive acres
in the West Hiline Resource Area, and thus, we are very interested and concerned about
the proposed RMP/EIS. There are several problems with your proposal that need to be
addressed.

We are confused regarding the areas that would be closed fo leasing under your preferred
alternative. On page 9, it is stated in Table 2.2 that 41,385.23 acres would be in this
group, and yet on page 107, the acreage closed to leasing in the high and moderate
potential columns add up to 120,113 acres. Why is there such a discrepancy?

Chevron also questions how you can justify closing the recreational and scenic sections of
the UMNWSR Corridor to oil and gas leasing. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act only
excludes wild rivers from leasing. You base your decision on the Solicitor's Opinion in
Appendix 2.1, and yet from the information and maps provided in the document, we
cannot determine if all of the recreational and scenic sections of the river are covered by
that Opinion. Please explain.

Chevron is opposed to the designation of the Kevin Rim area as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC). We believe that the BLM can "protect and prevent
irreparable damage" to this area's important raptor habitat and cultural values under
existing statutes and guidelines, such as the Rocky Mountain Front raptor guidelines in
Appendix 2.9 and the Archaeological Resource Protection Act. Therefore, we do not
understand why this area, which contains the oldest operating oil field in Montana, needs
to be designated as an ACEC. -Our industry's operations have not damaged these
important values after all these years, and they won't in the future. On page 107 it is
stated that an ACEC designation would "create a significant negative impact to oil and
gas developers by increasing operation costs.” We just do not believe that there is a good
reason why we should be subjected to increased operating costs when these important
values are currently being protected.

Chevron has a serious problem with the statement in the first full paragraph on page 29
under the caption "Kevin Rim Implernentation,”" that the "BLM would use the guidelines to
develop stipulations for new development on existing oil and gas leases." The BLM does
not have the authority to develop new stipulations for new developments on existing oil
and gas leases.

Northern Region — Exploration, Land and Production

No. 74

Thetotal acreage segregated from minerai entry, Table 2.1, plus the acreage
managed under a no lease policy, Table 2.2, (110,638 acres) corresponds to

the yevised acreage figures given in Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 in the errata
section of this document.

No. 75

Please refer to response No. 37.

No. 76

The documen!: ha_s been revised to read “BLM would work with operators to
?pply thg guidelines to new development on existing leases.” For more
1nforma1210n please refer to the Kevin Rim Implementation portion of the
Alternative D description in Chapter 2 of this document.
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Mr. Wayne Zinne -2- September 3, 1987

We do not understand what you mean at the bottom of the left cofumn on page 29 where NO 77
you propose a management zone "to ensure that development of federal minerals under °
77 private and state surface will be regulated, where authority exists, to follow the same : .
guidelines implemented on the ACEC." The BLM does not have the authority to control The management zone concept has been deleted from this RMP. For further
the use of or impose stipulations upon private surface acreage. information please refer to the response to comment 32.

In Table 4.4, page 107, the acreage figures on which the BLM plans to apply stipulations o
78 adds vp to 1,121,467 acres. Comparing this amount with the figures in Tabie I.1, page 2, . NO 78
we cannot figure out how you arrived at this amount. . °
In conclusion, Chevron cannot support your preferred Alternative D at this time due fo all Please refer to response No. 29.
of the unanswered concerns and problems that we have pointed out. Thank you for the
consideration of our comments. .

Sincerely yours,

oo, A e Acior
L. F. Mercier
LFM:js

93G1
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HEADWATERS PADDLING ASSOCIATION
P.O. BOX 1392 - BOZEMAN, MT 59715

September 3., 1987
Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District, B.L.M.
Airport Road
tewistown, M.T.

Subject: West Hiline Resource Management Plan

We are an asscciation of over 100 river wusers from south
central Montana who frequently enjoy the sceinic and historic
resources of the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic
River (UMMWSR) . Please consider the following comments regarding
the draft management plan. We have attempted to respond to
specific issues and alternatives where pertinent and are also
submitting general comments regarding management of the UMNWSR.

Initially, we wish to formally protest the exceptionally
short review period. Resource issues within the river corraidor
can best be studied and understood by floating all or a portion
of the subject section. The logistics of such a float make it
impossible for many interested parties to submit knowledgeable
comments within the review period. We request that the deadline
be extended at least an additional sixty days. Regardless of
whether or not an extension is granted, please consider the
following comments:

Land Tenure:

We strongly support a policy of acguisition, through
exchange or purchase, of private lands within the boundary of the
UMNWSR with emphasis on riparian areas. No B.L.M. lands within
the corridor should be subject to disposal. Alternative C
appears to most closely address these needs.
0ff-Road Vehicle Management:

ORY use within the boundaries of the UMNWSR sheuld be
restricted to the greatest extent possible within wild and scenic
sections. The basic values of remoteness, solitude, and silence;
long recognized as fundamental assets of the UMNWSR, are
completely compromised by the intrusion of ORV’s. In additiaon,
the visitor’s associations with the rich histeric herritsage, the
feeling of "experiencing" history is likewise destroyed.
Alternative £ most closely addresses these concerns. We support
the closure of the Gist Ranch road before 1t drops into the
Breaks to protect walk-in hunting values and the opportunity for
solitude at this location.

No. 79

The public review period began on June 5 and ended September 3; a span of
90 days. For further information please refer to response No. 50.



43b

8C1

Page Two

Right-Of-Way Location:

We support action which would most limit the impacts of
utility lines within the UMNWSR boundaries. Alternative C is
preferred.

Emphasis Areas:

Alternates C/D preferred for Cow Creek. The close historic
association ef the "Nez Perce Trail" with the river carridor
should be recognized in management and interpretation.

UMNWSR Management:

Visitor Services: There does not appear to be any need to
consider "limiting” the number of float opportunities at the
present time. Determination of "capacity" based on "limits of
acceptable change" is a reasonable approach. Alternatives C/D
are preferred.

The visitor services center at Fort Benton serves a useful
function at lteast from Memorial Day through Labor Day. The
Ranger Station at Coal Banks also serves a significant number of
floaters and should remain open through Labor Day. The Judith
Landing station 1is of guestionable necessity during any part of
the season. Extension of the visitor services season through
Thanksgiving does not seem warranted at any site. Alternative A
(with the elimination ot the Judith station) is preferred.

Interpretive facilities should definitely not include signs
and displays on the river. These visual intrusions would be
“forced” on all visitors regardless of their interest levels and
would significantly detract from the impressions of remoteness
and self-reliance which are of such fundimental importance.
Interpretation af historic, archaeological, and geological
resources is very important, but can be adeguately addressed
through displays at the Fort Benton visitor center and through

photos and text in a "River Digest”. We recommend that the
"Digest" be expanded to include keyed maps {(perhaps by
incoroprating an expanded "floaters guide"), geolodgical K and
archaeological information, and that it be made available for

purchase as well as on loan.

Recreational use of islands should be discouraged during the
waterfowl nesting period, but should not be cutlawed at any time.
Use of islands, especially during the spring runnoff, 1is at a
relatively low level and disturbance to waterfowl would be
minimal. )

Facility Management: Emphasis should be placed on providing
additional undeveloped sites at key locations. The most pressing
facility development need on the river 1is for fencing around
campsites to exclude livestock. Exclosures should also be
constructed and maintained around young cottonwoed stands to
elimirnate cattle impacts. Alternative C with the noted additions

is preferred.

\
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Page Three

Concession Management:
desireable or necessary

Major concession services are not
anywhere within the corridor.

ARlternative A is preferred.

Health and Safety: TJhe B.L.M. should continue to cooperate
with Gtate and local authorities of law enforcement operations,
but should also seek internal enforcement authority to better
control ORVY use and violations of wmotorboat restrictions.
fAlternative A is preferred with additional authority to B.L.M.
persornel.

In additien
following:

There has long been a pressing need for the B.L.M. to reduce
livestock grazing pressures on riparian habitat within the UMNWSR
corridor and to actively address the need to maintain and re-—
establish cottonwood stands. - Why were these issues not addressed
in the management plan? .

In conclusion, we feel that the B.L.M. must continually
strive to maintain the remote, undeveloped character of the Wilg
and Scenic Missouri. A sense of solitude and adventure can be
severely degraded by unnecescary and inappropriate development
and management. It is the undeveloped "wilderness" character that
has always been the foremost asset of this unit of the Wild and
Scenic River System. The B.L.M.’s primary management goal should
be the retention of this -special character.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, ‘e

Pk EI4

Dick Ellis

Issues Committee

tHeadwaters Paddling Association

to these specific comments, please consider the

No. 80

The scoping process did not identify riparian management within the
Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River as an issue for this RMP.
General land guidance for riparian management was brought forward in
the Management Common to All Alternatives section from previous envi-
ronmental impact statements. A Coordinated Activity Plan will be prepared
for the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River which will address
riparian management in greater detail. The major riparian areas (listed in
Appendix 2.4) may receive priority for intensive management during thelife
of this plan.

For additional information on riparian management please refer to the
Riparian Area Implementation section of the Management Common to All
Alternatives description in Chapter 2 of this document.
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District Manager Wayne Zinne : ]&Kj\ ? \0(37 ,
>

Lewistown District, BLM
- Airport Road
Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

_MWA wishes to comment .on.the.draft West HiLine.RMP, I hope you

will accept these comments in spite of their tardy submission;
summer is a difficult time for volunteers to meet deadlines,

Land Tenure Adjustment,

¥UA supports both the acquisition of lands in emphasis areas
(Kevin Rim, the Hills, UMNWSR, Cow Creek) and areas of high
wildlife value (e.g. Marias River, northern Blaine Co,) as per

. Alt. C, and the disposition (including sale) of isolated,

81

[

82 |

uneconomical or marginally important lands as per Alt, B.

ORV Management. B

The first sentence of the second criterium on p, 6 needs
clarification. Also, the executive orders refer explicitly 'to
conflicts with other (non-motorized) users - your criteria should
include parallel language.

We support the Alt, C management proposal, with two
modifications: 1) travel on roads and trails in sedimentary,
breaks type soils could be allowed on designated routes during
wet conditions; and 2) seasonal restrictions in wildlife areas
should require vehicles to use designated, not just existing,
roads and trails. . -

I wish you had identified the management activities
responsible for the projected budget increases noted on p. 31, I

. suspect that vehicle-use management may be a major additional

expense, MUA strongly believes that such expense is warrented by
the resulting benefits to surface resources and to non-motorized
users, . -

ROW Location.

" Alternative D is acceptable, with the following
modifications: 1) no communication sites on Middle Butte; and 2)
only existing corridors in the UMNWSR could be utilized.

Emphasis areas.

: MWA endorses the Alternative C management proposal as o
written for the Xevin Rim, Sweetgrass Hills and Cow Creek areas.
Regarding the UMNWSR, we support prescriptions from several
alternatives, namely: :

a) the use of LAC to determine user capacity;
b) seasonal closures of islands;

P.O. Box 635 o Helena, Montana 59624 © (406) 442-0597

No. 81

The off-road vehicle criteria has been revised. Please refer to the Off-Road
Vehicle Issue Specific Criteria portion of Chapter 1 in this document.

No. 82

The decisions responsible for the projected budget increases are primarily
the implementation of extended visitor services at Fort Benton, Coal Banks
and Judith Landing (Alternatives B, C and D). In addition, Alternative C
would require full BLM law enforcement responsibility within the Upper
Missouri National Wild and Scenic River, while Alternative D would
expand the BLM’s role in law enforcement and search and rescue.

For additional information and text revisions, please refer to the Budget
Assumptions section in Chapter 2 of this document.’
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¢) no interpretive activities (signs/displays) outside of
launch/take out points;

d) facility management as per Alt., A;

e) concession management as per Alt. C, except for
substituting the following language: "Outfitters may be
restricted to a percentage of the daily user capacity";

f) health and safety as per Alt. C.

Sincerely, C’aQ«A\o e

Cedron Jones, HMWA Counc

I€T
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In reply refer to:

Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration
PO. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

SEP 8 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager
"Lewistown District Office

Bureau of Land Management

US Department of the Interior

Airport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the West Hiline Resource Management Plan.

GE1

BPA has no comments on the proposed management plan. We are writing to
express our appreciation for the excellent job you did of addressing energy
transmission corridors in the EIS.

Thank you for keeping us informed of your planning activities.

<S5 APCo,
¢ =%
£ I
H _g»lh w‘ 8
4 Lople ¢

05 o
YCenyen

Sincerely,

Celebrating the U.S. Constitution Bicentennial — 1787-1987
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EDUCATION - CONSERVATION

AFFILIATE OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE fEDERAT!ON

P.O. Box 8526. .

Bozeman, MT 59715

(406) 587-1713
Saptember 9. 1987

fr. Waune Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District, BLM

Airport Rd.

Lewistown, MT. 59437

Dzar Mr. Zinne?

Please. accept these comments on your West Hiline Rasource
Management Flan as they relate to that portion of the fissouri
River designated as wild and scenic. We acknowledge that the
comments are being submitted after your public comment deadline.
Since the comment period was so brief we are hopeful you will
accept them anyway.

The Montana Wildlife Faderation is a citizen group of around
4,600 sportsmen in Montana and elsawhera. Our concerns centar on
maintaining quality hunting and fishing in Montana through
conservation of wildlife habitat. It is in this light that wue
register thess comments. o

We are concernsd about the pltans you have made which increase
devaelopment  along the wild and scenic corridor. We feel that
this designation should direct management of the corridor toward
maintaining its wild character and minimizing the =xtent of
development or wven of human presence in tha form of signing and
displays. This is a special stretch of the Missouri River which
people uss bacause of its wildnass. Human presence and further
development can only dagrade this quality.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT:

We are opposed to ORV use along the river corridor. We are
concerned about the effects of =rosion and the spread of noxious
weeds as  well  as the impacts on wildiife, and the threat to
riparian areas along tributariss within the managament arsza.
Again, the wildness of the area showld be paramount along this
stretch of river. ORVs not only impact the ground but also
invade peoples’ solitude and privacy.

LAND OWNERSHIF PATTERNS
We have consistently supported blocking up of public lands.

re we feel caution is necwessary is in bzing certain that lands
be traded out of in case of trades are of little value to the

THE WEALTH OF THE NATION IS IN ITS NATURAL RESOURCES
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public in terms of their wildlifa rasources. We support the uss
of Land and Water Conservation Funds to purchase lands in
important wildlife arsas. It is likely that lands you ars
considering would fall under this category.

VISITOR SERVICES:

W=z are opposed to increased signing or any interpretative
displays in the wild and scenic corridor. This, like DRV  usse,
would degrade the wild quality of the river and detract from its
valuz under this designation. .

FACILITY MANAGEMENT:

W endorse Alternative A for the section on Facility

Management. We  urge you to kesp the sites as undeveloped as -

possible, just providing for sanitation in the event of increased
usz of the river. Again, wors davelopment detracts from the
aesthatic value of the corridor as wild and scehnic.

CONCESSION MANAGEMENT:

We are thoroughly opposed to the developmant of any major
concassions in any area of the river corridor. We  support
fAlternative A. Tha thought of marinas, RV parks, etc. in a wild
and scenic river corridor is untenable. These concessions have
no place around or near a wild and scenic river. Their presencs
would belis the very concept on which this designation was given
and would be highly detrinental to people who look to that
designation as a form of protection for a valued stretch of
river.

We agras complately with tha comment by the Medicine River
Canoe Club that "“This river corridor is a magnificent heritage
that should be preserved as nzarly as possible in its natural
state. It gives man an opportunity to step back in time, ftfo
reflect, to =njou and to apprzciats moments of history.”

Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to a
favorabls responss to their substance.

Sincerely,
T

/e :)cdxmvp,u;/
Tony Schoonen

Fresident
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Enhancement
f Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse
301 South Park
P.0. Box 10023
Helena, Montana 59626
FWE-61410 ' September 9, 1987

IN REPLY REFER TO:

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District,
Lewistown, Montana

From: Field Supervisor, Montana-Wyoming Field Office, Fish & Wildlife
Enhancement, FWS, Helena, MT (FWE-61130)

Subject: Review of Draft West Hiline Resource Management Plan/EIS (ED#
87/5)

We have reviewed the subject draft and have no comments on the document.

cc: Suboffice Coordinator, USFWS, Billings, MT (FWE-61410)
: USFWS, ES, BEC, Washington, D.C.

DC/tz

"Take Pride in America"
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Belt, Montana
Sept. 3, 1987

VWayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District Be L. M.
Alrport Road

Lewistown, Montana 59L57

Dear Mr. Zinne,

Thank you for providing the Draft of the West Hi Line Resource
Management Flan and the Environmental Impact Statement.

Alternatives C or D are favored for @ow Creek, listed on page 3k.

The following comments pertain to Management of the Uvper ifissouri
Mational Wild -and Scenic River; '

Visitor Services:
Alternative € is favored with the exception that povtions of some

islands could accomodate camping use at times and places where no sig~
nificant resource cdamage is indicted.

-Facllity ¥anagement

Concession Management
Health and Safety

On all three of these Alternative A is preferred.

During the many years that protection of the Missouri River was being
considered,a subject that freguently came un was the extent of visitor
use and how it could be managed consistent with minimizing resovrce
damagee Lo A. Co addresses this issue but concession services would
accelerate visitor use and is not consistent with the pirpose of the
vild and Scenic Rivers Act.

The National Park Service produced the first report which described

‘the numerous values of this stretch of river. The Park Service

planners were striving to disperse crowds from other parks ‘and to impress
Congress.With large numbers they projected river use figures that. were
unaccentable to those working toward river protection.

The Bureau of Land Management was selected to manage the Wild and Scenic
River because 1t was the agency most likely to maintain the river as it
had been and had no reason to nromote and increase visitor use.

Rescurce lanagement should have becn included as an additional category.
Several subjects could have been addressed under this heading,such as
management of cobtonwood groves,

oughout mach of vhe cor ~idox above the T, 1. . only old growth
ste eproduction can only be found where protection
con livestock is provideds -

m
c

Jiher resource manas

5ol12
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State of Montana
Otfice of the Gouernor
Helena, Montana 39620
~ 406-444-3111

TED SCHWINDEN
GOVERNOR

September 15, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne

District Manager
Lewistown District

Bureau of Land Management
Airport Rocad

Lewistown, Montana 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne:

The State of Montana appreciates the opportunity to
review and provide comments on - the Bureau of Land
Management's West Hiline Range Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). The attached comments were
prepared from comments submitted to my office by the Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks as a result of a
review of +the RMP/EIS by the state's Interagency Planning
Task Force. .

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

T%:HWINDEN

Governor

Enclosure
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STATE OF MONTANA
COMMENTS
. ON
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WEST HILINE RANGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Appendix 1.1 of the RMP/EIS includes a list of land
tracts that may be suitable for disposal through 1land
adjustment actions. Several of the tracts included in the
list are large in size and include significant wildlife
habitat and potential public recreational opportunities.
Wildlife values on tracts of 320 acres or greater should be
thoroughly evaluated before these tracts are included in a
land exchange = proposal. Several of these ‘tracts offer
important "islands" of wildlife habitat and in some cases are
surrounded by substantial areas of land committed to
intensive agricultural activities, such as grain growing.
This is especially true in deer hunting district 610 and 612.

Public access to public lands for recreational purposes
is an important issue. The Bureau of Land Management's (BLM)
land tenure adjustment program should continue to carefully
consider. the. importance of preserving existing access
opportunities, while securing additional access where
possible.:

. The: RMP/EIS indicates that the preservation and
estgblishment of riparian areas around West Hiline fishing
reservoirs is a goal of the management plan. The

" uncontrolled use of these areas by cattle, however, can work.

to the detriment of this goal. It is suggested that the use

of fencing, stock tanks and watering corridors will enhance-
‘the possibility of achieving the program's riparian area

goals while still allowing sufficient access to water sources
for cattle. The number of sport fishing reservoirs in the
planning area is relatively small, and should not present an
unreasonable burden for the BLM in implementing these types
of riparian protection measures. The example of fencing and
stock tank provision for Reser Reservoir in Blaine County is
a good example of achieving optimum multi-purpose use of BLM
reservoirs.

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
recommends that Burns and Glynda Reservoirs be deleted from
BLM's request for fish stocking (page 12, 2nd column, 2nd
paragraph of the RMP/EIS). The department considers these
reservoirs to be wunable to support sport fisheries of any
kind. .

No. 83

We concur with your recommendation and Burns and Glynda reservoirs
have been deleted from BLM’s request for fish stocking.
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Ethnoscience
711 Rimrock
Billings, Montana 59102
Phone: (406) 252-7945

Wayne Zinne

District Manager
Lewistown District Office
Bureau of Land Managemeit
Airport Reoad

Lewistown, Montana 59457

-Dear Sir:

I am writing in order to comment on the Draft West HilLine
Resource Management Plan Envircnmental Impact Statement. I
have comments on two issues, the treatment of cultural
resources in general and the specific treatment of the Sweet
Grass Hills.

Cultural Resources.

1. None of the alternatives in the RMP treat cultural
resources in an active fashion. No alternatives are
presented which really involve managing these resources.
The plans for action are reactions to 1leases or land
exchanges. One consequence of this is that the BLM is
presenting a document that strongly implies that cultural
resources at best will always be considered of secondary
importance in any resource management decision. This is
inappropriate given BLM's mandated FLMPA and NEPA
responsibilities.

At a minimium Alternative C should consider developing
regional cultural resource management strategies based on
the number of acres already inventoried, the nature and
classes of sites found, their distribution relative to
topographic and other environmental variables, and the
scientific, heritage and public educational values these
resources represent. The development of this archaeological
data base and its concomittant management strategies would
give BLM decision makers the tools they need to make
systematic and defensible decisions concerning cultural
resources prior to decisions to lease or make land
exchanges.

No. 84

Cultural resource management was notidentified as a planning issuein this
RMP. The management of cultural resources in the planning area will
continue in accordance with BLM policies, manuals, and regulations.

All alternatives in the RMP would provide for the enhancement and protec-
tion of cultural resources. Cultural resources would be given full considera-
tion in all management decisions, and activity plans may be developed for
significant cultural resources on public lands.

For additional information please refer to the Cultural Resource Manage-
ment section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description in
Chapter 2 of this document. ’
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2. Cultural resources are only dealt with in the overall
section and not explicitly in the discussion of each
alternative. This appears to be inappropriate because the
dififerent alternatives will have different effects on
cultural resources. For .example, any increase in the amount
of recreational traffic in archaeologically sensitive areas
will have negative impacts-on archaeological resources which
will need to be mitigated by positive actions on the part of
the BLM. Vandalism is a major concern in the preservation
of cultural resources. Nowhere in this document is this
issue considered.

Sweet Grass Hills

1. Although Native American concerns about preserving the
the natural environment of the Sweet Grass Hills are noted
in the RMP, the central underlying issue is not addressed.
In my view, the basic conflict between the hard rock mining
uses of the area and the continuing use of the area for
traditional religious purposes can not be adequately
addressed without considering apparent conflict between the
First Amendment to the Constitution, the 1872 Mining Act and
P.L. 95-341, AIRFA. While the West HiLine RMP is certainly
not the vehicle in which to make legal decisions concerning
this issue nor are long complex discussions of
constitutional law appropriate, it is misleading to the
public not to acknowledge that the conflict over these two
uses of the Sweet Grass Hills has serious far-reaching legal
implications that extend far beyond the immediate issue
whether to allow a mining haul road to be build in a
traditional vision questing area. A brief (1 paragraph)
discussion of the major points of each of these legal
documents as they relate to these issues shculd be incliuded
in the initial discussion of the uses of the Sweet Grass
Hills.

2. All alternatives except C call for the revoking of the
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawl of 529.67 acres on the East
Butte. This would result in this area being made available
for mineral entry and this in turn would result in
significant negative impacts on the religious use of the

No. 85

The impacts to cultural resources from implementing each alternative are
discussed in Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS.

All alternatives would provide for the enhancement and protection of cultu-
ralresources. This would include the protection of archaeological sites from
vandalism.

For additional information please refer to the Cultural Resource Manage-
ment section of the Management Common to All Alternatives descriptionin
Chapter 2 of this document and pages 85,92, 101 and 110 in the draft RMP.

No. 86

The conflict between mineral extraction and Native Ameri(.:an religious
practices is acknowledged in the draft RMP/EIS (page 79). I.t is beyond the
scope of this document to outline the provisions of the conflicting laws.
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area. More appropriate action, given the ongoing dispute
between these two uses of the area, would be for the BLM to
consider Alternatives A, B, and D where the two interested
parties are allowed to petition the BLM to consider various
compromise management strategies. For example, an advisory
board made up of industry and Native American
representatives could be set up and charged with suggesting
pathways which would allow for dual use of the Sweet Grass
Hills. As it stands the BLM appears to have already decided
on giving precedence to the mining industry.

Oon the other hand, if this is indeed a policy decision that
the BLM has already made, then the rationale for this policy
should be incuded in the RMP. Further a statement
concerning the high probability that this policy will result
in further legal actions brought by Native American groups
against the BLM should be included.

3. Note should be made of the fact that the religious use
of this area also includes Canadian Indians, Blackfeet and
Stoney and thus this issue may have international
implications. .

Finally, I . have one general comment about the nature of the
RMP in general. Montana is a pluralistic scciety. It has
within it borders many different tribal groups in addition
to the dominant Anglo-Saxon majority. All of the comments
and assessments concerning Social Setting/Lifestyles in the
RMP are couched and measured in terms of the value systems
of the dominant Anglo-Saxon majority (eg. pg 76). (This is
also true of every other RMP and EIS I have ever read.) It
is unrealistic to expect that all measures of all value
systems be includsd in all documents of this rature, but I
would 1like to take this opportunity to point out the
inherent bias this creates in the document. If you start
from the assumption that social well being can be accurately
measured by "the number of physicians, c¢rime rates, income,
education, employment and household conveniences" then it is
build-in that the culturally dictated necessity for solitude
in religious/cultural life will not be considered important
to social well being. This is patently incorrect for many

No. 87

BLM has noted the Sweet Grass Hills Area of Critical Environmental
Concern is unique because of its traditional religious importance to Native
American tribes including the Blood and Stoney. However, the BLM does -
not have documentation of the Blood and Stoney utilizing the area for
religious purposes.

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Sweet
Grass Hills section of Chapter 3 in the draft RMP/EIS and the Chapter 3
errata entry for page 62, column 1, paragraph 10.

No. 88

The terms and indicators of social well-being are simply an inference and
are not meant to be a direct measurement of social well-being or all encom-
passing. The text has been revised to clarify the measurement of social
well-being.

A discussion is included in the Social Setting/Life-styles section on the
traditional religious practices of Native Americans in the area and the
necessity for uninterrupted solitude and other characteristics sought for the
practice of their religion. There is also a discussion on traditional religious
activities that occur in the Sweet Grass Hills on page 62 of the draft RMP.

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Sweet
Grass Hills section of Chapter 3 in the draft RMP/EIS and the Chapter 3
errata entry for page 76, column 1, paragraph 2.
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Native Americans in Montana. In the future, I would hope to
see that the BLM preparers of RMP EISs consider the values
of all the inhabitants when they construct their measures of
social well being and lifestyles.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.

Sincerely.,

" Sherri Deaver
. Senior Ethnographer

cc. Curly Bear Wagner, Blackfeet Cultural Committee
Cynthnia Manning Bamlett, USFS
Jane King, Tetra-Tech
Marvin Keller, President MAA

44!
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Chief of The Blackfeet Nation

€ari Oid Person, Chief

P.O. Box 486
Browning, Montano 59417
{406)338-7521 or 338-7276

October 6, 1987

Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Mgr.
Lewistown District Office, BLM
Airport Road

Lewistown, MT 59457

Dear Mr. Zinne,

Although we missed the deadline for comments on the dréft West Hi-Line Resource Manage-
ment Plan, I hope that you will accept our late comment in the spirit of the government
to government relationship which President Reagan has sought to develop.

The Sweetgrass Hills are a very important part of the religious and cultural heritage
of the Blackfeet Tribe. Camping places there were used year after year. We hunted in
these hills and used certain areas to teach hunting skills. Religious experiences were
sought and received in these areas. We sold these Tands in 1888 under great pressure
because many of us were starving and we were told that the money from the cession would
make us self-sufficient. The date of the cession became a bench-mark in our oral history
A recent study by your Agency suggests that there are over 4,000 cu1tura1 sites in the
Sweetgrass Hills area.

The Blackfeet Tribe supports Aiterrative C, as it offers more protection for these
important sites. The area shouid be searagated from mineral entry. The middle Butte
should be included in the ACEC protected arza. CGu:r comments in our December 8, 1986
letter to you is the basis for our continued preference for Alternative C.

In addition, we would l1ike to see included a provision for temporary area closures to
enable our members to exercise their religious rights without interference. The Lewis
and Clark Forest Plan does include a provision on this, so I am enclosing a copy of
that page of the Forest Plan.

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Curly bear Wagner, Director
of the Blackfeet Tribal Cultural Program.

Sincerely,

Earl 01d Person, Chairman >
Blackfeet Tr1ba1 Business Council

enc.

No. 89

Under the proposed alternative, Middle Butte would be designated as part of
the Sweet Grass Hills Area of Critical Environmental Concern.

No. 90

Your request to have temporary closures for traditional Indian religious
practices in the Sweet Grass Hills will be considered in the Area of Critical
Environmental Concern Activity Plan, which will be prepared following the
approval of this RMP.
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(3) Implement a special-use permit _system for

needed temporary area closures, to enable Native |
Americans to exercise their religious rights i
without interference. B

(4) Expand Forest programs which pronote
employment for Native Americans. -

(5) Consult with the Blackfeet Tribe regarding the
establishment of proper procedures to implement the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Using as a _
_basis President Carter's 1978 Report to the
Congress on that Act, the Forest Service will nego- -
tiate an agreement with the Blackfeet Trite on this
issue. : - -

e e e

o
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BLACKFEET NATION

P.O. BOX 850

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE TRIBAL COUNCIL

BROWNING, MONTANA 59417

EARL OLD PERSON, CHAIRMAN o EARL OLD PERSON
ARCHIE ST. GODDARD, VICE CHAIRMAN (406)338 7 1 7 9 ARGHIE 8T. GODDARD
MARVIN WEATHERWAX, SECRETARY . . MA:;IEAE‘DWFEAKTEFLENREV;ALXY
ELOUISE C. COBELL, TREASURER o . T T RERNEDY
BERNARD ST. GODDARD

. LEE WILSON
GEORGE KICKINGWOMAN
TED WILLIAMSON

December 5, 1986

Greot Baily, dawona

Ms. Nancy Cotner

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
Great Falls Resource Area
P. O. Box 2865

Great Falls, Montana 59403

Re: West Hi-Line Resource Management Plan
Dear Ms. Cotner:

The Biackfeet Tribe considers the Svweetgrass Hills Area to
be an importent site for both religious and cultural
resources. Spiritually, the Hills have been and continue
to be the site of religious experiences for members of this
Tribe as well as for Indians of cther Tribes. Culturally,
the Hills have been the site of battles and were regularly
used for hunting as well as to practice hunting. We feel
that the important of the Sweetgrass Hills to us merits
their designation as a special management area.

Syl

Regarding your Table of Alternatives for the West Hi-Line
Resource Management Plan, we offer the following comments:

S 1. The middle Butte of the Sweetgrass Hills should be
included in the Resource Management Plan.

2. In general, the Blackfeet Tribe approves of
Alternative C under the Sweetgrass Hills issue. We do
however, feel that the use of the area for public recreation
may cause privacy problems of those 1Indians seeking
religious experiences. We definitely support your pursuit
of a protective withdrawal from mineral entry.

3. We approve of Alternative C ccncerning revoking the
Reclamation withdrawal of East Butte.

4. We approve of Alternative C under Land Tenure
Adjustment. We hope that the Bureau of Land Management
could acquire more lands in the Sweetgrass Hills area.
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5. We approve of Alternative C regarding off-road,

vehicles. We believe the use of off-road vehicles should be
limited to designated roads and trails.

6. We approve of Alternative C regarding rights-of-
way; these should be avoided in the Hills area.

7. Regarding communication- sites, we believe the
communication site on Mount Royal disrupts our religious use
of the Hills and should be removed.

8. We believe the Buffalo- Jump site on Kevin Rim
should be protected from - pot hunters and others who would
damage its cultural- value, therefore we would in general
agree with Alternative C on that issue.

We would 1like more information about the current mineral
status of the Sweetgrass Hills, as well as some ‘information
about the procedure to withdraw it from mineral entry. We
would appreciate being notified of any planned development
in the Hills and would be willing to walk the land of any
such proposed development as you prepare any site-specific
analysis.

We continue to be interested in the protection of the site
of our first Treaty signing at Judith Landing. )

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact
Curly Bear Wagner, Director of the Tribal Cultural Program.

Sincerely,
<

.. 5
EARL OLD PERSCN, Chairman
Blackfeet Tribal Business Council

EOP/tag

No. 91

For information about the current mineral status in the Sweet Grass Hills
please refer to the errata entries for page 45, column 2, paragraphs 1 thru 4;
and page 64, column 1.

The general procedures for withdrawing public lands and interests therein
can be found in 43 CFR 2310.1. A justification for withdrawing publiclands
from all forms of entry must exist. The West HiLine could become the
justification and environmental analysis for withdrawal of the Sweet Grass
Hills under Alternative C. If Alternative C was selected, then the procedures
in 43 CFR 2310.1 would have to be implemented.
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Public Meeting'Havre, Montana July 13, 1987
Formal Statements

My name is Arthur Roth, from Big Sandy, and I fail to see how you can
implement a management plan in these scattered tracts when the majority of the
land is deeded land around those tracts. In reading that report I saw where
they said the crucial wildlife management areas showed all of the whole area
as crucial for antelope, so the fact of the matter is, I wondered if you need
to use the word crucial because all habitats are crucial and I don't quite see
where very many areas are crucial compared with others.

My name is Mark Swinney, I'm with the BIA, Rocky Boys Agency, today, my
comments I submitted to the NCRA but I would reiterate that the best plan in
the world doesn't do much good without staff and funding, and I've observed
that you fellows are in the same boat we are, we've got a lot of country to
cover with little money and little staff, ant it's harder to implement plans
without either one, which seems to me that this plan is typical of all
bureaucratic plans - we don't get any money or staff. We've got good plans,
but nothing to implement them with, and we need to get those things and get
some people available to work with the ranchers more than one to every two or
three hundred or something similar, and that's my comment over and over again.

No. 92

The only crucial antelope ranges on Figure 3.2 are delineated by a dotted line
and are found in northern Liberty County, southern and northern Blaine
County, and eastern Chouteau County. Crucial wildlife habitatis defined in
the glossary as parts of the habitat necessary to sustain a wildlife popula-
tion at critical periods of its life cycle. This is always a limiting factor on the
population, such as breeding habitat, winter habitat, etc.
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3) How does the RMP handle the disposal of public lands?
proceed with the disposal of a tract of public land, is that tract listed or
advertisged?

Public Meeting Havre, Montana July 13, 1987

1) Why didn't BLM schedule any public meetings to discuss the draft RMP on

Indian Reservations? How were Native Americans consulted in the public input

process?

2) What criteria did BLM use in the Draft RMP to identify public lands as
syitable for disposal? Do you exchange acre for acre? Can BLM define the
term small when used in land tenure ad justment? Is size one of the value

factors used to identify tracts of public land for Qisposal? Why are some of

the bigger tracts (2,000 acres) included in the disposal category?

4) Is the purpose of this plan to exchange land that isn't so valuable for

land that is, and is accessibility to BLM land of primary importance? Is BLM

trying to acquire public access to larger tracts of public lands, even if

those tracts are identified for disposal? Could you get a right-of-way for

public access to BLM land?

5) Do you have a preferred alternative?

6) If you decide to put a campsite on public land do you have to go through an

Environmental Impact Statement? What level of planning 1is involved?

When BLM decides to

No. 93

The BLM scheduled public meetings in central locations to afford the most
convenience for public attendance. The BLM has continually consulted
with all Tribal Councils within the RMP area. This consultation has taken
the form of briefings, letters and phone calls to the Tribal Councils through-
out the planning process. -

No. 94

The criteria used to select publicland for disposal are listed in Appendix 1.1,

Land exchanges are based on appraised value rather than acre-for-acre
comparisons.

BLM did not define the term small, as used in land tenure adjustment,
instead resource values were evaluated against the criteria in Appendix 1.1.

Sizeis not one of the value factors used toidentify public lands for disposal.

Largetracts of public land are identified for disposal if they met the disposal
criteria in Appendix 1.1.

No. 95

Disposal of public lands can occur through private or state exchanges or
public sale.

The public land sale can occur by competitive or modified competitive

.procedure. Publiclands put up for sale arelisted in local newspapers and the

Federal Register. Sales can be direct sales to individuals if warranted. These
sales are also listed in local newspapers and the Federal Register. The BLM
would primarily use exchanges to accomplish public land acquisition and
disposal rather than sale.

No. 96

A purpose of this RMP is to identify public lands that can be used to
exchange for private or state land that would be in the public’s interest to
acquire.

Access to public land and private land with public values worth acquiring
are factors considered when an exchange proposal is evaluated. '

The BLM is not trying to acquire access to public lands that are suitable for
disposal, regardless of size.

No. 97

Alternative D, as modified in this final, is the proposed alternative.

No. 98

All proposed developments on public land are analyzed for impacts prior to
development. Developments which are not highly controversial or myolve
significant impacts (such as campsite development) are addressed in an
environmental assessment, not an environmental impact statement.
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7) You bring in money from minerals and grazing, how much do you bring in from
recreation and how is this money spent?

8) On land exchanges and purchases, what does the plan propose for the mineral
estate?

9) What kind of criteria were used in deciding which areas are open and closed
for ORV use? f

10) How will ORV use be enforced? Do you have the authority to enforce ORV
use similar to the authority to lssue trespass and enforce grazing rules and
regulations?

il) How often do you do an RMP for an area?

12) How does Alternative D approach improving the condition of over utilized
rangeland?

13) If you presently have a problem in management common, will that same
problem carry into the new plan?

No. 99

Very little money is added to the federal treasury from fee collection for
recreational activities on public lands in the RMP area. Commercial outfit-
ters are charged a minimum of $50/year or 3% of their gross receipts, for a
BLM permit. There are about 10 permitted outfitters per year. Map sales
produce some revenue which is used to print additional maps.

Recreation fees collected by BLM are placed in the U.S. general treasury.

No. 100

BLM’s policy is to avoid split estate situations. Each sale or exchange
proposal would be evaluated on an individual basis because of the complex-
ity of mineral ownership and mineral evaluations. Most sales and
exchanges of the past have reserved the mineral estate for the federal
government. Mineral estate can be disposed of for fair market value.

No. 101 ,

Public interest for proper resource utilization, safety, and environmental
protection would be used to determine the need for off-road vehicle use
restrictions under the limited or closed designations.

For additional information please refer to the Off-Road Vehicle Issue Spe-
cific Criteria portion of Chapter 1.

No. 102

BLM enforcement of off-road vehicle designations is implemented through
cooperation with off-road vehicle users, patrols and citation if necessary.

No. 103

RMPs are prepared to provide guidance for a period of 10-15 years. They are
monitored and maintained yearly, and are reviewed every 5 years to deter-
mine if guidance is valid. New issues or outdated guidance may result in
plan amendments or preparation of a new RMP.

No. 104

Previous direction for improving rangelands, through grazing manage-
ment practices, has been provided in the Missouri Breaks Grazing Environ-
mental Impact Statement and Prairie Potholes Grazing Environmental
Impact Statement. The guidance from these documents has been incorpo-
rated in Management Common to All Alternatives.

The decisions resulting from these documents will continue to be imple-
mented and monitored to determine the effectiveness of on-the-ground
actions in achieving resource management objectives.

No. 105

Existing management guidance has been reviewed and valid guidance has
been incorporated into the Management Common to All Alternatives sec-
tion.
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Public Meeting Great Falls, Montana July 14, 1987

106 1) When BIM sells a tract of land, where does the money go?

107 2) How does BLM define semi-developed and developed campsites when discussing

the UMNWSR?

3) Under the preferred alternative, what is the most extreme type of
108 concession development that could be allowed? 1Is it possible that I.could
find a KOA by some BLM land?

4) Under the preferred alternative what type of development would be allowed
at interpretive sites along the UMNWSR? What sites along the UMNWSR qualify
109 for interpretive development? Does BLM interpret KOA campground type of
concession development, allowed in the preferred alternative as consistent
with Wild and Scenic River Areas, under the Act? Could the BLM produce and

distribute the floaters guide as an alternative to constructing interpretive

signs along the UMNWSR?.

110 5) How does the draft RMP address noxious plant management?

111 7) Where could this concession development occur.along the UMNWSR?

No. 106

Finances from the sale of public lands in Montana are distributed as fol-
lows: 4% to states and counties; 20% to the general fund; and 76% to the

Reclamation Fund.

No. 107

Semi-developed sites are those with some capital 1mprovements and camp-
ing use is fairly frequent.

Developed sites are those areas with tent or trailer spaces, potable water,
dccess roads, refuse containers, pit or chemical toilets, and qualify for fee
collection under the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965.

No. 108

Developments permitted on BLM-administered land would be determined
by need (demand) and economic feasibility. Under the proposed alternative;
private sector initiatives such as a KOA campground would be allowed if
they meet these criteria.

No. 109

Self-guided interpretive study development may be allowed at appropriate
geological, historical, cultural, paleontological or natural areas. This devel-
opment may include interpretive signs and displays. Sites which could be
developed include: Stafford Ferry, Cow Creek, Evans Bend, Steamboat
Point, Little Sandy, and Hole-In-The-Wall. Other sites may be added as
needed.

Private sector initiative, such as a KOA campground could be considered if
there is need (public demand) and it is economiically feasible. The proposed
alternative states that these developments on public land would be permit-
ted only in recreational segments of the river and must be consistent with
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended.

A Floater’s Guide is available and has been used extensively as an inter-
pretative tool. However, it can’t address all the specific data on the numer-
ous resources of the river ecosystem. This void could be filled with interpre-
tative techniques such as signs.

No. 110

The BLM will control and/or eradicate noxious plants on public lands
administered by BLM under cooperative agreements with county weed
boards. If weed problems occur in a checkerboard ownership pattern the
BLM will initiate control measures in conjunction with other landowners.

For additional information please refer to the Grazing Management
Implementation (vegetation related) portion of Chapter 2 of this document.

No. 111

Such developments could occur only in the Recreational segments of the
UMNWSR. These segments are shown on Figure 3.8 in the Draft document.
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8) Does BLM envision private concessionaires assuming some of the river
management duties (currently your river rangers are volunteers or

employees)? Are there existing concessionaires? What would a concessionaire
get in return for doing this?

9) What services could concessionaires provide and would they collect fees
from the public? Would you compensate them for taking on river management?

10) Is there currently a no wake speed restriction in the recreational
segments of the UMNWSR? Where are the recreational segments of the river?

11) How does the preferred alternative propose managing the Marias River?
Does the BLM have some land along the Marias River? How can the public. find
these lands? -

o

12) How does the preferred alternative handle logging in the Sweet Grass
Hills? Does this alternative protect the watershed in the advent of an
active logging program? What is the current level of logging activity in the
Sweet Grass Hills?

No. 112

BLM would continue its administrative responsibilities however, private
sector initiatives could provide some visitor services. River outfitters per-
mitted by BLM are considered to be concessionaires. The concessionaire
would profit financially from service fees.

No.113

Private sector initiatives could be used to provide a wide variety of services.
These services could include providing supplies or major lodging facilities.
Services would depend on need and economic feasibility. BLM would have
the option of compensating private sectorinitiatives on a case-by-case basis.
An example might be contracting for litter pickup.

No. 114

Only wild and scenic segments of the Upper Missouri National Wild and
Scenic River have a no-wake restriction, not recreational segments. Figure
3.8 of the draft RMP shows recreational segments of the river.

No. 115

The proposed alternative identifies the Marias River as an acquisition area,
limits off-road vehicle use on public lands along the Marias, and requires
BLM to participate in developing instream flow recommendations.

BLM does administer some land along the Marias as identified on Map 1 in
the back of the draft RMP.

The map is a good method for the public to locate public lands however, most
of the public tracts along the Marias are unsigned and don’t have legal or
physical access.

No. 116

There is currently no logging on BLM lands in the Sweet Grass Hilis and
this area is not considered commercial forest land by the BLM.

The proposed alternative may allow the negotiated sales of forest products
in the Sweet Grass Hills. The possible sale of forest products will be
addressed in an activity plan.

Stipulations to protect resources, including the watershed, would apply to
any timber sale which might occur.
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117 13) How does the RMP address water quality with .respect to mining activity?

Do you test for water quality before any activity takes place?

118 14) What restriction does the preferred alternative impose on ORV use of the
UMNWSR corridor? -

Do those restrictions change among management segments?

No. 117

Mining and other surface disturbing activities generally impact water qual-
ity and quantity both on the surface and subsurface. The degree of the
impact depends on several factors such as location, type, and extent of the
disturbance and the stream or aquifer being disturbed.

Federal regulations have set limits above which degradation of water qual-
ity and quantity cannot occur. The State of Montana regulations are even
more stringent, not allowing degradation of water quality or quantity off the
disturbance or mine site. BLM would develop mitigation measures to ensure
the Montana regulations for water quality and quantity could be main-
tained prior to approval of a plan of operation.

The Montana Water Quality Act and the Metal Mine Reclamation Act
require mine permittees to characterize (test) existing surface and ground
water conditions before mining activity begins. The Water Quality Board
and BLM determine the types and level of characterization based on the
type, level and location of the mining activity.

For more information please refer to the Monitoring and Evaluation section
of Chapter 2.

No. 118

1
The proposed alternative states that off-road vehicle use would be confined
to designated road and trails all yearlong in theriver corridor, regardless of
the type of river segiment classification. Those roads and trails would be
identified in an off-road vehicle implementation plan that will follow the
approval of the RMP.
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Public Meeting Shelby, Montana July 15, 1987
Formal Statement

My name is Mickey Fulp. I am a geologist with Santa Fe Pacific Mining. We
are located in Albuquerque, New Mexico. We-are a subsidiary of the Santa Fe
Southern Pacific Corporation which you may know better as the Santa Fe and
Southern Pacific Railroads.

Since 1984 I have served as Project Manager for Santa Fe on our Sweet Grass
Hills exploration joint venture with Lehmann and Associates out of
Minneapolis, Minnesota. Since I am a geologist I will restrict my comments
tonight to mineral resources of the Sweet Grass Hills area and the benefits
of developing them. '

Santa Fe will provide more detailed written comments to the BLM before the
comment closing date. Our joint venture presently controls approximately
3600 acres of patented and unpatented mining claims, state leases and private
leases in the Sweet Grass Hills. Our latest results have brought more
focused attention to the Tootsie Creek area, East Butte. We have identified
three areas with gold mineralization of tenorite to constitute ore. We are
presently testing the continuity and size of these deposits.

The project is still in its initial exploration stage yet since the fall of
1984 Santa Fe Pacific Mining has spent over $500,000.00 on the program. The
economic benefits to Liberty and Toole counties has been substantial mainly
through goods and services purchased by our exploration crews. In addition,
we have employed a local contractor for most of our road construction and pay
substantial rentals and advance royalties thru our private lessors.

The draft resources management plan environmental impact statement for the
West HiLine area is of deep concern to Santa Fe Pacific Mining. We do not
believe the BLM's preferred alternative best serves the people of the region
or the people of Montana. We feel the only viable alternative is alternative
A which would continue with the present management program for the area.
Current State and the BLM regulations provide stringent construction and
reclamation stipulations on all exploration,excavating and development
activities.

I find it somewhat amusing that one of the four reasons for the BLM's so
called preferred alternative 1s the Sweet Grass Hills are an historic
hardrock mining region.

The preferred alternative of the BLM would have a significant negative impact
on the mining industry. We have already felt this negative impact in that
our recent 1987 exploration proposal has been delayed pending appeal of our
1986 plan. The preferred alternative would complicate our process of
permitting drastically.

We are also concerned with the lack of notification of mining claim holders
of record in the planning process. The BLM maintains files in Billings
documenting all valid mining claims in Montana, yet of the major claim
holders in the area none that we know of, and this includes Santa Fe Pacific
Mining, Lehmann and Associates, Utah International, American Copper and
Nickle, and Archaeon Mining, were officially notified of the proposed plan.

No. 119

The reference to historic hardrock mining has been deleted as a reason for
_Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation. BLM did not mean to
imply this was a reason for designation, but only meant to acknowledge that
there has been historical as well as current mining use.

No. 120

BLM agrees that the proposed alternative will have a negative impact on
the mining industry. However, BLM does not feel it will be a significant
negative impact (long-term and lasting in effect). The Bureau feels the
impacts of this alternative on the mining industry would be a moderate
negative impact (short-term and temporary in effect). This is due to the
requirements of filing a Plan of Operations, where a Notice previously
sufflped, and waiting for formal approval of that plan. The BLM will be
required to comply with the time frames (generally 30 days) outlined in 43
CFR 3809 for approving a Plan of Operations.

The delay experienced in your 1987 exploration program is a result of an
appeal filed on the 1986 approval. This occurred under the current manage-
ment practices (Alternative A). This appeal, and the subsequent delay of
your 1987 exploration program would have occurred no matter which alter-
native was in place.

No. 121

Please refer to response No. 13.
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We feel the draft is inadequate in addressing the geology and mineral
resources of the Sweet Grass Hills. Geologically the Sweet Grass Hills are
strikingly similar to major gold mining areas in central Montana. Some
examples would be Zortman-Landusky in the Little Rocky Mountains, Kendall
Mine in the Moccasin Mountains, and the Spotted Horse-Gilt Edge Mines in the
Judith Mountains. In addition the Sweet Grass have striking geologic
similarities to the most famous gold mining area in this country and that's
Cripple Creek Colorado. Numerous gold and silver occurrences are known in
the Sweet Grass Hills and occur on west, middle, east and grassy buttes.
Only a few of these were documented in the draft EIS. The following known
occurrences were not even mentioned. At West Butte there were patented
mining claims. At Grassy Butte is the site of present exploration drilling.
An active gold placer mining operation has been ongoing in the Middle Butte
area for several years. None of these occurrences were documented in the,
draft EIS. The report does not address at all recent exploration activities,
potential for hosting major mineral deposits, and the benefits of mineral
development to local economies. Santa Fe Pacific Mining feels a likelihood
of finding mineable gold deposits in the Sweet Grass Hills both of the
underground or surface mining character extremely high, with mock resource
potential exceeding one million ounces of gold. At present prices that one
million ounces of gold would be worth $450,000,000.00. :

The report is inadequate in that no data 1s presented on the economic
benefits of exploration to local communities and future benefits should
development occur. I have already briefly mentioned Santa Fe's exploration
activities and direct benefits to the towns of Shelby and Chester for the
last 3 years. Before any development could occur an additional 2 to 5
million dollars would be spent on exploration. I found it interesting to
note that the BLM administers approximately 625,000 acres within the West
HiLine study area within an area total of 11,285,000 acres of land. Compare
this with the average surface gold mine mill complex which occupies less than
100 acres. '

Now I would like to give you some facts and figures on gold mining. We're
going to take this average size hypothetical surface gold mine. It will
oceupy less than 100 acres, it's development costs will range from 10 to 20
million dollars. It will employ 75 to 100 people, mostly hired from a local
labor force. This would include people all the way from electricians to
secretaries, It will have an annual payroll of 1.5 to 2.5 million dollars,
and it would provide numerous indirect jobs. Some economic planners say 3 to
4 indirect jobs for every person employed in the mine to supply goods and
services in the towns in which these people live. And it would substantially
increase the state and local tax base. I think you can see from this that
such a mineral development would have a strong positive affect on the economy
of the local towns. '

In summary, Santa Fe Pacific Mining supports Alternative A which would
continue present management policies in the Sweet Grass Hills. We feel that
present state and. federal regulations adequately protect the areas with
stringent construction and reclamation stipulations. The BIM's preferred
alternative would have a significant negative impact on the mining industry.

In addition the draft EIS has not adequately addressed the high mineral
resource potential of the area both surface and underground mines and the
economic benefit of the exploration and development to local and state
economies. .

I thank you for listening and if you have concerns over the economy of the
West HiLine area I ask that you consider our position in hopes that you lend
your support. Thank you.

No. 122

- Please refer to response No. 9.

No. 123

Please refer to response No. 15.
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Public Meeting Shelby, Montana July 15, 1987

1) Under Alternative D will mineral exploration become more complicated?
Will mining activity be more stringently controlled and will reclamation
activities be more complex? " Will mining activity require an EIS?

2) Under Alternative A what are the requirements if mineral activity is less
than five acres? Do you have to file a notice of intent and does the BLM
complete an environmental analysis?

3) For the practice of traditional religion under the American Indian
Religious Freedom Act, do Native Americans have to identify and verify
specific religious sites?

4) The map for the West HiLine Resource Management Plan, pertaining to the
Sweet Grass Hills, has a lavender colored area. Does this area represent the
ACEC acreage of 6950 acres or the management zone acreage of 17,500 acres
from Table 2.5 page 34?7 1Is thére any provision in the EIS that would lend
itself to an expansion of the management zones to Federally managed
subsurface? Is the RMP meant to manage those explicit areas pertaining to
the Sweet Grass Hills?

No. 124

The proposed alternative would designate the Sweet Grass Hills as an Area
of Critical Environmental Concern. In this Area of Critical Environmental
Concern a proponent would be required to submit a Plan of Operation and
receive formal BLM approval before conducting activities on BLM-
administered lands, regardless of the acreage to be disturbed. Special stipu-
lations may be applied on a case-by-case basis. The additional time frames
and review under the proposed alternative may allow impacts from specific
proposals to be more accurately assessed and mitigating measures devel-
oped before problems occur. ’

In the portions of the planning area not designated an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, an operator may proceed 15 days after notifying
the BLM of his intentions for projects less than 5 acres under the current
management alternative. Mining and reclamation standards will remain
the same, namely whatever is necessary to prevent unnecessary and undue
degradation.

All Plans of Operation are evaluated under the National Environmental
Protection Act to assess the impacts and identify the stipulations needed to
prevent unnecessary and undue degradation. An environmental analysis is

" used to evaluate most actions; however, an environmental impact statement

is required where significant impacts or a high level of controversy are
expected.

No. 125

Locatable mineral activities (excluding casual use) disturbing less than 5
acres require the filing of a Notice with the BLM District Office under the
current management alternative. This Notice must detail how and where
activities would be conducted and must be filed at least 15 days before
surface disturbing activities begin.

The BLM screens this Notice for potential conflicts with threatened and
endangered species, cultural, watershed, soils etc. There is no formal appro-
val or disapproval and no federal action taken, nor is there a formal envir-
onmental analysis prepared. However, if a Notice reveals that the activities
to take place would cause unnecessary and undue degradation, steps are
taken to correct the operation or stop the project.

No. 126

American Indians do not have.to “identify and verify” specific religious
sites to practice their traditional religion under the American Indian Reli-
gious Freedom Act. .

Please refer to the Implementation of Traditional Cultural Values portion of
Management Common in Chapter 2 for additional information.

No. 127

The }avender colored area on Map 3 has been revised to represent the Area of
Cntlcal Environmental Concern boundary. The use of management zones
is no longer proposed in the RMP. The proposed alternative could apply
special stipulations to mitigate impacts to raptors within the raptor habitat
area delineated on the maps in Appendix 2.2.

Managex_nent guidance for the Sweet Grass Hills is located under the
Emphasis Area discussions in Chapter 2. Additional guidance can be found
under each resource in the Management Common to All Alternatives sec-
tion of Chapter 2.
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5) What is going to happen to those lands that have been identified for
disposal? Will a lease on those lands continue to its expirationand will
there be a renewal offered? How would a sale of public land be
accomplished? Will the permittee of a grazing lease be reimbursed for
improvements i1f the lands are exchanged or sold?

6) Would the ACEC management zone, on private surface and federal subsurface,
constitute a zoning which would restrict private surface rights and entitle
owners to just compensation?

7) What are the BLMs responsibilities when mining activity occurs on private
surface and federal subsurface? What happens if a peregrine falcon or red
tailed hawk nest is located in the area?

3

8) What are the BLMs responsibilities if somebody wants to drill an oil and
gas well and you find a hawk or an eagle nest?

L)) What areas can Native Americans claim for traditionmal religious practices?

10) Has the BLM done any studies of the relative cost of managing by
Alternative A versus Alternative D, and what would those comparative costs
be? Where is the increase in funding going to come from to manage the
preferred alternative which is more management intensive? How will this
affect mine permits if you don't have the personnel required to do the
necessary clearances?

No. 128

Publiclands identified for disposal would be managed under the guidance of
the RMP until disposed of. Current authorizations and renewals will con-
tinue until disposal occurs. After disposal, BLM no longer has any man-
agement involvement. '

Sales of publiclands can occur through a competitive, modified competitive,
and direct sale process. All types of sales are listed in local newspapers and
the Federal Register. The sale and grazing regulations do allow for the
grazing lessee to be reimbursed for improvements.

No. 129

ghe :xgn2anagement zone concept has been eliminated. Please refer to response
0. 32. . g

No. 130

The BLM has no regulations or permitting requirements for hardrock min-
eral activity occurring on private surface. Such activity is regulated by the
Montana Department of State Lands.

No. 131

Raptor protection measures for sensitive or threatened and endangered
species, contained in the standard oil and gas lease stipulations (Appendix
2.2), limit surface occupancy to no closer than 1/4-mile from an occupied
nest. The proposed alternative would implement the Rocky Mountain Front
Raptor Guidelines in the Sweet Grass Hills and Kevin Rim Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (Appendix 2.2). In most circumstances an operator,
would have two options: (1) they could relocate the well; or (2) they could
wait until the nesting raptors leave before beginning surface disturbing
activity at a closer proximity than the 1/4-mile limit.

BLM’s responsibility is to ensure that the oil and gas lessee is provided the
opportunity to develop the lease while also ensuring that raptors and their
habitat are not compromised in the process.

No. 132

Please refer to response No. 126.

No. 133

An analysis of each alternative was completed based on the management
intensity by planning issue. The current funding level would be adequate to
implement the No Action Alternative. Alternative B would require a 3t0 5%
increase and Alternatives C and the proposed alternative would require 5 to
10% increases.

Funding levels would affect the time and implementation of management

actions over a period of 10 to 15 years, but would not affect resource alloca-
tions made under this RMP.
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11) What brought on the new management plan and the need for it? Why the
need for all the changes when Alterpative A seemed to work quite well?

12) I have not seen designated trails on 98% percent of the BLM land. What
is the interpretation of an allowable trail for off road vehicle use?

13) Page 87 deals with 529.67 acres that would be opened up to mineral entry
in East Butte. Is this located on a map and where is it designated in the
RMP?

14) When the BLM exchanges or sells public land, what happens with the
mineral rights?

15) Is a mining company required to reclaim an area under Alternative A?

16) Are the professionals settling for something that 1s less than adequate
under the preferred alternative?

No. 133 cont.

The annual BLM budget process would set funding and workload priorities.
If BLM staff are not available to do the clearances, other options including:
assistance from other agencies, private contracting, or requesting the com-
pany to supply the information may resolve the budget/staff deficits.

For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Budget
Assumptions section in Chapter 2.

No. 134

Existing planning documents were found to be outdated and no longer
useful. The West HiLine RMP/EIS was developed, incorporating valid guid-
ance from previous plans when possible, to address current issues and
concerns.

No. 135

The Lewistown District currently does not have any trails designated solely
for off-road vehicle use. Off-road vehicles may use any area or trail not
designated as limited or closed. Use in limited areas is subject to the restric-
tions applied. -

A trail with use restrictions would be posted with applicable stipulations.

Please refer to Chapter 2 of this document for designations under each
alternative.

No. 136

The area iqvolving the lands withdrawn to the Bureau of Reclamation in
East Butteis shown on page 63, of the draft RMP. This management action

is identified in Chapter 2 under the Emphasis Area discussion for each °
alternative.

No. 137

Please refer to response No. 100.

No. 138

Reclamation is required for hardrock minerals activity under all alterna-
tives. Reclamation is governed by 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
3809.

No. 139

The BLM feels that the proposed alternative presents an overall balance for
managing the public lands under BLM’s multiple use mandate, which pre-
cludes the selection of an alternative strongly favoring one resource over
another.
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How was this decision made?
necessary alterations based oun public input?
final plan and has that decision already been made?

17) Who made the decision that the preferred alternative is Alternative D?
Is Alternative D the final plan with some
Who makes the decision on the

18) What happens if the public prefers Alternative A? TIs public input only

from within the state or from all over the country?

19) How was the public notified about the draft RMP?
holders were not notified?

How come mining claim

No. 140

BLM managers reviewed the analysis of the alternatives for: 1) effective-
ness in resolving planning issues; 2) conformance with the guidance estab-
lished by the planning criteria; and 3) avoidance of unnecessary impacts to
the human environment.

Based on the above criteria, the preferred alternative (Alternative D) was
presented to the public as a balanced management strategy for publiclands
and resources. The preferred alternative has been modified to reflect the
public review process. Public comments and an evaluation of the alterna-
tives against the criteria listed above led BLM to select the proposed alterna-
tive in the final RMP.

The BLM will issue a Record of Decision identifying the final plan following
distribution of the proposed final RMP and allowing for a protest period. Ifa
protest is received, the BLM can issue an ROD for that portion of the plan
not under protest, pending a decision on the protest, or defer the ROD until
after resolution of.the protest. The Montana State BLM Director authorizes
the final plan.

Additional information on this subject can be found in the Selection of the
Proposed Alternative section of Chapter 2.

No. 141

<. . A 5
BLM has considered public participation and opinion in all issues and has
modified its preferred alternative.

Public opinion is solicited and considered from all interested U.S. citizens,
organizations and agencies. :

No. 142

Please refer to response No. 13.
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Public Meeting Chester, Montana July 16, 1987
Formal Statement

My name is Fred Jenkins, I am exploration manager for Santa Fe Pacific Mining
and I represent our company on the statement I wish to make here this
evening. We have been working here in the Sweet Grass Hills particularly-
focused lately on the East Butte area since about 1984. As of the end of
this next week we will have spent close to a half million dollars in an
effort to locate an economic gold deposit.

We come with some credentials I think from an environmental standpoint. I
need to bring this up briefly because what we feel is unfair in the
Alternative D is the designation of the area of critical environmental
concern. We ourselves have been, I think, very thorough in our handling of
environmental matters, and as a matter of fact, we have received endorsements
from the New Mexico Wilderness Coalition testifying to congressional
committees on our behalf in the way we have operated in the past as well as
the National Parks Conservation Association. This has to do with work we
have done on WSA areas and other work we have domne in the southwest.

So our main concern is with the policy under Alternative D of identifying the
area of critical environmental concern. We don't believe that is justified
in giving the fact there is no known proven habitat that's going to involve
an endangered species nor is there a problem with nesting birds. There is
only a future proposed program upon which we have no solid backing. We feel
that the work we have done has shown solid evidence and supports the already
admitted statement of the BLM that there is good mineral resource potential
there, and especially in our case in gold.

We have focused in as I said, in the East Butte area and we recognize the
conflicts that are there, but we believe that the current management
technique, the multiple use concept in Alternative A would best suit the
problem of addressing that. We see no advantage in Alternative D except that
the ACEC would further make it more difficult to operate a mining venture.
Yet, it would only slow things down and cause more expense, in the bottom
line it is going to be all of us that pays for that.

So our basic statement is that we feel that the State and Federal regulations
would adequately protect the areas as they've been defined and we support
Alternative A in that respect.
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Public Meeting Chester, Montana July 16, 1987

1) What is the difference in reclamation between Alternatives A and D, for
example in mining? What about getting a permit to do disturbance, would it be
the same between Alternatives A and D?

2) Is the whole area (West HiLine) going to be designated under the same
Alternative?

3) Is there a large open pit mining operation foreseen for the Sweetgrass
Hills? Could it reduce big game habitat?

4) Where is the 529 acres of withdrawl land that you want to open fo mining?
Isn't it inconsistent to open this area up to mining and designate the area an
ACEC? .

5) Did BLM permit and approve the mining road into Devil's Chimney in the
Sweet Grass Hills? Will the road be reclaimed? Do you control access on
roads open to mining or can the public drive on that road? Can you control
access for the purpose of protecting wildlife habitat?

No. 143

The reclamation standards are intended to prevent unnecessary and undue
degradation of federal lands and resources. This standard applies under all
alternatives. Disturbance has to reach a 5-acre threshold before a formal
permit is required under Alternative A. g

Ap a_pprovgd Plan of Operation is required for all surface disturbing activity
within deSIgna_ted Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Kevin Rim,
vaeet Grass Hills and Cow Creek), except casual use under the proposed
alternative.

Each alternative would apply the unnecessary and undue degradation
requirement to every plan of operation filed.

No. 144

BLM’s proposed alternative, including the Management Common to All
Alternatives guidance, would be implemented throughout the planning
area. .

No. 145

BLM has no mining Plans of Operation authorized, or pending, for a large
open pit mine in the Sweet Grass Hills. If one was proposed, the environ-
mental analysis would address potential impacts to big game habitat.
Reduction in big game habitat would depend on the magnitude and duration
of such an operation and the mitigating measures which would be applied.

No. 146

Ehe ldcatioh of the withdrawal is shown on Figure 3.6 (on page 63 of the
raft). - )

The purpose of the Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation in
the proposed alternative is not to preclude mining from the area. The BLM
would continue multiple use management in the Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern with a management emphasis on protecting the resources
for which the area was designated.

BLM’sreview of the withdrawal has indicated that 529.67 acres is no longer
needed by the Bureau of Reclamation for the stated purpose. Therefore,
BLM has recommended revocation of the withdrawal. The revocation would
reopen the lands to the public land laws, including mineral entry. Since the
majority of the Area of Critical Environmental Concern would remain open
to the mineral entry, it is consistent to reopen theselands. Thelocation of the
withdrawal is shown on Figure 3.6 on page 63 of the draft.

No. 147

BLM did permit exploration work in the vicinity of Devil’s Chimney on June
23,1986. One of the conditions of approval was that the roads and drill sites
be reclaimed when work is completed. A reclamation bond is being held by
the Montana Department of State Lands.

Roads constructed on public lands are generally open to the public, while
they are in existence; unless this use puts public health and safety at risk, or
substantially interferes with the purpose for which the road was con-
structed.

Mitigation restricting access can be developed to protect wildlife habitat or
other resources if the environmental analysis indicates these measures are
necessary.
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148 6) Are the 529 acres of withdrawal land part of the area already open to
mineral exploration?

149 7) What are your standards for reclamation on a road like the one into Devil's

Chimney?

150 8) How much in royalties are received from locatable mining? What will the
private surface owner receive in an area with federal minerals and a mining
operation?

151 9) Does BLM require an environmental assessment on mining projects? 1Is there
public input into an environmental assessment?

152 10) What is the acreage of federal surface with federal subsurface for East
Butte of the Sweet Grass Hills?

153 11) What protection will Alternative D provide ranchers with private surface
over federal subsurface acreage in the event of a mining operation?

No. 148

The 529.67 acres are part of the 569.67 acres currently withdrawn by the
Bureau of Reclamation which are not open to mining. Removal of the
withdrawal would open that portion to mineral entry, unless those lands
were subsequently withdrawn. This withdrawal is within an area that is
open to mineral exploration. A review of the current withdrawal recom-
mended that all but 40 acres be returned to public land status and opened to
mineral exploration.

Themap on page63 of the draft RMP/EIS shows the generallocation of this
area. For additional information please refer to response No. 136 and No.
146.

No. 149

The standards for road reclamation are to: replace the sidecast rock and
soil, regrade the road to approximate the original contour, and reseed with
an approved seed mixture at the prescribed rate.

The bond is not released until a self-sustaining stand of vegetation has been
established and the stability of the reclaimed roadbed is to BLM’s satisfac-
tion.

No. 150

There are no federal royalties on locatable mineral production. In Montana,
there is a State Metaliferous Mines Tax with a variable tax rate ranging
from 0 to 1.5% of the gross produced value.

The private surface owner is entitled to compensation for damage to hlS
surface and improvements, but no royalties or comparable income.

For more information please refer to response No. 130.

No. 151

All Plans of Operation permitted by the BLM must meet National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requirements, which include that each
action be analyzed and an environmental document be prepared, filed, and
be available to the public. This process may involve public participation
which is determined by the significance of impacts and level of controversy
expected as a result of of the proposed action.

No. 152

There are 4,760 federal surface acres and 13,305 federal subsurface acres in
the East Butte area.

No. 153

The alternatives do not affect private surface. For additional information
please refer to response No. 130.
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154 12) Is Alternative D going to give you more control over mining in the ACEC
areas versus Alternative A or does the 1872 mining law oversee mineral

development?

155 13) What are you doing to control access in the Sweet Grass Hills? How will
this affect our plans to make this a walk in recreation area? How will BLM

control the damage to public and private lands?

156 14) Can you keep ORVs off of existing or future mining roads?

157 15) What is considered a trail on BLM land for ORV use?

158 16) How much private and public surface is there in the Devil's Chimney area?

159 17) what type of fire protection do mining companies have to provide?

No. 154

The 1872 Mining Law applies to all alternatives. If impacts can be mitigated
and do not cause unnecessary or undue degradation, the BLM must approve
a mining Plan of Operation.

No. 155

The Sweet Grass Hills would be given a limited off-road vehicle designation
in the proposed alternative, which would restrict use to designated roads
and trails. The intent is to eliminate cross-country motorized travel with
access only on existing routes. The activity plan will further define limita-
tion with regards to time of year and type of vehicle restrictions.

Continued multiple use under the Area of Critical Environmental Concern
designation would permit a varied public use, but most of it should be
confined to designated roads-trails identified in an off-road vehicle plan and
identified in the field by signs. Some public and private off-road vehlcle

" trespass may occur.

The specific details of a walk-in recreation area would be addressed in the
activity plan that would be prepared for the Area of Critical Environmental
Concern. .

No. 156

A temporary restriction or closure can be put into effect if use of an existing
mining road is dangerous to the public. This would be assessed on an
individual basis. Future mining activity and associated roads would be
addressed during review of the mining permit and Plan of Operations.

Please refer to Response No. 147 for additional information.

No. 157

The BLM has no routesidentified or built as trails for off-road vehicle users.
The term roads and trails is used generically to cover all possible access
routes. A biker could use a cow trail or go cross country if the area is
designated as open. Travel would be restricted to access routes if an area is
designated limited to existing roads and trails.

An off-road vehicle trail is a route that accommodates one or two wheeled
motorized or mechanical vehicles.

No. 158

Devils Chimney is located on the East Butte. The BLM manages 4,760 acres
on East Butte.

No. 159 ’

The operator must comply with all applicable federal and state fire laws and
regulations and shall take all reasonable measures to prevent and suppress
fires in areas of operation.

Any fires they cause which require BLM suppression action, will be billed to
the mining company to recover BLM’s costs. ThlS is for man-caused fires
only.
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160 18) What are the standards for water quality on and around mining activity?
Is there any testing before mining activity begins?

161 19) Has the decision already been made that Alternative D is what you are
going to do?

162 20) Do you have the discretion to deny opening the 529 acres to mining?

,Z
163 21) Why doesn't the BLM outline policies for ORV use in the Sweet Grass Hills?

64 22) How much and what type of mining activity can occur in the Sweet Grass
1 Hills? Can a mining company go back into the mountain and remove the hills?
Can they level the hills and just replace it with grass?

No. 160

The Montana Department of State Lands is responsible for ensuring that
mining activity does not degrade water quality, unless a waiver is granted,
based on necessary economic or social development. A waiver may not be
granted if present and future uses of the water would be adversely affected.
A public hearing is required for a waiver.

Operators are required to document existing surface and ground water
conditions prior to mihing activity. BLM and the State Water Quality Board
would determine the type and level of characterization. Testing may or may
not be required, depending on the type, level and location of the mining
activity.

No. 161

Please refer to response No. 140.

No. 162

The 529.67 acres are segregated from mineral entry as stipulated in the
withdrawal of these lands to the Bureau of Reclamation. Removal of the
withdrawal would reopen these lands to mineral entry, unless another
withdrawal segregating mineral entry were initiated. The proposed plan
would allow mineral entry after removal of the withdrawal.

No. 163

Off-road vehicle designations have been identified for each alternative in
Chapter 2 (under issue No. 2, Off-Road Vehicle). The proposed alternative
designates off-road vehicle use in the Sweet Grass Hills as limited to desig-
nated roads and trails. Additionally, seasonal restrictions to off-road vehi-
cle use of designated roads and trails would apply in crucial wildlife areas.
An activity plan would be prepared to address specific restrictions prior to
implementation.

No. 164

There are no set restrictions on what method of mining an operator may
employ. The type of mining, open pit or underground, depends on the grade
and configuration of the ore body. The government assumes the operator
knows best how to develop a mineral deposit and merely evaluates the
proposal to identify unnecessary and undue degradation.

If environmental analysis of a specific proposal indicates it would cause
unnecessary and undue degradation, the operation is not permitted. The
operator may elect to change the mining method to reduce impacts to a level
that does not cause unnecessary/undue degradation.

As for an operation that would goin and level the Sweet Grass Hills, we have
no indications of any mineral deposit that would justify such measures.
Given whatis known about the mineral potential of the area such a scenario
is extremely unlikely. . '
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165 23) On page 32 Alternative D, what is proposed for the one square mile of
intensive ORV use and where is it proposed for?

166 24) What 1s involved with obtaining a mining patent?

167 25) Can a mining company cross private property to get to a federal claim?

f

=1

26) Under Alternative D, why did you specify Native Americans would be
168 potified of mining activity in the Sweet Grass Hills and not other
organizations? What tribes use the Sweet Grass Hills for religious purposes?

169 27) Is there much ORV use on BLM'lands which don't have legal or physical
access?

No. 165

The intensive off-road vehicle use area, identified in the proposed alterna-
tive, is an option which may be developed if sufficient interest is indicated.
The intensive use area would be located in an area designated open to
off-road vehicle use and in an area which meets the criteria outlined in
Chapter 2. Identification of a specific location will not occur until BLM
receives sufficient interest.

No. 166

A mining claimant may apply for patent after doing $500 worth of develop-
ment work on a claim. It is then examined to verify the discovery of a
valuable mineral, as defined under the mining laws. If there are no contests,
then a patent is issued. .

No. 167

A claimantmay not enter private surface/private minerals without permis-
sion from the landowner. In areas where the mineral estate is owned separ-
ately from the surface estate, the mineral owner has certain surface rights.
Mineral rights generally include surface use for purposes of access, explora-

" tion, development, mining, ore dressing and transportation operations.

However, the surface owner is entitled to compensation for damage these
activities cause to the surface and improvements.

No. 168

Under the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, a federal agency is
obligated to consult with local Native American groups when actions may
affect an identified religious site or area. The Sweet Grass Hills have been
formally identified as a Blackfeet and Chippewa Cree Indian traditional
religious area. They are also known to have been used by the Gros Ventre,
Stoney, Blood and other tribes for vision questing activities.

No. 169

During the fall there is some off-road vehicle use on such lands, but actual
use numbers aren’t known.
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Public Meeting Lewistown, Montana July 20, 1987
Formal Statement

My name is Dick Knox, I am president of the Missouri Breaks Multiple Use
Association, and I speak.here tonight on behalf of that organization. Our
association 1s composed primarily of farmers and ranchers from Blaine, Fergus,
Chouteau and Phillips Counties, we are the people who will be most directly
affected by this proposed management plan. We do have some concerns and I
will try to address them specifically tonight. First let me say that we truly
believe in what the name of our organization implies, we believe in true
multiple use of these federal lands we are discussing tonight. These uses
include not only grazing and mineral developument they include hunting,
fishing, floating and other outdoor pursuits too numerous to mention. Taken
together this wide range of commercial and recreational activities comprise
true multiple use of not only the Missouri Corridor, but all Federal lands in
the study area. We're here tonight to discuss the management for the next
10-15 years, hopefully it will stay as close to multiple-use management as is
now the case.

OQur organization can support Alternative D with these qualifications of
riparian habitat. We love the cottonwood groves too, and recognize they are
not regenerating as they should for the enjoyment of future generations. We
would point out that completely fencing groves will be disruptive to ranchers
with grazing permits. Livestock need shade during hot weather and complete
fencing would be very detrimental, also fencing large groves will disrupt
cattle movement to water and concentrate them heavily in other areas, creating
problems that do not now exist. We could not support such a policy. We
recommend that if such a policy is instituted that it provide for:

1. leaving a portion of all groves unfenced, the portions of the groves
could be rotated to provide for reestablishment of the entire grove.

2. large and particularly long areas of groves be segmented to provide for
normal cattle movement to water.

OQur next area of concern is right-of-way management.

We believe Alternative D to be unduly restrictive. We believe that the
amount and scope of the restrictions is very detrimental the future of gas
development in the area.

There are producing gas fields on both sides of the river at the present time
and a lot of the management area 1s rated high, with very good prospects for
finding more natural gas. The proposed plan (Alternative D) will surely
stifle future gas development, this in an economic ally depressed area with a
shrinking tax base. If these restrictions were necessary to preserve the
Beauty of the Area, which we all love, then perhaps we could support them.
They are not! The oil and gas people have demonstrated over the years that
they can keep disruption to a bare minimum and very successfully rehabilitate
disturbed areas.
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Our organization participated heavily in the public input regarding the
pipeline crossing below Stafford Ferry. There were many who said a crossing
that. magnitude was not possible without heavy environmental damage.. The
opposite has proven true, to a person floating the river the crossing is
absolutely not noticeable and if you are on the banks only a small marker is
visible. The heavy scarring that was supposed to occur is not present to any
degree at all. 1In fact if you don't know where the line is you would not,
notice it at all, this is less than four years, at the end of 10 years all of:
the right-of-way will blend with its surroundings, a very small, environmental
price to pay for economic activity so vital to this area.

Existing management between the BLM or the gas industry is working well, it

should not be made heavily restrictive as it is in alternative D.
Our organization supports the Right-of-Way management in Alternative B.

To sum up our position, we support Alternative D, but with changes we have
outlined. -
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Public Meeting Lewistown, Montana July 20, 1987 _

170 1) What is the management plan the draft West HiLine RMP proposed for the
trail up Cow Creek with respect to riparian habitat? Does the draft propose
fencing about 100 acres in the Cow Creek area? .

171 2) What problems are people (recreational users) causing on the UMNWSR? How
does the draft propose to solve those problems?

17 3) Is the no wake speed provision enforced on the UMNWSR during hunting
season?

4) Does the draft propose a carry in = carry out type of litter management
173 program or any other type of regulations regarding garbage? If you have a
law enforcement person on the river would then enforce all the regulations?

74 5) How was Alternative D selected as the preferred alternative? Was it a
1 staff decision? Can public input change portions of the proposed alternative
in the draft? .

175 6) How does the draft propose managing the mineral resources, especially hard
rock minerals?

No. 170

An activity plan will be prepared for the Cow Creek area which will be
managed with a strong emphasis on riparian management. The activity
plan may identify riparian pasture or exclosure needs but no specific
acreage has been identified. The primary emphasis will be on grazing-
management practices to improve riparian community conditions.

For additional information please refer to the Cow Creek Implementation
section of the Alternative D description in Chapter 2 of this document.

No. 171

The problems identified include trespass on private land, indiscriminate
off-road vehicle use, sanitation problems and soil compaction at campsite
locations. Trespass on private land is most prevalent on the stretch from
Fort Benton to Coal Banks. Each alternative provides for acquisition of
recreational land, whether it be through exchange or purchase. Indiscrimi-
nate off-road vehicle use is conflicting with the floater use along the corri-
dor. The limited off-road vehicle designation which specifies that off-road
vehicles must use only designated roads and trails should minimize this
conflict. Sanitation is a problem around the more popular campsites. The
proposed alternative states that sites be upgraded if sanitation becomes a
health problem. Soil compaction, or bare ground, occurs at the more heavily
used campsites and management would keep the character and rate of
change due to human factors within acceptable levels.

No. 172

The no-wake speed is in effect during the primary recreation use season on
the scenic and wild segments of the Upper Missouri National Wild and
Scenic River, currently Memorial Day through the week after Labor Day.
The no-wake speed provision is not applicable after Labor Day. -

No. 173

A pack in/pack out policy would be implemented. BLM law enforcement
personnel would enforce only BLM regulations. A cooperative agreement
could be signed with another agency which would expand this authority.

No. 174

Please refer to response No. 140.

No. 175

Hardrock minerals will be managed under the 43 CFR 3809 regulations
which are applicable where BLM is the surface managing agency. For
additional information and text revisions please refer to the Mineral
Resource Management section of the Management Common to All Alterna-
tives description in Chapter 2.
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176 7) what is the legal definition of the UMNWSR corridor boundaries?

177 8) Does the draft address trapping or hunting (throughout the study area or
in Cow Creek)? How will the proposed ORV management affect trapping?

,

1 9) How do you currently access the Cow Creek area? Does the draft propose a
change in that access?

179 10) How does BLM define a road and a trail for access purposes?

11) What has been learned from BLM riparian studies ‘(on the north side of the
180 yMNWSR)? Does the draft propose fencing the cottonwood stands in riparian
areas? . : . .

No. 176

The Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River, as identified in this
RMP, includes the legally defined corridor and adjacent public lands neces-

. sary to manage recreation use within the corridor. The Upper Missouri

National Wild and Scenic Riverislegally defined as the area within the rims
of the Missouri River, from Coal Banks Landing to five miles above the Kipp
bridge; and the river and its bed between Fort Benton and Coal Banks
Landing, and the lower portion within the Charles M. Russell National
Wildlife Refuge.

No. 197

The draft RMP provides for recreational opportunities such as hunting and
trapping in generic terms. For additional information please refer to the
Recreation Management section of the Management Common to All Alter-
natives description in Chapter 2.

Off-road vehicle use would be restricted to existing roads and trails and
seasonal limitations in the Cow Creek area. Specific details will be
addressed in an off-road vehicle implementation plan.

No. 178

Current access to the Cow Creek area is by way of the old Cow Island Trail to
the James Kipp homestead; the Cow Island Road to Spencer Ridge and the
Harry Liddle property, floating the Missouri River to the James Kipp
homestead, and by way of numerous, unmarked, foot trails.

The draft does not propose any change in the current access.

No. 179

A BLM road would fit one of the following criteria:

1. A two-track established solely from passage of vehicles over a period of
time; .

2. A vehicle route which has been improved and maintained by mechani-
cal means to ensure relatively regular and continuous use.

3. A route maintained periodically for access by four-wheeled vehicles
larger than 40” width., .

A trail is a route that accommodates one or two wheeled motorized or
mechanical vehicles.

Nof 180

Three years ago, a 60 acre riparian exclosure was constructed on the north
side of the Missouri River. There was to be 30 acres with no grazing and 30

.acres grazed in late fall. The area was enclosed with an electric fence, but

because of difficulty in maintenance, there has been some livestock use
within the exclosure each year. Despite this, willow and cottonwood repro-
duction is evident within the exclosure. These riparian studies have shown
that proper livestock grazing, other than continuous grazing during the hot
summer season, is not harmful to riparian reproduction and establishment.
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181 12) Does the Nez Perce trail go up the bottom of Cow Creek? Does the draft
propose acquiring all the deeded ground in the bottom of Cow Creek? Can the
BLM force someone to trade that kind of ground for an isolated parcel?

No. 180 cont;

The Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River Coordinated Activity
Plan will list management techniques in more detail. Fencing may be used
as a grazing management tool, but it is doubtful if individual cottonwood
groves would be fenced separately, except for smaller areas used by recrea-
tionists for camping or other uses.

No. 181

" A 16-mile segment of the Nez Perce National Historic Trail is located in the

Cow Creek drainage. The proposed RMP provides the guidelines to acquire
private land either through easement or fee title processes for recreational
opportunities. The amount of acquisition would depend on several factors
including opportunities and funding.

The USFS is currently writing a management plan for the entire Nez Perce
Trail which is slated for completion by October, 1989. This activity plan,
which will be available for public review, will provide specific gnidelines for
management of the Nez Perce National Historic Trail.
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Public Meeting Fort Benton, Montana July 21, 1987
Formal Statement

My name is Ernest K. Lehmann. I live in Minneapolis, Minnesota. I am
President of Ernest K. Lehmann and Assoclates of Montana, Inc. and I am
testifying on behalf of the company. Ernest K. Lehmann Associates of Montana
is part of a group of companies who offer consulting geological services for
the mineral industry and engage in exploration in their own right. I am a
professional geologist and past president of the American Institute of
Professional Geologists. I am a registered geologist in several states,
including California and Alaska.

I am going to confine my remarks to the Sweet Grass Hills and to the aspects
of the proposed management plan that relate to mineral exploration and
possible mineral development. I guess my comments are particularly important

~that we get the oral testimony since we haven't found my written testimony.

We are a major holder of claims, mining claims and mineral leases in the
Sweet Grass Hills area. And we also hold state and private leases, surface
and mineral leases.

To summarize what I'm going to say, is that we believe that in the:Sweet
Grass Hills the only viable alternative presented in the management plan is
Alternative A, which is the no action alternative. And this is because
really for three major reasons, we think that the planning process has been
flawed. We think the plan is based on 1nadequate data as to the Sweet Grass
Hills only, we make no comment as to the rest. And we do not believe that
the data presented substantiate the preferred alternative.

As I say we are a major clajim owner, we have 25 mining claims on East Butte
of which are in the proposed emphasis area, we have 28 claims at Middle Butte
which are just to the north, and we have 30 claims at West Butte which are
just to the west of the proposed areas which are at least where BLM has
surface. These are areas, some of these claims are areas where BLM has the
minerals and private persons have the surface. We are also the record lessee
of extensive privately and state owned lands in all three areas. .

I want to note for the record that we have never received an official notice
of the proposed plan. We heard about the plan only indirectly even though
the BLM has a record of our mining claims and we then had to initiate our own
efforts to obtain a copy of the draft proposal.

We don't think that the draft is adequate and based on adequate information.
The areas in which I proposed to comment are the lack of discussion of recent
mineral exploration activities in the area, the potential of the area for
hosting economic mineral deposits, and the economic benefits and impacts of
mineral development if it should occur in the area, and in fact the basic
geologic information that's presented in the draft plan is incomplete and
partially 1s actually incorrect.

No. 182

BLM’s responses to your specific comments are given in the later portions of
your statement.

No. 183

Please refer to response No. 13.

No. 184

Please refer to response No. 15.



TLT

I'm not going to comment here on the details of the geology that would
consume the time that is best spent in other ways,but in my written
presentation we do give you a thumb nall sketch of the geology.

I do want to talk about the mineral potential because I think the other
people who are here from the public deserve that background. The historic

- mineral exploration in the Sweet Grass Hills has been going on since the turn

of the century and is focused primarily on fluorite deposits on East Butte
and some copper deposits on East Butte, placer gold in Middle Butte and a
small lip silver occurrence which dates back to the early part of the century
which is on West Butte and was mined in the early part of the century.
Neither the placer gold nor the lead-silver occurrences are discussed in the
draft plan even though active mining is going on at Middle Butte at the
present time.

" There is right now active mineral exploration at East, Middle and West Butte

and as well at Grassy Butte which is not in the plan but is significant to
note that that exploration is going on. Grassy Butte is just southeast of
Middle Butte. And the reason for this exploration is that the Sweet Grass
Hills has strong geologic similarities to very important gold producing and
prospective gold producing areas. The closest analogy in terms of geology is
with the Little Rocky Mountains where what is now the fourth largest gold
producer in the U.S. is operating. That operation started in the early 80's,
it's a very significant operation.

The other of these outlying hills that occur in north central Montana are
also prospective. We are active in the Bear Paw Mountains, there are others
who are exploring in the Judith's and the Moccasin's and of course, as I
mentioned, the Little Rocky's. These areas have some geologic similarity to
the famous district of Crippled Creek in Colorado which everybody has at
least heard of, which was a very large gold producing area. They also have
similarities geologically to some new discoveries being made in the south
pacific and they have significant potential not only for medium to large
scale open pit operations but also for higher grade underground deposits.

There is gold, there are gold occurrences in the Sweet Grass Hills. The
placer at Middle Butte is of course the most obvious, but we are aware of the
fact that a major company has drilled a number of holes at Grassy Butte and
has encountered more grade mineralization. They have not yet determined the
extent of that.

Our work to date also indicates significant, though not yet commercial,
occurrences of gold and related metals and elements in rocks and soils at all
three areas of East, West and Middle Buttes. The data presented by the BLM
plan makes no presentation of the amount of exploration that has been done in
the Sweet Grass Hills in recent years or does it discuss the direct and
indirect present and future economic benefits to the area from hard mineral
exploration and development.

We would estimate that since we began our exploration in the area in 1983
somewhere in excess of half a million dollars is already been spent by us and
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others on that exploration. This has included geologic mapping, geochemical
mapping, sampling, geophysical work, topographic surveys and related work.
It's going to take a lot of drilling to delineate any targets or test any
targets in the area. So there will be a large additional expenditure. A lot
of that money that's spent remains in the area, it does not disappear
mysteriously to somewhere else. There are rentals paid to landowners,
royalties, advance royalties paid, we purchase goods and services such as
meals and lodging, road building services, and so on.

You can reasonably expect that any, before any discovery is delineated to the
point where a development decisfon could be made that 1t would cost from a
million to five million dollars per target, and there may be a number of
potential targets in the area. These expenditures alone have a significant
impact on the communities in the area of Chester and Shelby. And none of
that is covered in the report. A small or modest size I would say, mining
operation, open pit mining operation, 1if one were discovered and developed,
might employ 35 to 50 people for perlods of 5, 10 or 20 years. And these
would be people who are heavy equipment operators, technicians,
administrative staff, and who are relatively well paid. So that you could
look at a payroll from a single discovery of at least $800,000.00 to a
million and a half. Larger operations would have comparably large affect and
employ people.

It's kind of a rule of thumb by planners and social scientists that in the
mineral industry one direct job produces three or four indirect jobs in the
area in terms of services of various kinds, ranging from garages and machine
shops to school teachers and so on. So that any mineral development in that
area would have a significant and marked impact on the economy of the Sweet
Grass Hills, none of this is cited in the plan.

We believe that the data presented in the plan in large measure does not
substantiate the cholce of Alternative D. We feel that decisions made with
respect to mineral projects are really too fold. The exploration itself has
very little affect on the environment. It's a temporary affect, we are
required by the State of Montana, whether it's on Federal or private surface,
to file with them reclamation plans and reclaim the land to their
satisfaction. We are bonded in relation to that, in fact I met with the
state people on another project this morning.

If mineral development occurs it's impossible to pre-judge what the affect
would be. We do not now know whether it's a large deposit or a small deposit
that what we might find, or if it's going to be mined underground or open
pit, and until we have gone thru the exploration stage, we cannot make the
kinds of judgments that are required nor can the BLM or the state. Therefore
we think that environmental impacts must be judged on a project by project
and a site by site basis. We feel that the current regulatory process in
Montana 1s adequate. We deal with it, we dealt with it for a number of years
in the exploratory stage, we are prepared to deal with it on the\operational
stage, In fact I've started some discussions with the state on that.

16
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No. 185

Please refer to respoﬁée No. 19.
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Issues of air and water quality are dealt with by the state process in what
we feel is in a reasonable manner and also the state process as the BLM is
well aware deals with cultural and other resources. It does that on a site
specific and project specific basis.

We're particularly -concerned about the effect of some .of the things like the
raptor guidelines and feel that the imposition of the raptor guidelines to
the Sweet Grass Hills 1is not warranted for a number of reasons. One is,
there are no known nesting areas in the area at the present time as the plan
states, and secondly we don't think that for example a three mile buffer is
required around possible peregrine falcon's nests when I have some two
blocks from my office on top of a skyscraper in downtown Minneapolis. So
that we don't think the raptor guidelines should be imposed, if they do have
to be imposed at some time it should be in relation to a specific project.

We don't see anywhere in the plan that there are any threatened or endangered
species and the plan can't be, the Alternative D, can't be justified on that
basis.

OQur investigations of the areas, and we are not archaeologists and we are not
out there looking for cultural sites but in three years of mapping we have
not identified or noted any archaeological or cultural sites and the plan
does not identify any.

We think that the exploration process has essentially zero effect on hunting
as far as the elk or deer population goes and we think again that you cannot
judge what the affect of a mining operation is going to be until the mining
operation occurs, and again the state rules provide for taking that into
consideration.

The same can be said of the affect on visual resources, which again are zero
in the exploration stage, and again are dependant on the specific mine plans
in the event something is developed.

Lastly we don't feel that the proposed Alternative D will do anything to
mitigate the current conflict between Native Americans and Santa Fe Mining
who is operating with us on East Butte and can't see that imposition of new
restrictions and reduction of the five acre rule will do anything to resolve
that conflict. That conflict as I understand it will probably be resolved in
the courts.

From all of these factors therefore we conclude that the only alternative
that should be considered in so far as the Sweet Grass Hills are concerned is
Alternative A which is the no change alternative. Thank you.

No. 186

Please refer to response No.

No. 187

Please refer to response No.

No. 188

" Please refer to response No.

No. 189

Please refer to response No.

No. 190

Please refer to response No.

No. 191

Please refer to response No.

20.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
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Public Meeting Fort Benton, Montana July 21, 1987

1) Can you adopt part of one alternative and part of another for the final
192 RMP? 'If you adopt Alternative D for the Missouri River, do you have to adopt

Alternative D for the Sweet Grass Hills?

193 2) What is the schedule for modifying and adopting the plan? What form does
a protest have to take?

194 3) Does the BLM have any plan for treating the noxious weeds in the river
areas?

195 4) What is Alternative B?

196 5) Would the second choice for BLM be Alternative C?

No. 192

We can adopt any part of any alternative which has been analyzed in the
document. Our proposed alternative reflects modifications based on the
public opinion we have received.

No. 193

This final RMP/EIS is the modification of the draft. [f BLM does not receive
a protest within 30 days of issuing this final, we can issue a decision on what
constitutes the RMP. If we receive a protest, a decision on that portion under
protest will not beissued until the protest is resolved. The protest procedures

_can be found in the Dear Reader letter.

No. 194

The BLM has plans to treat the noxious plants in the river areas. The
management guidelines are discussed briefly under “Grazing Management
Implementation (Vegetation Related)” in Chapter 2.

The programmatic environmental assessment on Containment/Eradica-
tion of Selected Noxious Plants, referenced in the draft document, is availa-
ble for review in the Lewistown District Office and in the Great Falls and
Havre Resource Area Offices. BLM will emphasize biological control
methods on large infestations in riparian zones and in floodplains along
rivers and streams. Chemical control methods may be used along roads,
trails, railroads, and on small upland infestations to eradicate or contain
selected noxious plants as funding, personnel, and local coordination per-
mits.

No. 195

Alternative Bis the maxirhizing production alternative in which only those
stipulations required by law (i.e., threatened and endangered species) would
be applied to development on the public lands.

No. 196

BLM’s proposed alternative is Alternative D; a blend of the three other
alternatives. A second choice alternative has not been identified.
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This section contains the changes and additions made to Chapters 3 and 4 of the ciraft RMP/EIS.

Many of the revisions required changing only a word or figure within a sentence, however, the entire
sentence has been reprinted for the reader’s convenience.

The revisions are given in the order of their appearance in the draft RMP/EIS. The left hand column
of the following section shows the location (by page, column, paragraph and if necessary, the
sentence) of the change made to the draft RMP. The indented text then contains the changes or -
additions made in that location. It would be to the reader’s convenience to read this section in
conjunction with the draft document.

LOCATION OF CHANGE
SHOULD READ

Chapter II1—Affeected Environment

Page 43, Column 1, Paragraph 6

Groundwater of better quality and quantity is available from deeper aquifers such as those
contained in the Madison Group of formations, but the costs associated with development make it
prohibitive for use except for large commercial interests or municipalities.

Page 43, Column 2, Paragraphs 2 and 3

The planning area is underlain by sedimentary deposits which include sandstones, shales,
limestones and dolomites. In places these rocks have been folded, faulted and intruded by igneous
bodies. Several episodes of glaciation occurred across the region. The resulting geologic settings
include glaciated flat-lying sediments in northcentral Montana, large scale overthrust faults
along the Rocky Mountains, and isolated outcrops of igneous rock in the Sweet Grass Hills and
Bear’s Paw Mountains.

Three uplifts (the Sweet Grass Arch, the Bear’s Paw Mountain Arch and the Sweet Grass Hills)

are the prominent structural features. Portions of the Montana disturbed belt and the Rocky

Mountain overthrust belt cross the western edge of the planning area (Ross, Andrews and

Witkind, 1958). Large amounts of glacial till and outwash were deposited in the regions by the
lhn01an and Wisconsin stages of glaciation (Perry, 1962).

Page 43, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Additional Sentence

Appendix 1.3 contains more detailed information on oil and gas history and the program’s
current and reasonably foreseeable direction.

Page 45, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1

Oil and gas production figures are provided in the Social and Economic Conditions section (page
75, Table 3.20) of the draft document.

Page 45, Column 1, Paragraph 4

An estimated 850,000 tons of coal was mined from the Big Sandy and Milk River Coal Fields in
Blaine County (Hubbard, Koch, and Biggs, 1966) between 1890 and 1960 for local use. No coal -
production is occurring at this time.

Page 45, Column 1, Paragraph 6

Overall, the coal in the planning area is similar in grade and British Thermal Unit content to the
coal mined from the Powder River Basin in southeastern Montana and northeastern Wyoming
The exception is that the coal beds in the planning area are thinner and less continuous in lateral
extent. Currently, these localized deposits are passed over in favor of the more strlppable coal
deposits in the Powder River Basin. Estimated coal resources, by county, are identified in Table
3.2.

. Page 45, Column 2, Paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 4
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Locatables

Deposits of gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc and bentonite occur in the planning area. Metallic
deposits are associated with the igneousintrusions which uplifted the Bear’s Paw Mountains and
the Sweet Grass Hills. Locatable bentonite deposits are associated with the thick Cretaceous
shales in the planning area. Figure 3.10 (a new figure in this Errata section) is a regional map
showing the number of unpatented mining claims per township.

The occurrences of locatable minerals in the Sweet Grass Hills and their development potential
are discussed in the Emphasis Area section of this chapter.

_ There are 35 unpatented mining claims in Blaine County, north of the Fort Belknap Indian
Reservation, believed to be located for the purpose of developing the bentonite resources in the
Cretaceous Bearpaw Formation (see Figure 3.10 of this Errata section). Commercial bentonite
has been produced from the Bearpaw shale in both Phillips and Valley Counties. However, both
of these mines, and their associated processing plants, were closed down several years ago due to
the downturn in the petroleum industry; a major bentonite user. While there is a high occurrence
potential for bentonite on those claims underlain by the Bearpaw Formatlon the development
potential would have to be rated as low at this time.

Thereis a group of unpatented mining claims in the Bear’s Paw Mountains of Blaine County, east
of the Rocky Boy Indian Reservation (see Figure 3.10 of this Errata section). There is no BLM
administered surface associated with these claims. Gold is probably the primary mineral of
interest. An exploration program was conducted in 1986, and unconfirmed reports indicate that
an ore deposit of unknown size and grade has been identified.

There ‘are 32 unpatented mining claims in the Breaks region of Blaine County just north of the
Missouri River. Some of the claims lie inside the management boundaries of the Upper Missouri
National Wild and Scenic River Corridor and the Cow Creek Wilderness Study Area. These
claims arelocated on, and around several small igneous intrusions called diatremes. The compo-
sition of these diatremes is similar to kimberlite, which hosts diamonds in South Africa and other
diamond producing areas. Geologic conditions suggest that diamonds could possibly be present
in these diatremes (Hearn, 1979), but to date there have been no reports of any diamond occur-
rence. :

Salables

Most of the planning area was glaciated during the Pleistocene epoch. Continental glacial ice

. extended south to approximately the Missouri River. The Sweet Grass Hills; Bear’s Paw Moun-
tains and the Little Rocky Mountains remained unglaciated, rising above the surrounding ice
sheet (Colton, Lemke and Lindvall, 1961). Extensive material deposits resulted from the glacial
activity, and the more recent stream activity.

~ These deposits are sources of sand, gravel and fill material. The commercially developed sources
are privately owned. The primary users of federally owned mineral material deposits are the
Bureau of Reclamation, the State of Montana and area county governments.

Page 46, Column 2, Paragraph 10

Riparian areas are those areas within wetlands; geographically delineated by distinctive
resource values and characteristics. These values and characteristics result from the influence by
permanent water. Availability of permanent water allows a greater diversity of plant, fish and
wildlife species than surrounding ecosystems. Riparian zones vary in size and vegetative com-
plexity because of the many combinations created between water resources and physical site
characteristics (Hanson 1980). Site characteristics include topography, aspect, gradient, eleva-
tions, soil type; influenced by permanent water and water quality, and plant community. Ripar-
ian areas may be associated with lakes, reservoirs, estuaries, potholes, springs, bogs, wet mea-
dows, and ephemeral, intermittent, or perennlal streams.

Riparian areas are unique and among the more productive and important ecosystems. Healthy
riparian systems filter and purify water as it moves through the riparian zone, reduce sediment
loads, enhance soil stability, provide micro-climate moderation when contrasted to extremes-in
adjacent areas, and contribute to groundwater recharge and base flow (BLM Riparian Area
Management Pohcy, 1987).

Appendix 2.4 lists the major riparian areas along the UMNWSR. The primary soi.lrces of surface
water in the entire planning area are listed on page 43 of the draft. .
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Page 50, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Include As Last Sentence

For more information on candidate species management, please refer to the Wildlife & Fisheries
Implementation portion of the Management Common to All Alternatives section of Chapter} 2.

Page 50, Column 2, The Subheading Range

Grazing Management

. Page 50, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 1

There are 397 grazing allotments in the planning area, of which 216 are administered under.
Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act and 181 under Section 15 of the Act.

Page 50, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Last Sentence

The Great Falls Resource Area directly administers 67 Section 15 allotments, while the Havre
Resource Area administers the rest.

Page 50, Column 2, Paragraph 8, Sentence 1
Management categories have been assigned to each of the 397 grazing allotments.
Page 51, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Last Sentence

Objectives are prepared and a grazing system is developed to consider all resource needs within
the allotment and on surrounding allotments.

Page 54, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Additional Information

The following is a list of species of special interest or concern in the West HiLine planning area.

MAMMALS . BIRDS
Dwarf Shrew A Northern Goshawk
Preble Shrew Ferruginous Hawk

Merriam Shrew
Big-eared Bat

Hoary Marmot
Black-tailed Prairie Dog

Merlin

Peregrine Falcon
Prairie Falcon
Golden Eagle

Black-footed Ferret Mountain Plover
Wolf Upland Sandpiper
Lynx Long-billed Curlew
Northern Pygmy Owl
GICIREMEIGLE, Northern Saw-whet Owl
Dakota Toad Long-eared Owl
FISH Burrowing Owl
Pallid Sturgeon Pileated Woodpecker
Paddlefish Ql.ive-sided Flycatcher
A Western Bluebird
Sicklefin Chub :

Clay-colored Sparrow

Brewer’s Sparrow
Bobolink



Page 56, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Sentence 2

The entire 149 miles of the Upper Missouri National Wild & Scenic River flows through the
planning area. :

Page 56, Column 2, Paragraph 7, Last Sentence
Each of the BLM-administered wilderness study areas is described in detail in Appendix 2.8.
Page 58, Table 3.7, Right-of-Way Footnote

Rights-of-Way are issued for various utility and transportation purposes. Table 3.8 identifies
rights-of-way by county.

Page 60, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Senteflce 1

The Kevin Rim contains significant resources (exceptional raptor habitat and significant
archaeological sites) which are unique to the planning area.

Page 60, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3
Presently 54 wells have been drilled in the proposed emphasis area.

Page 61, Figure 3.5 Was Revised As Shown on the following page
Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1.

There are five rights-of-way within the Kevin Rim area (four roads, pipelines, etc. associated with
oil-gas activity and one communication site).

Pége 62, Column 1, Paragraph 10, Sentence 1

The Sweet Grass Hills emphasis area is unique because of its traditional religious importance to
the Blackfeet, Chippewa-Cree, Gros Ventre, Blood and other Native American tribes; its habitat
potential for reintroduction of the endangered peregrine falcon; and its important elk and deer
habitat.

Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 11, Delete Sentence 2
Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 11, Sentences 4, 5, and 6

There are approximately 7,952 BLM-administered surface acres within the boundaries of these
three Buttes (4,760 acres on East Butte, 600 acres on Middle Butte and 2,592 acres on West Butte).
There are approximately 11,072 BLM-administered subsurface acres beneath the public surface
on these three Buttes.

Page 62, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 4 .
Page 63, Figure 3.6 Was Revised As Shown on the following page-
Page 64, Column 1, Paragraphs 1-8

The Sweet Grass Hills are composed of three separate areas known as East Butte, Middle (or
Gold) Butte and West Butte. The Sweet Grass Hills were formed in Eocene time (Truscott, 1976),
approximately 50 million years ago, by the intrusion of igneous material into the overlying
sedimentary rock ‘as plugs, laccoliths, dikes and sills. These sedimentary rocks were domed
upward in the three separate areas that make up the Sweet Grass Hills and dissected by erosion
into landforms resembling three distinct groups of hills rather than three individual buttes.

All three buttes have lately been the focus of hardrock exploration activity, primarily for precious
metals. Very little published data is available on the Sweet Grass Hills and only recently has
information become available concerning their mineral potential.

The current mineral ownership in the Sweet Grass Hills varies considerably. The following are
examples of mineral ownership patterns: federal surface/federal minerals, private surface/fed-
eral minerals, private surface/private minerals, and state surface/state minerals. All of the
federally owned minerals are currently open to location and entry under the mining law, with the
exception of those portions of T. 36 N, R. 5 E., Sections 29 and 30 (withdrawn by the Bureau of
Reclamation.) This withdrawn area presently consists of 569.67 acres. Detailed maps and plats of
the area are available from local BLLM offices. ‘

East Butteis the largest of the three buttes and is composed of large masses of syenite porphry in
contact with the limestones of the Madison Group. It also has the longest history of mineral
exploration and production.

During World War II, East Butte was investigated as a possible fluorspar (CaF9) source. The
report concluded that better deposits existed that were not as remote (Ross, 1950).
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Figure 3.5 Kevin Rim Emphasis Area
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Figure 3.6 Sweet Grass Hills Emphasis Area
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Placer gold prospecting was widespread on East Butte near the turn of the century. The principal
areas of placer mining were on Tootsie Creek, with some work being done on Halfbreed, Sage and
other creeks on the southern slopes of East Butte. The total production was estimated at less than
2,000 ounces. The distribution of the workings suggest that the placer gold of East Butte may
have been derived in part from the fluorspar lodes occurring at the syenite-limestone contacts
(Ross, 1950).

Iron deposits were located on several claims east of Mount Royal in Section 32, T.36 N., R.5 E.
These claims were patented in 1896. Most of the iron occurs in or near blocks of Madison
limestone contained within the syenite. Samples reportedly assayed at 60% iron, but no ore is
believed to have been shipped (Ross, 1950).

The Brown Eyed Queen Mine, located a mile southwest of Mount Royal, produced several small
amounts of rich copper ore at the turn of the century (Ross, 1950). Records show production from
lode deposits at the Sweet Grass Mine, near the head of Ribbon Gulch, of about 8,700 pounds of
copper, 8,400 pounds of lead, 1,100 pounds of zinc, and 651 ounces of silver. Development at the
Sweet Grass Mine was in progress in the mid 1960s. A mineralized fracture zone about 4-feet wide
was being worked. Grab samples of the ore assayed 4 to 8% copper, 25 to 50% lead, and 12 to 25
ounces per ton silver with a trace of gold. Two 50-ton shipments of high silica ore were made to the
Anaconda Smelter (Hubbard, Koch and Biggs, 1966). It is not known for certain why this prospect
was abandoned, though it was probably due to its remote locale, small size and a downturnin the
copper market.

Current exploration efforts on East Butte are focused on identifying gold/silver mineralization.
The area has been largely unexplored in modern time. Soil and rock chip sampling have identi-
fied areas of anamalous gold concentrations on East Butte; particularly in the Breed Creek and
Tootsie Creek areas, and up the South Fork of Tootsie Creek toward Mount Royal. Exploration
activity in the summer of 1987, revealed gold mineralization of two general types. Low grade,
widespread gold mineralization occurring at shallow depths within the syenite; and areas of
relatively richer grade, yet particularly erratic, gold mineralization within solution breccia zones
of the Mission Canyon limestone, whlch developed at the syenite-limestone contact.

Data supplied by various mineral companles was used to assess the gold/silver development
potential of East Butte with the criteria in Appendix 3.4 (a new Appendix shown in the back of
this document). Large portions of East Butte have moderate development potential as depicted in
Figure 3.11 of this Errata section. No high development potential areas were identified because
while widespread gold anomalies were found, not enough exploration work has been done to
identify an ore body. This may change as more work is done in the area. Several mineral
companies believe there is an extremely favorable likelihood of finding mineable gold deposits.

Stone and riprap have been extracted from quarries in the East Butte intrusives. There is an
inactive riprap quarry in Section 32, T. 36 N., R. 5 E. located on a patented mining claim. Rock
from this quarry was used as riprap during the construction of Tiber Dam. The Bureau of
Reclamation has placed a withdrawal on lands adjacent to this quarry to secure future sources of
riprap, though it is doubtful that but a small fraction of this material is needed. The lands under
this withdrawal have been nominated by industry as an area of critical mineral potential because
of the strong likelihood for the occurrence of precious metal deposits.

Middle Butte, also known as Gold Butte, consists of several igneous masses, and many associated
dikes and sills, that have been intruded into shales of the Cretaceous Colorado Group (Kemp and
Billingsley, 1921).

Anamalous gold and silver concentrations occur in soil, stream sediment and rock-chip samples
on the northern portion of the Middle Butte complex. These mineral deposits occur in faulted and
brecciated zones within the igneous intrusives and altered Colorado shales. The criteria in
Appendix 3.4 indicates this area has moderate development potentlal (see Figure 3.11 of this
Errata section).

Stream sediment sampling and exploration work on the most prominent peak of the Middle Butte
area, Gold Butte, does not indicate occurrences of locatable mineral depos1ts BLM records donot
show any mining claims located on Gold Butte itself.

The name Gold Butte is derived from the historic placer gold mining that took place on the
northwest side of Middle Butte, near the head of Eclipse Gulch. Mining first started here at the
turn of the century, with several periods of revival since (Ross, 1950). The latest placer mining
effort involves reworking the old placer tailings and mining some select new ground. This is
currently occurring on patented claims in the southeast quarter of Section 18, T.36 N., R.3E. The
area is rated as having high development potential for placer gold (Flgure 3.11 of thls Errata
section).
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West Butteis alargeigneous mass with associated dikes and sills, intruded into Colorado shales.
Small blocks of sedimentary rock from the underlying formations are contained with the intru-
sive body. There is a spectacular talus slope on the southeast corner that is probably due to
er0s10n along a fault-line (Kemp and Billingsley, 1921).

Anamalous gold and silver concentrations occur in soil, stream sedlment and rock-chip samples
in an area generally northwest of West Butte peak. A httle lead ore containing some gold and
silver was produced in 1908, from patented claims in Section 14, T. 37 N., R. 1 E. These mineral
deposits occur in brecciated zones within the intrusives and altered sedimentary formations and
along fault contacts. Using the criteria in Appendix 3.4, this area is rated as having moderate
development potential for gold and silver (see Figure 3.11 of this Errata section).

Just southeast of West Butte, on private land, a 2-foot thick coal seam in the Cretaceous Eagle
formation has been altered by intrusives into what is locally described as a high grade semi-
anthracite. This coal was occasionally mined for local use, probably as far back as 1890 (Kemp
and Billingsley, 1921). There is currently no coal mining in the area.

Several miles south of Middle Butte, in T. 35 N., R. 3 E., Sections 22 and 27 is Grassy Butte. This
feature is probably related to the same mechanisms that formed the three main buttes of the
Sweet Grass Hills. It is a small volcanic breccia pipe that has intruded into the surrounding
sediments.

There is no BLM managed surface on Grassy Butte, but there are 29 unpatented mining claims
filed on federally owned minerals. In 1987, an exploration program for precious metals recovered
over 3,000 feet of drill core from Grassy Butte. Though data is scarce, this areais believed to have
moderate development potential (see Figure 3.11 of this Errata section).

Page 64, Column 1, Paragraph 9, Include As Last Sentence

To date, nointensive raptor surveys have been made in the Sweet Grass Hills. However, invento-
ries are planned beginning in the spring of 1988.

Page 64, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1

No peregrines are currently known to nest in the Sweet Grass Hills, but they do occur as migrants.

Page 65, Column 1, Insert Between Paragraphs 4 & 5

Since 1983, approximately $500,000 has been spent on mineral exploration in the area, or an
average of $125,000 a year. Mining expenditures during exploration bring about employment and
income in other sectors of the economy. These expenditures represent direct payments to whole-
sale and retail trade establishments, construction, transportation, and other servicesin the area.
The local economy would benefit due to purchases made from busihesses in the area. As these
expenditures circulate through the local economy about $110,000 in other business activity would
occur along with the full time equivalent of three to four jobs and annual earnings of $50,000.
Most of this activity will occur for a short time period (two to three months) and the number of jobs
affected would be about 12 to 16. This accounts for .4% of Liberty County’s nonfarm employment
and .5% of the nonfarm earnings. Mineral exploration offers some, but limited employment and
income opportunities for the local economy. '

Page 65, Column 1, Insert Between Paragraphs 7 & 8

Potential habitat exists for Antennaris aromatica and Rorippa calycina, candidate T&E plant
species for listing, and several Montana species of “special concern.” However, to date, no
inventories have been made for these plants.

Page 65, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence

Of the 464 miles, 16 miles are in the Cow Creek emphasis area; one of the few trall segments the
public can enjoy almost exactly as it was in 1877.

Page 71, Table 3.14, Footnote No. 1
Actually Observed Visitors
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Page 72, Table 3.15 Was Revised As Shown

TABLE 3.15
RECREATION FACILITIES
Permission Required

_ Public Land for Access Across :
Facility Name River Mile Facilities Available Access Private Property Ownership
Fort Benton Visitor Center 1N Information,

Interpretive Display Yes BLM
Fort Benton Boat Launch 1N BL Yes City
Evans Bend 658 DC, PT No BLM
Rowe Island 130N DC No " BLM
Senieurs Reach 16.35 DC No BLM
Black Bluff Rapids 193N DC Yes Yes . BLM
Loma Ferry : 21 BL Yes S
Wood Bottom 212N Yes Yes
Marias Island 225N Yes Yes
Spanish Islands 2728 DC No P
Virgelle Ferry 39 BL i Yes S
Coal Banks Landing 415N C, BL, W, PT, RS Yes S
Little Sandy Creek 46.7TN DC, PT Yes Yes BLM
Little Sandy Creek 474N Yes
Lanning Ranch 51N L Yes P
White Rocks 531N Yes Yes
Eagle Creek 55.7 N DC, PT Yes Yes P
Hole-In-The Wall 62.8S C,S,PT Yes " Yes S
Dark Butte 69N DC, PT No BLM
Pablo Bottom 728N DC, PT No BLM
Stoos Ranch 75.3 N L Yes P
Slaughter River 765N C S, PT Yes S
Arrow Creek 778 Yes Yes P
Judith Landing 885N C, BL, PT, W, RS Yes S
Stafford Ferry 101.8S CT, W, BL Yes S
Gist Ranch 1226 N Yes BLM
Cow Island Landing 1255 N DC, PT S
Bull Creek 127N Yes Yes P
Woodhawk Bottom 1306 S DC, PT Yes BLM
131.08S
Power Plant Bottom 132.3 N L Yes Yes P
Heller Bottom 136 S Yes Yes P
Kendall Bottom 144 N Yes CMR
Knox Bottom 145.3 S Yes CMR
Le Clair Bottom 5 148.1 N Yes CMR .
James Kipp State Park 1498 C,PT, W, BL Yes S
Legend -
River Mile Facilities Ownership
N — North BL — Boat Landing W — Water BLM
S — South DC — Designated Campsite RS — Ranger Station S — State
PT — Pit Toilet S — Adirondack Shelter P — Private
C — Campground L. — Private Launch Site CMR — C M Russell Wildlife Refuge

Page 75, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1

Qil and gas production is another basicindustry of the area, providing 770 jobs in the oil and gas
sector and an estimated 2,400 jobs in other sectors of the economy.

Page 76, Column 1, Paragraph 2 Additional Information At End of Paragraph

These indicators are simply an inference and are not meant to be a direct measurement of social
well-being or all encompassmg People experience well-being as individuals and groups, while
this assessment is attempting to determine the well-being of the study area as a whole. 1t should
be pomted out that even if particular statistics show poor social well-being, the residents may not
perceive their situation as such. Location and lifestyle may be more important to local residents
than some other economic or social indicators of well-being.
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Chapter [V—Environmental Consequences

Page 77, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Additional Information At End Of Paragraph

A Biological Assessment was prepared to determine the possible impacts to threatened or
endangered wildlife species from implementation of the proposed alternative. The assessment
found 1mplementing the proposed plan would have no impact on threatened or endangered
wildlife species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, agreed with that conclusion (see Appendix
4.2).

Page 78, Column 2, After Paragraph 2, Change Heading

Impact to Soils and Water
Page 78, Column 2, Paragraph 5, Additional Information at End Of Paragraph

Mining and other surface disturbing activities generally impact water quality and quantity both
on the surface and subsurface. The degree of the impact depends on several factors such as
location, type, and extent of the disturbance and the stream or aquifer being disturbed.

Locally significant impacts to soils and watersheds could occur at various sites along existing
roads and trails as vehicles maneuver around rutted areas and potholes; widening existing roads
and exposing more soils to potential erosion.

Federal regulations have set limits above which degradation of water quality and quantity
cannot occur. The regulations for the State of Montana are even more stringent, not allowing
degradation of water quality or quantity off the disturbance or mine site.

Page 79, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Delete Last Two Sentences
Page 79, Column 2, Paragraph 1 ’

The land tenure adjustment program would have no physical impact on deposits of mineral
resources. However, due to changesin land and mineral ownership patterns that may result from
land adjustment, impacts to the mineral industry would be possible. The nature of the impact
would be highly variable because of several factors such as: the land adjustment acreage, the
mineral potential of thelands, the type of mineral commodity present, the creation or elimination
of split estate acreage, and the environmental sensitivity of the lands involved. The exact nature
and magnitude of impacts to mineral resource development would also depend on the specific
proposal. :

Forlocatable minerals,land adjustments which consolidate surface and minerals ownership and
create larger blocks of public land simplify the permitting process, but may impose constraints on
the operator in the form of operating limitations and added reclamation requirements.

For oil and gas development, land adjustments which increase federal ownership would tend to
increase the cost of development for the oil and gas industry. Generally, it is more expensive to
operate on federal than on private surface, regardless of mineral ownership due to additional
constraints in the form of operating limitations and added reclamation requirements.

Consolidation of surface and minerals ownership simplifies, but does not necessarily shorten, the
BLM permitting process. It allows greater control over the surface aspects of lease operation and
again involves fewer parties in the approval process. If the BLM acquires federal minerals in
areas managed under more stringent surface constraints (such as in wilderness study areas) it
would increase the difficulty of mlneral development, a locally negative impact on the mineral
industry.

Page 79, Column 2, Additional Information Between Paragraphs 4 and 5

Impacts to Social and Economic Conditions

Mineral exploration would offer some, but limited, employment and income opportunities for the
local economy. Ifexploration leads to mineral development, the local economy would benefit from
long-term employment and income opportunities. Hardrock mineral development would benefit
local communities. There also would be a trade off for that economic gain in the form of lost
resource values such as wildlife habitat and watershed. The extent-and significance of these
employment and income opportunities cannot be determined without a proposed mining opera-
tion (i.e., level of activity, mine life, etc.). These impacts would be analyzed during the environ-
mental assessment for a mineral development proposal. ]
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Page 80, Column 1, Paragraph 1,
A total of 44,143 acres of public land could be disposed of.*
*This Change also applies to the following locations:

Page 80, Column 2, Paragraph 5
Page 82, Column 1, Paragraph 1
Page 83, Column 1, Paragraph 6
Page 84, Column 1, Paragraph 9
Page 85, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Lines 1, 2 and 3
Page 86, Column 1, Paragraph 5
Page 87, Column 1, Paragraph 3

Page 80, Column 1, Paragragh 5,

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads and trails on 148,335 acres of sedimentary
breaks soils with slopes greater than 30%. Limiting ORV use would reduce the disturbance on
these fragile and highly erodible soils; a locally significant, but moderate overall positive impact.

Page 80, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2

Locally significant negativeimpacts would occur in this area due to ORVs disturbing the soil and
causing accelerated erosion and loss of productivity.

Page 80, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 3

Page 81, Column 1, Add To End of Péragraph 2
This could be a locally significant impact.

Page 81, Column 1, Paragraph 3

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads and trails on 148,335 acres. Locally
significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV use because of
reduced disturbance on fragile and highly erodible soils and reduction of accelerated erosion.

Page 81, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Sentence 2
Locally significant negative impacts would occur due to accelerated erosion.
Page 81, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Delete Sentences 3 and 4
Page 81, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 8
Page 81, Column 2, Paragraph 3 \
A total of 44,143 acres of public land could be disposed of. Impacts would be minor.
Page 81, Column 2, Delete Paragraphs 4 and 5
Page 81, Column 2, Paragraph 9

At present, denying disturbance activities within 1/4-mile of active raptor nesting sites causes
minor impacts to oil/gas exploration and development by requiring work to be delayed or routed
differently.




Page 82, Table 4.1 Was Revised As Shown.

~ TABLE 4.1
CONSTRAINTS ON OIL & GAS EXPLORATION & DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE A)!

High Development . Moderate Development
Management Categories Potential Acres Potential : Acres
1. Open Subject to Standard Terms Total subsurface acreage 368,768 Total subsurface acreage 298,147

with moderate

- development potential
minus acreage in
categories 2 and 3 below. -

with high development
potential minus acreage in
categories 2 and 3 below.

and Conditions

These are areas where standard
terms and conditions are sufficient
to protect other land uses or resource
values.

* Crucial wildlife areas in " 94,440
the Havre Resource Area.

2. Open Subject to Seasonal or * Kevin Rim 249,445

Other Minor Constraints

These are areas where moderately
restrictive lease stipulations (such

* Sweet Grass Hills (East &
West Buttes) area.

* Crucial wildlife areas in
the Havre Resource Area

as seasonal restrictions) may be
required to mitigate impacts to other
land uses or resource values.

* UMNWSR 77,416 * UMNWSR 33,251
* WSAs * WSAs

3. Closed to Leasing

These are areas where other land
uses Or resource values cannot be
adequately protected even with the
most restrictive lease stipulations.
Appropriate protection can only be
ensured by closing the lands to

leasing. '
easing TOTAL HIGH 695,629 TOTAL MODERATE 425,838

1BLM, 1987

Page 83, Column 1, Paragraph 8, Sentence 2

The habitat value of approximately 750 acres of crucial winter antelope range; 424 acres of crucial
yearlong, and 2,640 acres of crucial spring sharptail grouse habitat; 1,900 acres of crucial
spring/winter sage grouse habitat; 240 acres of crucial yearlong ring-necked pheasant habitat;
210 acres of crucial white-tailed deer habitat; 11,655 acres of high value, yearlong mule deer
habitat; and one 39-acre wetland unit would decline if all 44,143 acres would be disposed of.

Page 83, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Delete Sentence 3
Page 83, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Additional Information At End Of Paragi'aph.

Raptor nesting sites would be disturbed during construction and maintenance of various lines,
causing possible nest abandonment. Large transmission lines could also be hazardous to flying
raptors. Impacts would be locally significant, but minor overall.

Page 84, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1

Present hardrock and oil and gas activities are limited in the area so negative impacts to wildlife
resources would be minor.

Page 85, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 5

Mlnlng and other development in the area would seriously alter the solitude of the surroundmg
environs; making a religious experience difficult to obtain.

Page 87, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 6

Landownership transactions under Alternatlve A could result in the d1sposal of 44,143 acres of
public lands.
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Page 87, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2

Denying surface disturbance within 1/4-mile of active threatened and endangered or sensitive -

raptor nest sites would present minimal restrictions for resource development and subsequently
economic benefits.

Page 87, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Delete Sentences 3, 4, 5 and 6

Page 88, Column 1, Paragraph 1

A total of 50,117 acres of public land would be disposed of by sale and/or exchange in this
alternative.*

*This change also applies to the following locations:

Page 88, Column 2, Paragraph 7
Page 89, Column 1, Paragraph 10
Page 90, Column 1, Paragraph 1
Page 91, Column 1, Paragraph 1
Page 92, Column 1, Paragraph 1
Page 93, Column 1, Paragraph 5
Page 94, Column 1, Paragraph 3

Page 88, Column 1, Paragraph 5

The locally significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV use
in these sedimentary breaks soils because fragile and highly erodible soils would not be disturbed
by ORVs and would not suffer accelerated erosion and loss of productivity.

Page 88, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2

Locally significant negative impacts would occur in this area due to ORVs disturbing the soil and
causing accelerated erosion and loss of productivity.

Page 88, Column 1, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1
The remainder of the planning area, 308,908 acres, would be open to ORV use.
Page 88, Column 2, Paragraph 12, Add To End Of Paragraph

This could be a locally significant impact.

Page 89, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Sentence 2

Locally significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV
because of reduced disturbance on fragile and highly erodible soils and the reduction of acceler-
ated erosion.

Page 89, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2

Locally significant negative impacts would occur due to accelerated erosion.
Page 89, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 1
Page 89, Column 2, Paragraph 5

Denying surface disturbance within 1/4-mile of active threatened and endangered or sensitive
raptor nesting sites could cause a minor impact to oil/gas exploration and development by
requiring work to be delayed or routed differently.
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Page 90, Table 4.2 Was Revised As Shown

TABLE 4.2
CONSTRAINTS ON OIL & GAS EXPLORATION & DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE B)!

High Development

Moderate Development

Management Categories Potential Acres Potential Acres
1. Open Subject to Standard Terms  Total subsurface acreage 368,268 Total subsurface acreage 208,147
and Conditions with high development with moderate
- potential minus acreage in development potential
3;1;:: :;?iacf)?dsi:ivcl)fgiiza;(}g?ilen ¢ categories 2 and 3 below. minus acreage in )
t ies 2 and 3 below.
to protect other land uses or resource categones 2 an elo
values.
. Open Subject to Seasonal or * Kevin Rim area 249,974 *Crucial wildlife areas in 94,440
Other Minor Constraints * Sweet Grass Hills (East & the Havre Resource Area
These are areas where moderately gg;s;g:t:iii;izzzllus s
restrictive lease stipulations (such revocation on East Butte
as seasonal restrictions) may be *Crucial wildlife areas in
required to mitigate impacts to other the Havre Resource Area
land uses or resource values.
. Closed to Leasing *UMNWSR 77,387 *UMNWSR 33,251
* *
These are areas where other land WSAs sk
use or resource values cannot be
adequately protected even with the
most restrictive lease stipulations.
Appropriate protection can only be
ensured by closing the lands to
i, TOTAL HIGH 695,629 TOTAL MODERATE 425,838
1BLM, 1987 ’

Page 90, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1

Open ORYV use on sedimentary soils of over 25% gradient would damage vegetation and indirectly
increase soil erosion.

Page 90, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Sentence 1

" Identification of an intensive ORV use area would completely eliminate vegetation on about 20
acres, which would be a locally significant negative impact.

Page 91, Column 1, Paragraph 4

Wildlife habitat on the 50,117 acres available for disposal includes: approximately 7,340 acres of
crucial yearlong mule deer habitat; 405 acres of crucial antelope winter habitat; 200 acres of
crucial ring-necked pheasant habitat; 1,210 acres of crucial spring sharp-tailed grouse; 730 acres
of crucial winter/spring sage grouse habltat and a 39 acre wetland tract. '

Page 91, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Sentence 1

Ifthe 50,117 acresare disposed of through sale, the 9,885 acres of crucial habitat described above
would be lost; a moderate negative impact.

Page 91, Column 1, Paragraph 10, Additional Sentence

Right-of-way construction and maintenance activities would disturb nesting raptors; causing
possible nest abandonment. Large transmission lines could also be hazardous to flying raptors
Impacts would be locally significant, but minor overall.

Page 91, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1

Present hardrock and oil-gas activities are limited in the area so negative impacts to wildlife
resources are minor.
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Page 92, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4
A total of 50,117 acres could be lost as trading stock for high value range resources.
Page 92, Column 1, Paragraph 3

ORYV use on slopes over 25% gradient within watersheds would increase sedimentation in reser-
voirs below these areas and would damage livestock forage.

Page 92, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1

Aboﬁt 20 acres of forage would be severely impacted under the projected use (about 2-4 AUMs); a
-locally significant negative impact.

Page 92, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1
This alternative would result in the disposal of 50,117 acres of scattered tracts.
Page 93, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Sentence 5

Mining and other development in the area would seriously alter the solitude of the surrounding
environs, making a religious experience difficult to obtain there.

Page 94, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1

If exchanges were used as the only method of disposal, the exchange 0f 50,117 acres of publicland
for private and/or state lands would have a minor net fiscal impact on Payment In Lieu of Taxes,
State Equalization Payments and annual county property tax revenues.

Page 94, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence
These changes could have a minor impact to the local economy.
Page 94, Column 2, Paragraph 5

Denying disturbance activities within 1/4-mile of active threatened and endangered or sensitive
raptor species nesting sites would present minimal restrictions for resource development and
subsequently the associated economic benefits.

Page 95,,Column 1, Paragraph 1

Grazing, oil/gas, mineral and other resource development would continue. Revoking the Bureau
of Reclamation withdrawal on 529.67 acres and opening East Butte to mineral entry would offer
more opportunities for mineral resource exploration and development. Economic impacts from
mineral exploration and development are discussed under the Errata entry for page 79, column 2,
paragraphs 4 and 5. :

Page 95, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1

This alternative provides for recreation developments by encouraging private sector initiatives
in developing river management opportunities.

Page 96, Column 1, Paragraph 1,

A total of 15,689 acres of public land would be disposed of by sale and/or exchange in this
alternative.* ’

*This change also applies to the following locations:

Page 96, Column 1, Paragraph 1

Page 96, Column 2, Paragraph 4, First Sentence
Page 97, Column 2, Paragraph 2

Page 99, Column 1, Paragraph 3

Page 99, Column 2, Paragraph 7

Page 100, Column 2, Paragraph 5

Page 102, Column 1, Paragraph 5

Page 96, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 5
Page 96, Column 1, Paragraph 6

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads and trails on 317,190 acres of sedimentary
breaks soils. Locally significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limit-
ing ORV use on sedimentary breaks soils and riparian areas because the fragile and highly
erodible soils would not be disturbed by ORVs and would not suffer accelerated erosion and loss of
productivity. -
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Page 96, Column 1, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1

The remainder of the planning area, 197,299 acres, would be open to ORV use.

Page 96, Column 2, Paragraph 7

Theimpacts of ORV use are especially evident on sedimentary breaks type soils (soil subgroups 3,
4,5, 16), soils with slopes greater than 25% (Appendix 2.5) and riparian areas. These areas, along
with ACECs, WSAs, and important wildlife areas total 317,190 acres and would be restricted from
ORYV use. The locally significant, but moderate overall positive benefits would result from the

lack of disturbance on fragile and highly erodible soils and reduction of accelerated erosion.

Page 96, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 8

Page 97, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 1

Page 9'7, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1

The remainder of the planning area, 197,299 acres, would be open to ORV use.

Page 97, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2

Extensive use areas may require mechanical treatment and seeding in addition to restricted ORV

use.

Page 97, Column 2, Delete Paragraphs 3 and 4

Page 97, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 5, Sentence 1

Page 98, Table 4.3 Was Revised As Shown

TABLE 4.3

CONSTRAINTS ON OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE C)!

Management Categories

High Development
Potential

Acres

Moderate Development
Potential

Acres

1. Open Subject to Standard Terms
and Conditions

These are areas where standard
terms and conditions are sufficient
to protect other land uses or resource
values.

2. Open Subject to Seasonal or
Other Minor Constraints

These are areas where moderately
restrictive lease stipulations (such
as seasonal restrictions) may be
required to mitigate impacts to other
land uses or resource values.

3. Closed to Leasing

These are areas where other land
uses or resource values cannot be
adequately protected even with the
most restrictive lease stipulations.

- Appropriate protection can only be
ensured by closing the lands to
leasing.

Total subsurface acreage
with high development
potential minus acreage in
categories 2 and 3 below.

* Kevin Rim area

* Sweet Grass Hills (Bast &
West Buttes) area outside
ACEC

" * Cow Creek Corridor ACEC

* Crucial wildlife areas in
the Havre Resource Area

* UMNWSR

* WSAs

Sweet Grass Hills (East,
West, & Middle Buttes)
ACEC including the 529
acre BR revocation on East
Butte

353,291

257,365

85,023

TOTAL HIGH 695,629

Total subsurface acreage
with moderate
development potential
minus acreage in
categories 2 and 3 below.

* A small portion of Cow

Creek Corridor ACEC

* Crucial wildlife areas in
the Havre Resource Area

* UMNWSR
* WSAs

297,779

94,808

33,251

TOTAL MODERATE 425,838

'BLM, 1987
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Page 98, Column 1, Delete Paragraphs 2 and 3
Page 98, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Sentences 2 & 3

Existing claims could still be worked and proceed to patent under this alternative. The need to
wait for formal approval from two separate agencies (BLM and DSL) would be a moderate
negative impact to operators and affect the development of mineral resources.

Page 99, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 1
Page 99, Column 1, Paragraph 8

ORV management would allow for maximum protection of vegetation. Sedimentary soils and
riparian areas would be protected by limiting vehicle use to existing roads and trails. In addition,
vehicle use would be prohibited on these roads and trails during the wet season.

Page 100, Column 1, Paragraph 2

The 15,689 acres of land identified for disposal contains the following habitat: 345 acres of
crucial spring sharp-tail grouse habitat, 80 acres of crucial winter/spring sage grouse habitat,
200 acres of crucial ring-necked pheasant habitat and a 39-acre wetland unit.

Page 100, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2

A moderate negative impact could-occur if these 15,689 acres were sold because the 625 acres of
crucial habitat described above would be lost.

Page 100, Column 1, Paragraph 9

Restrictions placed on mineral leases and land authorizations on the Kevin Rim would reduce the
amount and intensity of disturbance to raptors. Limiting new ROWsto the west side of Kevin Rim
would provide added protection for nesting raptors and increase the potential for successful
peregrine falcon hacking. Hunting areas used by raptors would be protected east of the escarp-
ment. These impacts would create locally significant, but minor overall positive impacts.

Page 100, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentences 2 and 3

A large open pit operation developed on valid existing rights could have long-term sxgmﬁcant
negative impacts on big game by reducing habitat.

Page 100, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 4
Approximately 15,689 acres could be lost as trading stock for high value range resources.
Page 101, Column 1, Paragraph 9, Sentence 1

This alternative would dispose of 15,689 acres of isolated land, resulting in the loss of about 138
archaeological and historical sites.

Page 101, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Delete Sentences 4 and 5
Page 102, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Sentences 3 and 4

Overall, such disturbance would be a minor negative impact. However, increased public aware-.
ness, via the development of interpretive sites, would enhance cultural resources along the
Missouri River and would be a moderate positive impact.

Page 102, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 3
Page 103, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentences 1 and 2

Landownership transactions under this alternative could resultin the disposal of 15,689 acres of
public land. If exchanges were used as the only method of dlsposal the exchange of 15 689 acres
of public land for private and/or state land would have a minor net fiscal effect on Payment In
.Lieu of Taxes, State Equalization Payments and annual county property tax revenues.

Page 103, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Insert After 1st Sentence

This could have a locally moderate negative impact on the mineral and utility industries, but
would only have a minor overall impact to the local economy of the planning area.

Page 103, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Sentence 3

Prohibiting location of communication sites on West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills
would probably have little or no impact to industry because East Butte would remain open to
communication site location. .
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Page 103, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentences 2 and 3

Timing or distance restrictions around active raptor or peregrine nest sites could restrict resource
development and subsequently the associated economic benefits. While these restrictions would
resultin time delays and increased operating costs to oil and gas development overallin the area,
they would create only a minor impact to the economy in the planning area.

Page 103, Column 2, Paragraph 3

Managing the Sweet Grass Hills under special management guidelines would not preclude
utilization of the area for grazing, recreation and oil and gas activities, but would preclude the
potential for some mineral resource development and subsequently the associated economic
benefits. Economic impacts from mineral exploration and development are discussed under the
Errata entry for page 79, column 2, paragraphs 4 and 5. Some ranch operations could experience a
disruption of current grazing practices with a change in grazing management to emphasize
maintenance of elk winter habitat. There would be no significant changein current economic and
social trends. These changes would create minor impacts to the local economy.

Page 104, Column 2, Paragragh 1

This alternative would provide the opportunity for private sector development with limits on the
type and intensity. Annual revenue for concessions and local businesses could increase in the
long-term, but this impact would be minor.

Page 105, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 3
Page 105, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Second Sentence

Potentially, 15,689 acres could be disposed of by exchange or sale. An addltlonal 34, 428 acres
could be exchanged or if they meet FLPMA sale criteria, sold =

*This change also applies to the following locations.

Page 105, Column 2, Paragraph 6

Page 106, Column 2, Paragraph 6

Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 4, 1st Sentence
Page 109, Column 2, Paragraph 4, 1st Sentence
Page 111, Column 2, Paragraph 10, 1st Sentence

Page 105, Column 1, Paragraph 4

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads year long on 118,156 acres and seasonally
on 199,034 acres (April 1 to November 1) of sedimentary breaks soils and riparian areas. Locally
significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV use because
the fragile and hlghly erodible soils would not be disturbed by ORVs and would not suffer
accelerated erosion and loss of productivity.

Page 105, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Sentence 1

Impacts would not be expected on the 199,034 acres of sedimentary breaks type soils which would
be open to ORV use from November 1 to April 1. Soils would normally be frozen during this period
and impacts would be minor. :

Page 105, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 1
The remainder of the planning area, 197,984 acres, would be open to ORV use.
Page 105, Column 2, Paragraph 5, Sentence 3 '

This alternative would produce few negative impacts because developments would be mitigated
to protect soils and other natural resources.

Page 105, Column 2, Pa-ragraph 7, Sentence 4

Potentially 50,117 acres could be exchanged or sold for other lands in special ménagement areas
and other areas of high resource values.

Page 106, Column 1, Paragraph 4

"This alternative limits vehicular use to designated roads and trails year long on 118,156 acres and
seasonally (April 1 to November 1) on'199,034 acres of sedimentary soils. Locally significant, but
moderate overall positive benefits would result because of the reduced disturbance on fragile and
highly erodible soils and the reduction of accelerated erosion.
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Page 106, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Sentence 2

No significant impacts would be expected.

Page 106, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 1

The remainder of the planning area, 197,984 acres, would be open to ORV use.

Page 106, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 7

Page 107, Table 4.4 was revised as shown

TABLE 4.4

CONSTRAINTS ON OIL & GAS EXPLORATION & DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE D)!

High Development Moderate Development
Management Categories Potential Acres Potential Acres
1. Open Subject to Standard Terms Total subsurface acreage 353,921 Total subsurface acreage 297,779
and Conditions with high development with moderate
These are areas where standard potentl:—:\l minus acreage in de.velopment pqtentlal
. . - categories 2 and 3 below. minus acreage in
terms and conditions are sufficient .
categories 2 and 3 below.
to protect other land uses or resource
values.
2. Open Subject to Seasonal or * Kevin Rim Area 264,321 * A small portion of Cow 94 808
Other Minor Constraints Sweet Grass Hills (East & Creek ACEC
West Buttes) area including * Crucial wildlife areas in
These are areas where moderately .
. . . the 529 acre BR revocation the Havre Resource Area
restrictive lease stipulations (such
L * Cow Creek ACEC
as seasonal restrictions) may be . i .
. . . * Crucial wildlife areas in
required to mitigate impacts to other
the Havre Resource Area
land uses or resource values.
3. Closed to Leasing * WSAs 77,387 * WSAs 33,251
* *
These are areas where other land WRATOESTES SRR
uses or resource values cannot be
adequately protected even with the
most restrictive lease stipulations.
Appropriate protection can only be
ensured by closing the lands to
leasing.
TOTAL HIGH 695,629 TOTAL MODERATE 425,838

1BLM, 1987

Page 107, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1

Locatable mineral development authorization for roads, pipelines, powerlines, ditches, etc. would
be included in a properly filed Notice or an approved Plan under the surface management
regulations (43 CFR 3809).

Page 107, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 1

Page 107, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Last Sentence

The additional workload involved in Plan preparation, over that of a Notice and the need to wait
for formal approval would be a minor negative impact to operators and development of the

mineral resources.

Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Sentence 3

Opening these lands to mineral entry would allow exploration activities that would more accu-
rately assess the development potential of these lands, and would provide for the extraction of
any economic deposits discovered. '

195



Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2
This would be a minor impact because there is little locatable mineral potential.
Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Sentence 4

This situation would be permanent on 15,689 acres which could be disposed of, since this acreage
might be sold without acquisition, even though exchange would still be the preferred method and -
dlsposal

Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Replace Last Sentence

Restrictions on ORV use to protect vegetation and other resources would create moderate benefits
for vegetation.

Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 7

Impacts to vegetation resulting from ROW location would be moderately beneficial under this
alternative because ROWs would be excluded in several areas and avoided in a number of others.
Denying use of West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills as communication sites would
protect vegetation on this site from disturbance related to site construction.

Vegetation would benefit from limiting impacts such as physical trampling or removal of
vegetation and indirect damage by increasing soil erosion and compaction.

Page 108, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2

Opening 529.67 acres on East Butte to mineral entry may lead to the loss of some vegetation
through trampling or indirectly by soil erosion resulting from soil disturbance.

Page 108, Column 2, Paragraph 7, 1st Sentence
Under this alternative, 15,689 acres would be available for disposal through exchange or sale.
Page 108, Column 2, Paragraph 8, Sentence 1 and 2 '

An additional 34,428 acres would be available for disposal through exchange and possibly sale, if
parcels meet Federal Land Policy & Management Act sale criteria. These lands provide the
following crucial wildlife habitats: 7,340 acres of crucial yearlong mule deer habitat; 405 acres of
antelope winter habitat; 865 acres spring sharp-tailed grouse habltat and 650 acres winter/
spring sage grouse habltat

Page 109, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1 and 2

A moderate negative impact to 625 acres of crucial wildlife habitat could occur, if the 15,689 acres
were disposed of. A moderate negative impact could occur to an additional 9,260 acres if 34,428
acres are sold or exchanged and land uses change.

Page 109, Column 1, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1 f

Wildlife would benefit by avoiding or excluding ROWs in wilderness study areas, the Cow Creek
area, the Missouri River Corridor, and the West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills.

Page 109, Column 1, Paragraph 8, Sentence 2

Identifying ROW corridors and widths at the activity plan level would limit disturbance in the
remaining areas of the rim. .

Page 109, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 5

Opening 529.67 acres of land on East Butte to minerals entry could create a new disturbance to
elk, raptors, and deer in this area.

Page 109, Column 2, Paragraphs 4 and 5

The 15,689 acres, and possibly an additional 34,428 acres not yet inventoried, could be dlsposed of
through sale, exchange or other means. Less than full implementation of the land tenure
objectives, or d1sposal other than by exchange the preferred method, would moderately decrease
the opportunities for improved grazing management opportunities.

Page 109, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 5
Page 109, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2

The 50,117 acres would be the maximum amount that could be disposed of through exchange.
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Page 110, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentences 1, 2 and 3

Disposal through exchange or sale of 15,689 acres could affect 138 sites. Approximately 27 of
these sites would be valuable enough to warrant retention. Exchange or sale (if the area meets
Federal Land Policy & Management Act sale criteria) of an additional 34,428 acres may affect
approximately 305 sites of undetermined value. Of these sites, about 61 might be valuable enough
to warrant retention.

Page 110, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2

. Prohibiting communication site location on West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills
would decrease the potential of disturbing traditional Native American religious practices or
cultural sites.

Page 110, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 3

However, significant impacts would continue to occur to both cultural and religious sites because
hardrock mineral activity, as described in Alternative A, would continue.

Page 110, Column 2, Paragraph 5, Sentence 2

This would be a significant negative impact because the lands could then be disturbed by
hardrock mineral activity.

Page 111, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1

Providing 15,689 acres for disposal through sale or exchange and an additional 34,428 acres for
disposal through exchange and possibly sale, would include 6,440 acres of public lands which
currently have public access.

Page 111, Column 2, Paragraph 10, Sentence 2

If exchanges were used as the only method of disposal, the exchange of 50,117 acres of public
lands for private and/or state lands would have a minor net fiscal affect on Payment In Lieu Of
Taxes, State Equalization Payments and annual county property tax revenues.

Page 112, Column 1, Paragraph 3

The designation of avoidance and exclusion areas could cause a utility or transportation corridor
to take alongerroute, and thus increase the cost of construction for transmission lines. The actual
impact cannot be assessed further without specific details of a proposed corridor. With East Butte
an established communication site, denying location of communication sites on Middle and West
Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills would probably have little impact on development of future
communication sites. All other areas open to rights-of-way location would not limit or curtail
utility corridor development for transmission lines or the development of communication sites.
These changes could have a locally moderate impact on the mineral and utility industries but
would only have a minor impact overall to the local economy in the planning area.

Page 112, Column 1, Paragraph 4

Managing Kevin Rim under special management guidelines would not preclude utilizing the area
for grazing, recreation, oil/gas, mineral and other resource development, but would restrict
activities in sensitive areas. Timing restrictions or distance restrictions around active raptor or
peregrine nest sites could restrict resource development and subsequently the associated eco-
nomic benefits. While these restrictions would result in time delays and increased operating costs
to oil and gas development overall in the area, they would create only a minor impact to the
economy in the planning area.

Page 112, Column 1, Paragraph 5

Managing the Sweet Grass Hills under special management guidelines would not preclude
utilizing the area for grazing, recreation, oil/gas, and mineral resource development and subse-
quently the associated economic benefits. Economic impacts from mineral exploration and
development are discussed under Impacts Common to All Alternatives in the Chapter 4 Errata
portion of this document. Some ranch operations could experience a disruption of current grazing
practices with a changein grazing management to emphasize maintenance of elk winter habitat.
There would be no significant change in current economic and social trends, but these changes
could have a minor impact to the local economy.

Page 112, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 1

This alternative provides for some recreation developments and encourages private sector initia-
tives in developing river management opportunities.
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Page 113, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1

Sedimentary breaks soils designated open, would receive locally significant impacts due to the
development of trail-road erosion, travel on wet soils, wind erosion on sandy soils and increased
water erosion during wet periods.

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Last Sentence

Limitations on ORV use of some sedimentary soils (148,335 acres) would create a locally signifi-

cant, but moderate overall positive impacts due to protection of easily disturbed soils.
~

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraph 2

Construction and maintenance of ROW facilities in high erosion susceptibility areas (shallow
soils, slopes greater than 25% sparse native vegetation, and slumping and mass wasting areas
100,000 acres) could cause locally significant long-term damages.

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1

Locally s1gn1flcant negatlve impacts could occur from open ORV use on 168,855 acres of sedimen-
tary soils and riparian areas.

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 3

ORYV limitations on 148,335 acres would create locally significant, but moderate overall impacts
by protecting easily dlsturbed soils. ROW location on steep sedimentary soils and riparian areas
(comprising about 100,000 acres) could create locally significant runoff problems.

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraphs 5 and 6

Permitting locatable minerals exploration and development on 529.67 acres of a currently with-
drawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a significant positive impact to the minerals
industry, due to thé high potential for mineral occurrence.

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraph 7

The disposal of 44,143 acres could result in a moderate loss of native vegetation. Intensive ORV
use on 6 acres could be locally significant. Significant adverse impacts to riparian areas could
occur. A major hardrock mining development in the Sweet Grass Hills could significantly
damage vegetation in a localized area.

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraphs 9, 10 and 11

There could be a long-term loss or gain of crucial habitat through land disposal actions. Nesting
raptors would be significantly damaged by long-term surface disturbing activities on the Kevin
Rim.

Potential large mining operations in the Sweet Grass Hills may create long term significant
damage to elk habitat and populations.

Grazing

A long-term improveément in management opportunities may be possible through disposal of
44,143 acres, primarily through exchange.

Page 113, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 5
Page 113, Column 2, Paragraph 7

Increased soil and water erosion would occur locally over 285,190 acres because of ORV use on
sedimentary soils. Limiting ORV use on 32,000 acres of sedimentary soils would create locally
significant, but moderate overall impacts by protecting easily disturbed soils.

Page 113, Column 2, Paragraph 8

ROW siting could result in locally significant soil erosion and slumping in fragile environments
with shale, steep slopes, and sparse vegetation and in riparian areas (72,000 acres). Reduced
streambank stability and increased soil compaction around recreation facilities on the

UMNWSR could be locally moderate.
Page 113, Column 2, Paragraph 9

Locally significant negative impacts would occur from open ORV use on 285,190 acres of sedi-
mentary soils and riparian areas. ORV limitations on 32,000 acres would create locally signifi-
cant, but moderate overall impacts by protecting easily disturbed soils. ROW location on steep
sedlmentary soils and riparian areas comprising about 72,000 acres could create locally signifi-
cant runoff problems.
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Page 113, Column 2, Paragraph 10

Continuing the no lease policy in the UMNWSR Corridor could result in federal oil and gas
drainage by state and private wells. Permitting locatable minerals exploration and development
on 529.67 acres of currently withdrawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a locally signifi-
cant positive mineral effect due to the high potential for mineral occurrence.

Page 114, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Insert After Sentence 2

Significant adverseimpacts to riparian areas could occur. A major hardrock mining development
in the Sweet Grass Hills could significantly damage vegetation in a localized area.

Page 114, Column 1, Paragraphs 2,3 4, and 5

There could be a long-term loss or gain of crucial wildlife habitat through land disposal actions
involving 50,117 acres. Wildlife could be stressed and habitat impacted in areas of sedimentary
soils as a result of ORV use. Transmission lines would significantly impact raptors in localized
areas. Nesting raptors would be significantly damaged by long-term disturbance activities on
Kevin Rim. Potential large mining operations in the Sweet Grass Hills may create long-term
significant damage to elk habitat and populations.

Grazing

Along-term improvement or loss of management opportunities may be possible through disposal
of 50,117 acres, primarily through exchange.

Page 114, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 10
Page 114, Column 1, Paragraph 12

There would be along-term positive impact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary
breaks soils and riparian areas, where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails or ways.

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1

There would be along-term positiveimpact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary
breaks soils and riparian areas where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails and ways by
reducing sedimentation of water in these areas.

Page 114, Column 2, Insert and End of Paragraph 3

Intensive riparian management would improve streambank stability and reduce sedimentation
in the Cow Creek area.

Page 114, Column 2, Replaces Sentences 3 and 4 of Paragraph 4, and All Of Paragraphs 5 and 6

Routing pipelines around ROW exclusion and avoidance areas would result in moderate cost
increases to industry in these locations. Implementation of special stipulations on Kevin Rim
could increase costs due to delays. An additional workload to the mineral industry would resultin
cases of small (less than 5 acres) disturbances. Withdrawing the Sweet Grass Hills, including
529.67 acres currently withdrawn by Bureau of Reclamation, from new mineral entry would
create a significant long-term impact to the mineral industry. Drainage of federal mineralsin the
UMNWSR and Sweet Grass Hills could result in a significant long-term impact.

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 7, Sentence 3

Major hardrock mining developments on valid, existing claims in the Sweet Grass Hills could
significantly disturb vegetation in a localized area. Vegetation in Cow Creek would improve
because of riparian enhancement.

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 8

Wildlife values could increase or decrease on 15,689 acres identified for disposal. Seasonal ORV
restrictions would improve wildlife habitat. Implementation of special stipulations in Kevin Rim
and Sweet Grass Hills would significantly improve conditions for raptor habitat. Larger hard-
rock mining developments on valid existing claims in the Sweet Grass Hills could reduce big
game habitat. Improving riparian areas in Cow Creek would improve wildlife habitat.

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 9

A long-term improvement or loss of management opportunities could result through disposal of
15,689 acres.

Page 115, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Delete Sentences 1, 2 and 3
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Page 115, Column 1, Insert At End Of Paragraph 1

Increased public awareness of cultural values in the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic
River would reduce disturbance to cultural resources. '

Page 115, Column 1, Insert At End Of Paragraph 2
Visual qualities would be enhanced or protected in Cow Creek.
Page 115, Column 1, Paragraph 3

Routing ROW facilities around exclusion or avoidance areas would increase costs. A moderate
improvement in opportunities for Native Americans to utilize the Sweet Grass Hills for religious
purposes would occur.

Page 115, Column 1, Move Paragraph 4, Sentence 1, From This Location

'ToPage 115, Column 2, After Paragraph 1

Page 115 Column '1, Paragraph 4, Delete Sentences 2 and 3 and Paragraph 5
Page 115, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 6

There would be along-term positiveimpact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary
breaks soil and riparian areas where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails or ways.

Page 115, Column 1, Paragraphs 9 and 10

There would be a long-term positive impact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary
breaks soils and riparian areas, where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails and ways by
reducing sedimentation of water in these areas. Locally significant decreases in water quality
could result from increased erosion from seasonal ORV use of 199,034 acres of sedimentary soils.
Increased sediment loads may occur because of ROW disturbance to some sedimentary soils. In
Cow Creek, intensive riparian management would allow significant improvement of streambank

stability and water quality.
Page 115, Column 2, Insert In Front Of Paragraph 1
Minerals

Routing pipelines around right-of-way exclusion and avoidance areas would result in moderate
cost increases to industry in these locations. Implementation of special stipulations on Kevin
Rim could increase costs due to delays. An additional workload to the mineral industry would
result in cases of small (less than 5 acres) disturbances.

Page 115, Column 2, Insert Between Pa/ragraphs 1 and 2

Continuing the no leas;a policy for oil and gas in the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic
River Corridor could result in drainage of federal oil and gas by state and private wells.

Page 115, Column 2, Péragraphs 5,6, 7 and 8

There could be a long-term loss or gain of crucial wildlife habitat through land disposal actions
involving 50,117 acres. Seasonal off-road vehicle restrictions would improve wildlife habitat.

Implementing special stipulations in Kevin Rim and Sweet Grass Hills would significantly
improve conditions for raptor habitat. Large hardrock mining developments in the Sweet Grass
Hills could reduce big game habitat. Improving riparian areas in. Cow Creek would improve
wildlife habitat. :

Page 115, Column 2, Paragraph 9

Along-term improvement or loss of management opportunities may be possible through disposal '
of 50,117 acres, primarily through exchange.

Page 115, Column 2, Insert After Paragraph 11

Increased public awareness of cultural values in the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic
River would reduce disturbance to cultural resources.

~ Page 115, Column 2, Insert At End Of Paragraph 12
Visual qualities would be enhanced or protected in Cow Creek.
Page 115, Column 2, Add To Front Of Paragraph 14

Routing right-of-way facilities around exclusion or avoidance areas would increase costs.
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Page 116, Column 1, Insert This Paragraph Before Paragraph 4

Off-road vehicle use within sedimentary breaks and riparian areas could result in increased
sedimentation of adjacent and downstream waterways due to increased soil erosion.

Page 116, Column 1, Paragraph 5

Opening 529.67 acres, currently withdrawn in the Sweet Grass Hills to location and entry under
the mining laws, would be a commitment of that mineral resource.

Page 116, Column 1, Paragraph 6

Off-road vehicle use of riparian areas and intensive use on 6 acres could create significant
damage to vegetation in this area.

Page 116, Column 1, Paragraphs 7 and 8

Sedimentary breaks soils and glaciated prairie drainage soils could be significantly damaged by
off-road vehicle use. Even limited off-road vehicle use on fragile soils would generally cause a
drastic reduction in soil productivity and values. Locally significant damage to riparian soils
could occur from off-road vehicle damage to streambanks and resultant increased wind and
water erosion.

Locally significant soils damages would occur from right-of-way -facilities construction-
maintenance in high erosion susceptible areas, such as: shallow soils; slopes greater than 25%;
sparse native vegetation; and slumping and mass wasting areas.

Page 116, Column 1, Insert This Paragraph Before Paragraph 9

Off-road vehicle use within sedimentary breaks and riparian areas could result in increased
sedimentation of adjacent and downstream waterways due to increased soil erosion.

Page 116, Column 1, Paragraph 10

Permitting locatable mineral exploration and development on 529.67 acres of currently with-
drawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a commitment of that mineral resource.

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 1

Off-road vehicle use of riparian areas and intensive use on 20 acres could create significant
damage to vegetation in this area.

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 3

Location of right-of-way facilities could result in locally significant impacts on sites which are
not mitigatable.

Page 116, Column 2, Pafagraph 5, Delete This Paragraph and Minerals Heading Above
Page 116, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 6 With Vegetation Heading Above
Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 8

Location of right-of-way facilities could result in locally significant impacts on sites which are
not mitigatable,

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 10

Permitting locatable mineral exploration and developmenf on 529.67 acres of currently with-
drawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a commitment of that mineral resource.

Page 116, Column 2, Delete P_aragrgph 11 With Vegetation Heading Above
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