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APPENDIX 1.1: AGENCY'S RESPUNSIBILITIES IN THE BILLINGS RESOURCE AREA
The following agencies share regulatory or reviewing responsibility in the Billings Resource Ared.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), National Park Service {NPS), Montana State Historic Preservation Officer {SHPO) and
Montana State Archeologist

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 2b of Executive Order 11593 require that BLM consult with the ACHP, SHPO and
the State Archeologist on actions that might affect nistoric or cultural values on public lands.

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA}

The Crow Indian Reservation is located in the southeastern portion of the resource area and is administered by the BIA {U.S. Department of the
Interior).

Soi) Conservation Service (SCS)

SCS (U.S. Department of Agriculture) is primarily concerned with the stabilization of soil and watershed resources, and increasing the
productivity of private land. To improve production SCS has developed farm and ranch plan programs with soil conservation projects that inclide
detention reservoirs, seeding and grazing systems that are designed to use the private range effectively. In an integrated program, other
rangelands such as public land must be considered.

Through the Agricultural Stabilization and Canservation Service (ASCS), the Soil Conservation Service provides assistance to landowners who want

to improve their private rangelands, The ASCS provides cost-sharing on fences, water developments and erosion control; the SCS provides
technical support in planning, surveying, designing and laying out each project,

Corps of Engineers
This agency (U.S. Army) has permitting responsibility under Section 404 of the Navigable Water Act.

Minerals Management Service {MMS)

MM5 (U.S. Department of the Interior) has jurisdiction over operational development of 0il and gas deposits on public lands after BLM issues the
fease.

Cooperative State Grazing Districts

Organized under the 1933 Montana Grass Conservation Act, these nonprofit cooperative associations of Tivestock operators are empowered to lease
or buy grazing lands, to develop and manage district controlley lands and to allocate grazing preferences among members and nonmembers.,

HUSSELSHELL COUNTY
Pole Creek
Kilby Butte

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

EPA is authorized under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to review and evaluate environmental impact statements., Under Section 208, the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, this agency also monitors water pollution control planning through the Montana Department of Health and
Environmental Sciences with which BLM coordinates land use planning.

Fish and Wildlife Service {FWS)

The Fish and Wildlife Service {U.S. Department of the Interior) manayes Lake Mason National Wildlife Refuge, Halfbreed Lake National Wildlife
Refuge and Hailstone National Wildlife Refuge. Fisn and Wildlife also enforces the Endangered Species Act, manages migratory waterfowl and
monitors the aerial hunting of predators. )

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks is responsible for management of fisheries, big and small game species and outdoor recreation.
BLM has an agreement with Montana Oepartment of Fisn, Wildlife and Parks to maintain, manage and improve wildlife resources in Montana,

01d West Regional Commission

This State-Federal partnership established by the Public Works and Economic Development Act stimulates programs for the orderly growth and
development of several states, including Montana. Unier the Old West Regiona) Commission, the Montana Public Lands Council through the “Grazing
Assistance and Evaluation Program” facilitates the exchange of information between public land users and BLM and evaluates allotment management
plans.

National Park Service (NPS)

This agency (U.S. Department of the [nterior) manages the Biynurn Canyon National Recreation Area with administrative headquarters located at
fort Smith, Montana, ) .

Private Grazing Association

This association, grazing public lands in common, helps ease the management of allotments where there would otherwise be numerous permittees.

MUSSELSHELL COUNTY
Take Mason Grazing Association

Montana Department of State Lands (MDSL)

state land, which often is intermingled with BLM land, is yenerally leased to individua) )ivestock operators or cooperative state grazing
districts on a long-term basis. Coordination with the Montana Department of State Lands is continuing as the department becomes increasingly
involved in management planning and the development of range improvements.

Bureau of Keclamatjon (BOR)

The Bureau of Reclamation (U.S. Department of the laterior) mandges fellowtail Reservair in Big Horn County, Montana.

U.S. Forest Service (USFS) l\_gz

The USFS (U.S. Department of Agriculture) has jurisdiction over afnds within the Custer, Gallatin and Lewis and Clack Natienal Forests in
Carbon, Stiliwater, Golden Valley, ﬁhedtiand and Sweet Grass Counties, Muntana.

) ~
Source: BLM, 1982



APFENDIX 1.2: THE FLANNING PROCESS

The planning process described in BLM planning regulations 43 CFR part 1600, consists of nine action steps: (1) Inventory and Data
collection; (2) identification of issues; (3) Developnent of Planning Criteria; (4) Management Situation Analysis; (5) Alternative
formylation; (6) Assessment of Alternatives; (7) Selection of Preferred Alternative; (8) Selection of Resource Management Plan: and {9)
Monitoring and Evaluation.

The first seven action steps have been completed and are summarized below.
step 1. Identification of Issues

The general public, other Federal agencies, and state and local governments were asked to identify public land management issues in the
resource area. Public meetings were held in Lovell, Wyoming and Bi11ings and Lewistown, Montana during May, 1982 to discuss the wilderness
issue. During the same month, meetings were also held in Bridger and Roundup, Montana to discuss the coal leasing issue. In addition,

BLM identified management concerns that were not identified by these groups. This step determined the scope of the plan by determining

the significant issues to be addressed.

Step 2.  Inventory

Resource specialists reviewed base data from existing and updated inventories, Chabter 3 of this draft environmental impact statement
describes the various resources that were inventoried. Existing plans were also reviewed to utilize recommendations, decisions and
directives that would apply to all resource activities. .

Step 3. Development of Planning Criteria

Planning criteria were developed to identify the considerations and constraints that would be applied to the analysis throughout the
planning process. For example, the criteria, in conjunction with field inventory work, determined which public lands are suitable for
disposal. This phase also included the formulation of the Lewistown District Manager's concepts about how to deal with the issues.

Step 4. Management Situation Analysis

This step describes the capability of the resources to respond to the identified issues and concerns. It describes the resources that
would be affected, explains how the resources are currently being managed, and lists possible options for managing the resources. The
Management Situation Analysis was used in developing the Affected Environment Chapter {(Chap. 3). This document is on file at the BLM
Bi11ings Resource Area Office, 810 East Main Street, Billings, and is available for public information.

Step 5. Alternative Formulation

Management options analyzed in Step 4 were used to formulate the alternatives in this step. Management "themes" were developed to

portray how the various issues would respond to changing program priorities and funding levels. Three alternatives evolved--the existing
management level alternative describes present program direction and resource development trends; the low level alternative depicts a
land-use plan which emphasizes fewer restrictions to resource development, and where funding is reduced; the high level alternative
describes the opposite situation; environmental protection and enhancement would be stressed, and non-renewable resource development
would be restricted. Where possible, coal unsuitability criteria were applied.

Step 6. Assessment of Alternatives

Specific actions proposed under each issue and alternative level were developed. In an interdisciplinary process, resource specialists
then described the environmental consequences of each plan-wide alternative level to the various resources, including biological,
physical, economic and social effects.

This step is the environmental analysis required by the National Environmental Policy Act and is presented in Chapter IV.
Step 7. Selection of Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative presented in Chapter 2 was formulated based on (1) issues identified through the process; (2) decision criteria
developed and considered by management; and (3) analysis of the impacts associated with the specific recommendations in each of the
three previously formulated alternatives. The Preferred Alternative is the fourth alternative. It was also analyzed for environmental
impacts as described in Step 6.

Step 8. Selection of Resource Management Plan

The eighth step is the plan selection approval process. It will be completed after publication of the final environmental impact
statement.

Step 9. Monitoring and Evaluation

The plan will be implemented according to an implementation schedule included in the Record of Decision and Final Resource Management

Plan. The implementation schedule will be subject to adjustment because of possible funding constraints. If additional detailed information
is needed for implementation, smaller site-specific plans will be written. The effects of implementation will then be monitored and
evaluated. Standards will be developed to determine whether or not mitigation measures are satisfactory, assumptions used in analysis

of impacts were correct, and whether significant changes in related Federal, state, or fgcal land use plans have been made. Monitoring

and evaluation reports will be available for public review.

Source: 1982, BLM



APFENDIX 1.3: 1ISSUES AND PLANNING CRITERIA
A planning issue is a matter of widespread interest and/or controversy about the allocation, use, production, protection and management
prgctQCesg(existing and/or potentia??pof the public lands. Y ! P 9
P!anning criteria are those standards which focus the planning analysis on passible solutions to resource management jssues.
The following are those issues and criteria identified within the Billings Resource Area.
ISSUE 1: GRAZING MANAGEMENT PLANNING CRITERIA

tryction Memorandum 82-292 indicates the types of griteria and process which will be used for analysis purposes in the Resgurce Managem
3?2n'!§$e Qabfso z. ?hg crlterla ?or ca egor*g?ngoalfotments gs cgnt fn in ?ab e 2. #hese criteri{ areptegtative pending final apprgva "§,
the Lewistown District Grazing Advisory Board, District Manager and the State Director. ‘

.o

ISSUE 2: WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT PLANNING CRITERIA
1. Vegetative condition, i.e.:
A. :vatlahgetforgge/browse
. rent tren
E UQQ?ization
etary preference/need copsumptive users,
% 91m1ta¥1pns on watér ava {ab?lit ?and distr?but1on for consumptive users,
Montana epgngent of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, U.S. Forest Service and National Park Service, long range goals for the area.
rogjon con ns,
g. Eubi c_expec at?ons.
7. Pryor Mountain Wild Horse characterjstics.
ISSUE 3: WILDLIFE PLANNING CRITERIA
. Curren Yse of area, 1.e,: grazing, ecrea%ion and degree of conflict. .
*  Potential uses of area, j.e.: mineral development, diSposal and degree of conflict.
. MOFWAP long range goals for the area.
. Hunter use/need in area.
N Pot?n tal for development, i.e.: nesting sites, reservoir construction, etc.
*  Anticipated impact to wiidiife in case of a trade-off.
ISSUE 4: TIMBER MANAGEMENT PLANNING CRITERIA
Protection areas will be classified using one or more of the following criteria:
Areas surrounding sensitive or unigue cultural and historical sites.
N{]der ess study areas
Elk calving areas and key winter habitat.

esignated recreation use areas or environmental education sites.
oni stency with other land use plans,
Socia)} and economic concerns.

V!su? resource management,

Critical watershed,

Excepti?ns to %he protective classification wil] be considered under exceg?ional or fxtreme circumstances. Fg example: l) instances where
severe insect infestations occur where salvage is necessary, 2) where public safety 1s of paramount concern, s or where wildlife benefits
outweigh other management concerns.

ISSUE 5: COAL PLANNING CRITERIA
1. in{hgpose portions of the planning area which are underlain by coal resources of high or moderate development potential will be considered

. ngre adequate information exjsts, the 20 unsuitabi}ity criteria will be applied to lands of high/moderate development pot ntial,
N ualifiedqsurface awners over‘yiné ederal coal w1{1 b% consu{ted for theigpviews toward havinggtée?r tands ?easeg for goa?.
. sgzsg?ggggﬁoggcFgg:gglngoal may be further constrained or deferred by other multiple use values such as agriculture, hydrology and local

ISSUE 6: OIL AND GAS PLANNING CRITERIA

TAE plant and animal species habitat.
Crucial wildlife habitat, , .

Public attitudes and exgectat1ons for special use areas (Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range).
¥isual resourgfigggf)ic areas.

Wa ?rshed c?n . ]
. Sofl conditions which are subject to severe erosion,
ISSUE 7: LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT PLANNING CRITERIA .

Disposal Criteria:

Size of the tract and ownershi? Eattern of the area. (320 acres or less.)
Prox1m1t¥ of the tract to g??u ation centers,
ands which hav? b?$q identified for ipec fic uses b* outside 1nter?st gr?up?.
ands with no significant recreational values, wild] fe habitat, ga ontologica
tands wn?re watef quantities are such that they don't benefit agr culture or wi e

ch do not contain goverpment improvements or where such improvements are of fow value.
tands idegtifie% b{ communifies for expansiaon and development needs.

c

s eecses e

(<)

Sl

1 or cultural Tues.
ld?if ultural valu

tandi with miqeﬁa {ﬁurfecg sp]it estate .
0. Consistency with other ? eral, state, 1o$al or’tribal land use plans,
i. ands uish a history of ogg range agricultural trespass.

. Lands which trad ti?na 1y have not been l?ased for grazing purposes.
3. Lands with potential for intensive agricultural uses.

Retention Criteria:
ize of the tract and ownership pattern.
1 thar BfwCunershin pette

re enc$ g{ vater
ands within a wildecness st ed, .

Lands containing ¥a 1d exist{ng water rights,

8. lands with valuab ? government improvements present.
? Pnswihphska md{?wlaueﬁ.

8. [ands adJaceni’to the Yellowstone River.

ISSUE 8: CLASSIFICATIONS PLANNING CRITERIA

%. Public attitude expﬁctations. .
. Consistency with original purposes for classification.

s dedn e 2

. ands w‘ awn t r other a encief. .

. tands W tg minera] development po ?ntia and/oc miqing claims. . .

. ands with signif ?ant recreational values, wildlife habitat, paleontological or cultural values,

. n usable ag;n:}ties for livestock grazing or agriculture, or to benefit wildlife.
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APPLNDIX 1.3: ISSUES AND PLANNING (RITERIA (Continued, Page 2)

ISSUE 9: RECREATIONAL ACCESS PLANNING CRITERIA

. Consistency with other plans, ) ) . . o . , o
l, Access wil% be avoided where there are sensitive cultural or historic sites, sensitive wildlife habitats or so1l conditions, .
3. Public recrea gon o?portun1ties which are currently in hl?h or increasing demand and wh]sh have scarce or limited access will be considered
a pr1or1t{. E xample: canoeing or float boat use on Yellowstone River, fishing access.
4. Adjacent landowner concerns will be considered hefoure providing access.

1SSUE 10: OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE PLANNING CRITERIA

Public interest or demand.

User conflicts, .

Identified wildlife or cultural resource conflicts.

Potential for excessive soil _erosion.

Visual resource management Class [ and Il areas. .

Presence of natural or manmade hazards which cannot be mitigated. X K

Us?r access requirements for 1anntory, exploration, use supervision, maintenance, development and extraction of public land resources or
majntenance of facilities on public lands.

8. Wilderness-study areas.

ISSUE 11: ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION PLANNING CRITERIA

Public interest will be used to determine the need for environmental education sites.
Bureau budgetary and personnel capabilities.

Demand/interest in these sites for other uses.

Visitor use figures.

SSUE 12: WINDDRINKER (WILD HORSE INTERPRETATIVE OVERLOOK) PLANNING CRITERIA

Consistency with other plans, i.e., U.S, Forest Service, National Park Service, community of Lovell, H{oming.
Visitor yse figures (traffic counts in U.S, Forest Service, Pryors, Bighorns, flational Park Service, BLM).
Cost estimates,

Public ?xpectat1ons.

Cultural resource values.

SSUE 13: WILDERNESS PLANNING CRITERIA
. Wilderness values:

A. The quality of the area's mandatory wilderness characteristics. . o

B, The presence or absence, and the quality of special ecological or geological features and other features of scientific and
educational, scenic or ﬁ1s;or1cal value, . . i

C. The benefits to gther multiple resource values and uses which wilderness designation of the area could ensure,

D. The extent to which wilderness designation of the area under study would contribute to expanding the diversity of the National
Wilderness Preservation System from the standpoint of:

O BRI

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

%. expanding the diversity of ecosystems and landforms, . . ) . .
. ex?and1ng the opportunities for solitude or recrestion within a day's driving time (5 hours) of major population centers.
3. balancing the geographic distribution of wilderness areas.

2. Manageability:
The area must be capable of being effectively mandged to preserve its wilderness character.

QUALITY STANDARDS

}. snerg{ and mineral resource values. (Consider all identified or potential energy and mineral resource values.)
mpacts on other resources: :
ghe1extgqt to which other resource values or uses of the area would be foregone or adversely affected as a result of wilderness
esignation. R
3. Im?act of nondesign?tign on w1lde§negs values, alfernative uses of WSA if area is not designated as wilderness and the extent to which the
A gib?$rness values of the area would be foregone or adversely affected as a result of this use.
. ublic comment:
Comments received from interested and affected publics at all levels - local, state, regional and national.
5. tocal social and economic effects: j . ) . ) . )
Any ?1gn1f1cant social and economic effects as identified through the wilderness study process, which designation of the area would have on
ocal areas.
6. Consistency with other plans: . . . i . .
The extent to which the recommendatjon is consistent with officially approved and adopted resource-related plans of other Federal agencies,

~state and local governments and Indian tribes.
CORRIDOR PLANNING CRITERIA
Avotdance Areas &

1.  Areas where establishment and use of corridors conflict with land use/land management objectives.
Examples:

A, Sgeciglly managed areas, such as areas designated for developed and primitive recreation, research natural areas, environmental
education areas.

.

Environmentally sensitive areas (certain wildlife habitat areas, faults, wetlands, slump areas, etc.).

Archeological and historical sites.

Areas with specific visual objectives which conflict with facility placement.

Active coal mining units,

eas with special or unigue values that have been accorded specific and sometimes protected status through "legistative" action., These
Tues conflict with facility placement.

V]

National recreation areas (NRA).
Wild, scenic and recreational rivers,

Nationally classified trails.

State recreation areas.

ﬁgzrw¥ic?]?g¥e been identified by local government bodies {(within their jurisdictional boundaries) as not suitable for the placement of
ac es,

-

>—:com><>monm
v .

‘Urban residential areas.

B. City parks.
Exclusion Areas
1. Include only those areas with a legal Congressional mandate that excludes linear facilities; example: national wilderness lands.

Source: BLM, 1982
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APPENDIX 1.4: COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA

Criteria for assessing lands unsuitable for all or certain stipulated metheds of coal mining.

Criterton Number 1. All Federal lands included in the following land systems or categories shall be considered unsuitable: National Park
Tystem, National Wildlife Refuge System, National System of Trails, National Wilderness Preservation System, National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, National Recreation Areas, lands acquired with money derived from the Land and Water Comservation Fund, Mational Forests and Federal
lands 1n incorporated cities, towns and villages.

Exceptions. (i) A lease may be issued within the boundaries of any National Forest if the Secretary finds no significant recreational, timber,
economic or other values which may be incompatible with the lease; and (A) surface operations and impacts are jncident to an underground coal
mine, or {B) where the Secretary of Agriculture determines, with respect to lands which do not have significant forest cover within those
National Forests west of the 100th meridian, that surface mining may be in compliance with the KMultiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, the
Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1976 and the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977. (i) A lease may be issued within the
Custer National Forest with the consent of the Department of Agriculture as long as no surface coa2l mining operations are permitted.

Exemptions. The applicatfon of this criterion to lands within the listed land systems and categories is subject to valid existing rights, and
does not apply to surface coal mining operations existing on August 3, 1977. The application of the portion of this criterion applying to land
proposed for inclusion in the Visted systems does not apply to lands: to which substantial Yegal and financial commitments were made prior to
January 4, 1977; on which surface coal mining operations weré being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operatfons on which a permit
has been issued,

Criterion Number 2. Federal lands that are within rights-of-way or easements or within surface leases for residential, commercial, industrial
or public purposes on Federally owned surface shall be considered unsuitable.

Exceptions. A lease may be issued, and mining operations approved in such areas if the surface management agency determines that:

(1) A1l or certain types of coal development (e.q., underground mining) will not interfere with the purpose of the right-of-way or easement;
or

(11) The right-of-way or easement was qranted for mining purposes; or

(111} The right-of-way or easement was issued for a purpose for which it is not being used; or

iv) The partfes involved in the right-of-way or easement agree, in writing, to leasing; or

v) It 1s impractical to exclude such areas due to the lacation of coal and method of mining and such areas or uses can be protected through
appropriate stipulations.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
T977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
{ssued.

Criterion Number 3. Federal Yands affected by section 522(e)(4) and {5) of the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 shall be
consfdered unsultable. This includes lands within 100 feet of the outside line of the right-of-way of a public road or within 100 feet of a
cemetery, or within 300 feet of any public butlding, school, church, community or institutional building or public park or within 300 feet of an
occuptied dwelling.

Exceptions. A lease may be fssued for lands:

(1) Used as mine access roads or haulage roads that join the right-of-way for a public road;

(11) For which the 0ffice of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement has issued a permit to have public roads rélocated;

(111) If, after public notice and opportunity for public hearing in the locality, a written finding is made by the authorized officer that the
interests of the public and the landowners affected by mining with 100 feet of a public road will be protected;

(iv) For which owners of occupied buildings have given written permission to mine within 300 feet of their dwellings.

Exemptions., The application of this criterion is subjéct to valid existing rights, and does not apply to surface coal mining operations
exysting on August 3, 1977,

Criterion Number 4., Federal lands desfgnated as wilderness study areas shall be considered unsuitable while under review by the Administration
and the Congress for possible wilderness designation. For any Federal land which is to be Yeased or mined prior to completion of the wilderness
inventory by the surface management agency, the environmental assessment or impact statement on the lease sale or mine plan shall consider
whether the land possesses the characteristics of a wilderness study area. If the finding is affirmative, the land shall be considered
unsuitable, unless issuance of noncompetitive coal leases and mining on leases is authorized under the Wilderness Act and the Federal lLand
Policy and Management Act of 1976.

Exemption, The application of this criterion to lands for which the Bureau of Land Management is the surface management agency and lands in
designated wilderness areas fn National Forests is subject to valid existing rights.

. Criterion Number 5. Scenic Federal lands designated by visual resource management analysis as €lass I (an area of outstanding scenic quality or
high visual sensitivity) but not currently on,the National Register of Natural Landmarks shall be considered unsuitable. A lease may be issued
tf the surface management agency determines that surface coal mining operations will not significantly dimirish or adversely affect the scenic
quality of the designated area.

Exemptions, This criterfon does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
i on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
{ssued.

B

Criterion Number 6. Federal lands under permit by the surface management agency, and being used for scientific studies involving food or fiber
production, natural resources or technology demonstrations and experiments shall be considered unsuitable for the duration of the study,
demonstration of experiment, except where mining could be conducted in such a way as to enhance or not jeopardize the purposes of the study, as
determined by the surface management agency, or where the principal scientific user or agency gives written concurrence to all or certain
methods of mining,

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
H ;- on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on Auqust 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
ssued.

_Criterion Number 7. All districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects of historic, architectural, archeological or cultural significance
on Tederal Yands which are included in or:-eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and an appropriate buffer zone
around the outside boundary of the designated property (to protect the inherent values of the property that make it eligible for listing in the
Nattonal Register) as determined by the surface management agency, in consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the
State Historic Preservation Office shall be considered unsuitable, A-6



APPENDIX 1.4: COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA {Continued, Page 2)

gxceptions. All or certain stipulated methods of coal mining may be allowed if the surface manaqement agency determines, after consultation
W the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and State Historic Preservation Office that the direct and indirect effect§ of mintng, as
stipulated, on a property in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places will not result in significant adverse impacts to the

property.
gxemptions. The application of this criterion to a property listed in the National Register is subject to valid existing rights..and doeg not
apply to surface coal mining operations existing on Auqust 3, 1977. The application of the criterion to buffer zones and properties eligible

for the National Reqister does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitmepts prior to January 4,
1977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been

jssued.s i

criterion Number 8. Federal lands designated as natural areas or as National Natural Landmarks shall be considered unsuitable.
Criterion “umbel =

fxceptions. A lease may be issued and mining operation approved in an area or site if the surface management agency determines that:
Except 07>

(1) With the concurrence of the state, the area. or site is of regfonal or local significance only; .
(11) The use of appropriate stipulated mining technology will result in no significant adverse impact to the area or sitg; or
(#41)  The mining of the coal resource under appropriate stipulations will enhance information recovery (e.g., paleontological sites).

gxemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
T977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which includes operations on which a permit has been

jssued.

Criterion Number 9. Federally designated critical habitat for threatened or endangered plant and animal species, and habitat for Federal
threatened or endangered species which 1s determined by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the surface management agency to be of essential value
and where the presence of threatened or endangered species has been scientifically documented, shall be considered unsuitable,

Exception. A lease may be issued and mining operations approved if, after consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Service
determines that the proposed activity is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species and/or its critical habitat.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial tegal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
T977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
{ssued.

Criterion Number 10, Federal lands containing habitat determined to be critical or essential for plant or animal species listed by a state
pursuant to state Taw as endanqered or threatened_shall be considered unsuitable.

Exception. A lease may he issued and mining operations approved it, after consultation with the state, the surface management agency determines
That the species will not be adversely affected by all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
1977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
issued,

Criterion Number 11, A bald or golden eagle nest or site on Federal lands that {s determined to be active and an appropriate buffer zone of
Tand around the nest site shall be considered unsuitable. Consideration of availability of habitat for prey species and of terrain shall be
included in the determination of buffer zones. Buffer zones shall be determined in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service,

Exceptions. A lease may be issued if: .

(1) It can he conditioned in such a way, either in manner or period of operation, that eagles will not be disturbed during breeding season;
or

(1) The surface management agency, with the concurrence of the Fish and Wildlife Service, determines that the golden eagle nest(s) will be
moved,

(111)  Buffer zones may be decreased if the surface management agency determines that the active eagle nests will not be adversely affected.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
1977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on Augqust 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
issued,

Criterion Number 12. Bald and qolden eaqle roost and concentration areas on Federal lands used during migration and wintering shall be

considered unsuitable.

Exception. A lease may be issued if the surface manaqement agency determines that all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining can be
conducted in such a way, and during such perfods of time, to ensure that eagles shall not be adversely disturbed.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial leqal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
i s on which surface coal mining operations were heing conducted on Auqust 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
ssued,

Criterion Number 13. Federal lands containing a falcon (exhluding kestrel) cliff nesting site with an active nest and a buffer zone of Federal
and around the nest site shall be considered unsuitable. Consideration of availability of habitat for prey species and of terrain shall be
included in the determination of buffer zones. Buffer zones shall be determined in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service.

ExceEtion. A lease may he issued where the surface management agency, after consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, determines that
:h ?r]certain stipulated methods of coal mining will not adversely affect the falcon habitat during the periods when such habitat is used by
e falcons,

Exemptions, This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
h 5 on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which inciude operations on which a permit has been
ssued,

Criterion Number 14. Federal lands which are high priority habitat for migratory bird species of high Federal interest on a regional or
national basis, as determined jointly by the surface management agency and the Fish and Wildlife Service, shall be considered unsuitable,
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APPENDIX 1.4: COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA (Continued, Page 3}

Exception. A lease may be issued where the surface management agency, after consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, determines that
aTT or certain stipulated methods of coal mining will not adversely affect the migratory bird habitat during the periods when such habitat is
used by the species.

Exemption. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial comnitmgnts prior to January 4,
Ton which surface coal mining operations were heing conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been

issued.

Criterion Number 15. Federal lands which the surface management agency and the state jointly agree are fish and wildlife habitat for resident
species of high interest to the state and which are essential for maintaining these priority u\ldlee species shall be considered unsuitable.
Examples of such lands which serve a critical function for the species involved include:

(1} Active dancing and strutting grounds for sage grouse, sharp-tailed grouse and prairie chicken;
(11) Winter ranqges most critical for deer, antelope and elk; and
(1i11) Migration corridors for elk.

A lease may be isued if, after consultation with the state, the surface management agency determines that all or certain st1pulated methods of
coal mining will not have a significant long-term impact on the species being protected.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
5 on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
fssued.

Criterion Number 16. Federal lands in riverine, coastal and special floodplains (100-year recurrence interval) on which the surface management
agency determines that mining could not be undertaken without substantial threat of loss of life or property shall be considered unsuitable for
all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining, and to the natural and beneficial values of the floodplain on the lease tract and downstream,

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,.
1977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
issued,

Criterion Number 17. Federal lands which have been committed by the surface management agency to use as municipal watersheds shall be

considered unsuitable.

Exception., A lease may be issued where the surface management agency in consultation with the municipality (incorporated entity) or the
responsible qovernmental unit determines, as a result of studies, that all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining will not adversely
affect the watershed to any significant degree.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
1977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on Auqust 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
issued,

Criterion Number 18, Federal lands with National Resource Waters, as identified by states in their water quality management plans, and a buffer
zone of Federal lands 1/4 mile from the outer edge of the far banks of the water, shall be unsuitable.

Exception, The buffer zone may be eliminated or reduced in size where the surface management agency determines that it is not necessary to
protect the National Resource Waters.

Exemptions, This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
; on which surface coal mining operatfons were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
issued.

Criterion Number 19, Federal tands identified by the surface management agency, in consultation with the state in which they are located, as
alTuvial valley vloors according to the definition in § 3400,0-5{a) of this title, the standards in 30 CFR Part 822, the final alluvial valley
floor quidelines of the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement when published and approved state programs under the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, where mining would interrupt, discontinue or preclude farming, shall be considered unsuitable,
Additionally, when mining Federal land outside an alluvial valley floor would materially damage the quantity or quality of water in surface or
underground water systems that would supply alluvial valley floors, the land shall be considered unsuitable,

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to surface coal mining operations which produced coal in commercial quantities in the year preceding
Kugust 3, 1977, or which had obtained a permit to conduct surface coal mining operations.

Criterian Number 20. Federal lands in a state to which is applicable a criterion (i) proposed by that state, and (ii} adopted by rulemaking by
the Secretary, shall be considered unsuitable.

Exceptions. A lease may be fissued when:

(1) Such criterion {s adopted by the Secretary less than 6 months prior to the publication of the draft comprehensive land use plan or land
use analysis plan, or supplement to a comprehensive land use plan, for the area in which such land is included; or

(11) After consultation with the state, the surface management agency determines that all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining wil)
not adversely affect the value which the criterion would protect.

Exemptions. This criterion does not apply to lands: to which the operator made substantial legal and financial commitments prior to January 4,
1977; on which surface coal mining operations were being conducted on August 3, 1977; or which include operations on which a permit has been
issued,

Underground mining exemption from critertia.

(a) federal lands with coal deposfts'that would be mined by underground mining methods shall not be assessed as unsuitable where there would
be no surface coal mining operatfons, as defined in § 3400.0-5 of this title, on any lease, if issued.
(b) Where underground mining will include surface operations and surface impacts on Federal lands to which a criterion applies, the lands

shall be assessed as unsuitable unless the surface management agency finds that a relevant exception or exemption applies.

Source: CFR 3861.1, BLM, 1981

A-8



APPENDIX 1.5: OIL AND GAS STIPULATIONS

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

(Serial Number)

OIL AND GAS LEASE STIPULATIONS

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES ~- The Federal surface management agency is responsible for assuring
that the leased lands are examined to determine if cultural resources are present and to specify mitigation measures. Prior to
undertaking any surface-disturbing activities on the lands covered by this lease, the lessee or operator, uniess notified to the
contrary by the authorized officer of the surface management agency, shall:

1. Engage the services of a qualified cultural resource specialist acceptable to the Federal surface management agency to
con-duct an intensive inventory for evidence of cuttural resource vaiues;

2. Submita report acceptabie to the authorized officer of the surface management agency and the District Engineer, Geological
Survey: and

3. implement mitigation measures required by the surface management agency to preserve or avoid destruction of cultural
resource values. Mitigation may include relocation of proposed facilities, testing and salvage or other protective measures. Alf
costs of the inventory and mitigation wilt be borne by the lessee or operator, and all data and materials salvaged will remain
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Government as appropriate.

Thelessee or operator shall immediately bring to the attention of the District Engineer, Geological Survey, or the authorized officer
of the Federal surface management agency any culturai or paleontoiogical resources or any other objects of scientific interest
dis-coveredas a result of surface operations under this lease, and shall leave such discoveries intact until directed to proceed by the
District Engineer, Geological Survey.

ENDANGERED OR THREATENED SPECIES — The Federal surface management agency is responsible for assuring that the
leased land is examined prior to undertaking any surface-disturbing activities to determine effects upon any plant or animal species,
listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened, or their habitats. The findings of this examination may result in some
restrictions tothe operator's plans or even disallow use and occupancy that would be in violation of the Endangered Species Act of
1973 by detrimentally affecting endangered or threatened species or their habitats.

The lessee/operator may. unless notified by the authorized officer of the surface management agency that the examination is not
necessary, conduct the examination on the leased lands at his discretion and cost. This examination must be done by or underthe
supervision of a qualified resources specialist approved by the surface management agency. An acceptable report must be
providedto the surface management agency identifying the anticipated effects of a proposed action on endangered or threatened
species or their habitats.

ESTHETICS — To maintain esthetic values, all surface-disturbing activities, semipermanent and permanent facilities may require
special design including location, painting and camouflage to blend with the natural surroundings and meet the intent of the visual
quality objectives of the Federal surface management agency.

EROSION CONTROL — Surface disturbing activities may be prohibited during muddy and/or wet soil periods. This liritation
does not apply to operation and maintenance of producing wells using authorized roads.

CONTROLLED OR LIMITED SURFACE USE STIPULATION — This stipulation may be modified when specifically approved in
writing by the District Engineer, Geological Survey, with concurrence of the Federal surface management agency. Distances and/or
time periods may be made less restrictive depending on the actual onground conditions. The prospective lessee shouid contact the
Federal surface management agency for more specific locations and information regarding the restrictive nature of this stipulation.

The lessee/operator is given notice that the lands within this lease may include special areas and that such areas may contain

special values, may be needed for special purposes, or may require special attention to prevent damage to surface and/or othe

resources. Possible special areas are identified below. Any surface use or occupancy within such special areas will be strictly

controlled or, if absolutely necessary, excluded. Use or occupancy will be restricted only when the Geological Survey and/or t+

surface management agency demonstrates the restriction necessary forthe protection of such special areas and existing or

planned uses. Appropriate modifications to imposed restrictions will be made for the maintenance and operations of producing oil
- and gas wels.

After the Federal surface management agency has been advised of specific proposed surface use or occupancy on the Jeased
lands. and on request of the lessee/operator, the Agency will fumish further data on any special areas which may include:

100 feet from the edge of the rights-of-way from highways, designated county roads and appropriate federally-owned or
controlled roads and recreation trails.

500 feet, or when necessary, within the 25-year flood plain from reservoirs, lakes, and ponds and intermittent, ephemeral or
small perennial streams; 1,000 feet, or when necessary, within the 100-year flood plain from Jarger perennial streams, rivers,
and domestic water supplies. )

SO0Iret oy gronse ststling grousds. Specialeare lo avoids ety areas ansocinted with sintting grounds will be bepasary
during the period from March | to June 30. Onefourth mile from identified essential habitat of state and federat sensitive
species. Crucial wildlife winter ranges during the period from December 1 to May 15, and in elk calving areas, during the
period from May 1 to June 30.

300 feet from occupied buildings, developed recreational areas, undeveloped recreational areas receiving concentrated
public use and sites eligible for or designated as National Register sites.

Seasonal road closures, roads for special uses, specified roads during heavy traffic periods and on areas having restrictive
off-road vehicle designations.

On siopes over 30 percent. or 20 percent on extremely erodable or slumping soils.

Date A-9 Lessee’s Signature
Source: BLM,1981 MSQO 310047 (April 1981)



APPENDIX 1.6:  STATE DIRECTOR GUIDANCE LAND PATTERN REVIEW CRITERIA
(TAKEN FROM STATE DIRECTOR GUIDANCE FOR RESQURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING
IN MONTANA AND THE DAKOTAS, APRIL, 1983)

LAND PATTERN REVIEW CRITERIA

The public lands subject to these criteria are those lands, minerals, or interests in land administered by BLM. Criteria
are presented to assist in categorizing the public lands for retention, disposal, or further study. Criteria are also
provided to facilitate the selection of lands to be received {n exchanges or other types of acquisition. The criteria
range from specific to general and are designed to provide direction for statewide consistency while allowing the manager
flexibility in identifying circumstances which dictate the category in which lands can be placed.

A. Retention - These are lands which will remain in public ownership and be managed by BLM. BLM is interested in
exchanges to improve manageabjlity of areas important with public values. Although the underlying philosophy is
long term public ownership, minor adjustments involving sales and exchanges of lands may occur when the public
interest 1s better served.

1. Areas of national environmental significance, including but not Timited to:

a. Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas and Former WSAs being Studied for Protective
Management

Wild & Scenic Rivers

National Scenic & Historic Trails and Study Trails

National Conservation Areas

Wetlands and Riparian Areas under Executive Order 11990.

Other Congressionally Designated Areas and Study Areas

Wild Horse Management Areas

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

TWO A OO o

2. Areas of national economic significance including, but not limited to:

a. Desigrated Mineral Resource Areas where disposal of the surface would unnecessarily interfere with the
logical development of the mineral estate, e.g., surface minerals, coal, phosphate, know geologic
structures, etc.

b.  Public lands containing strategic minerals needed for national defense.
3. Public lands used in support of national defehse, including but not 1imited to National Guard manuever areas.

4. Areas where management is cost-effective or lands containing other important characteristics and public values
which can best be managed in public ownership by BLM, including but not limited to:

strategic tracts along rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and trails
community watersheds and/or floodplains

. wildlife priority areas as identified in Appendix 1

. important hunting or fishing areas

. recreation sites and areas

o anoa

5. Lands with a canbination of broad multiple use values which dictate they should be retained in public ownership
and managed by BLM,

6. Areas where future plans will lead to further consolidation and improvement of land patterns and reduce the costs
of management.

7. Areas which the general public, state and local government consider suitable for permanent public ownership.

8, Public lands withdrawn by the BLM or other federal agency for which the purpose of the withdrawal remains
valid and the resource uses can be managed by BLM concurrently;

9, Public lands that contributes significantly-to the stability of the local economy by virtue of federal
ownership.

10,  Public lands which provide public access and contain previously mentioned public .values which, when considered
together, warrant their retention.

B. Disposal - These are lands identified for potential removal from public ownership through sale or exchange, or
through transfer to federal, state, county or local public entities. In addition to land interpally identified
for disposal, BLM will respond to proposals fram the public. Disposal decisions will be made in the public
interest based upon the following criteria.

1. Lands specifically identified through land use plans for sale, exchange, transfer or Recreation and Public
Purposes Act applications.

2. Lands of Vimited public value.

3. Widely scattered parcels which are difficult for BLM to manage with anything beyond minimal custodial ad-
mintstration.

4, Lands with high public values proper for management by other federal agencies, or state or local governmment.
Incorporate, when applicable, the objectives of the Secretary's Good Neighbor Policy.*

5. Lands which will serve important public objectives (such as community expansion) as provided in FLPMA Sec.
203(a)(3).

*The Secretary's program inviting state governors to participate in the nomination of federal lands needed by state and
local goverments and to expedite their transfer under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act.
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6. Lands where disposal would aid in aggreyating or repositioning other public lands or public land resource
values in retention areas to facilitate national, state and local objectives.

7. Lands acquired for a specific federal purpose which are no longer required for that or any other federal
purpose.

8. Lands with Jong term unauthorized use problems, and are not required for specific public purposes.
9. Lands where disposal would increase the range of economic opportunities provided to the general public.

10. Lands in which the highest value or most appropriate long term use is agriculture, commercial or industrial
development.

11. Lands involved in BLM/FS jurisdictional transfer, state indemnity selections, ongoing exchanges will continue
as tnitiated. ,

C. Further Study - Lands that fail to clearly neet either retention or disposal criteria, will be subject to further
study. Lands in this category will include:

1. Lands where disposition would pose questions as to consistency with other federal, state, local government or
tribal land use plans.

2. lands under withdrawal review.

3. Lands where less than full fee conveyance would reserve specifically identified significant public values to
protect pubiic interests.

4, lands where management is not cost-effective, but not clearly negative, and multiple use values are marginal.
5. lands where cooperative management best serves the public interest.

6. lLands with potential for future public use-based on developing needs.

7. Lands with potential for transfer under the Good Neighbor program.

8. Lands in areas of public access deficienctes.

D. Selection Criteria - Used to evaluate proposals which would result in the transfer of lands or minerals to the
Bureau of Land Management through exchange or other transactions.

These criteria help to assure that any BLM decision to acquire a tract of land provides significant public benefits,
The criteria range from "general" standards, against which to evaluate all proposals, to “specific" guidelines covering
the selected or prioritized program areas

These standards are designed to provide consistent direction while allowing the line manager flexibility to meet local,
state and national needs.

GENERAL CRITERIA )

A1l proposals will be evaluated to determine if the selected lands will:
1. Facilitate access to areas retained for long tem public use.
2. Enhance Congressionally designated areas, rivers or trails.

3. Be primarily focused in the “retention" areas. Acquisition in “Further Study® areas or “disposal® areas
will only be considered if the action leads to and/or facilitates long term needs or program objectives.

4, Facilitate national, state and local BLM priorities or mission statement needs.

5. Place emphasis where BLM land use or activity plans are completed. Proposals must facilitate implementation
and/or be consistent with these plans.

6. Stabilize or enhance local economies or values.
7.  Meet long temn public land management goals as opposed to short term.

8. Be of sufficient size to improve use of adjoining public lands or, if isolated, large enough in scale to
allow the identified potential public land use.

9. Allow more diverse use, more fntensive use, or a change in uses to better fulfill the Bureau's mission.

10.  Maintain or enhance important and recoynized public land values. Especially noteworthy are identified,
designated, special or high interest value areas.

11, Enhance the opportunity for new or emeryging public land uses or values.
12. Contribute to a wide spectrum of uses or large number of public land users.

13, Facilitate management practices, uses, scale of operations or degrees of management intensity that are
viable under economic program efficiency standards.

14.  Secure for the public significant water related land interests. These interests will include lake shore,
river front, stream, pond or spring sites.
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APPENDIX 1.7

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

©Organic Act Directive No. 81-11

To: Directorate, AFOs

From: Director
Subject: Review of Land Classifications

4 puzber of States have asked for gvidance in the review of classi lons
czlled for by Section 202(d) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLFMA). Pending completion of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Manual
Section 2355, Withdrawal Review, the following frecepts and procedures

apply:

A. land classifizations technically are not withdrawals (Associate
Solicitor's memorandum of August 19, 1380), and are subject to the review
provisions of Section 202(d) rather than 204(1) of FLPMA. Organic Act
Directive (029) Ko. 78-49 of July 19, 1978, which held othervise, 1is
being cancelled. lowever, because certain clascifications segregate
lands from operation of some or all of the public land laws, including
at tipes wining, thiey are considered to be in the category of '"de facto
withdrawals®™ — to be systematically reviewed as part of the Bureau's
overall vithdrawal review program.

B. O0AD NWo. 81-4 o’ March 2, 1981, set no accelerated target dates for
completing a review of classification orders. I.ather, such was to be
accooplished by Fiscal Year 1992. Continuing enphasis upon elimination

of public land "lo:k-ups,” hovever, now makes it clear that the 1992 date
was unrealistic, and that the Bureau must complcte most, if not all, cf

its classification review in a much shorter per:.od. Recent budget proposals
c21l for essential completion by the end of FY-#:3, and State Offices

shouid pian accordingly.

C. Classifications created under the expired Classification and Multiple
Use Act (C8MU) clo:;e substantial public land areas to varying ranpes of
public use; Some of these classifications are 1o longer appropriate, or
restrict activiries which should be subject to tthe discretion of the land
manager. The Bureau will effect a determined effort to cancel a large
percentage of thes: classifications so that a full range of uses can be
considered — on a case-by-case basis —-- predicated upon the principles of
multiple-use planning. The following review and cancellation criteria apply:

1. General Criteria.

a. The gnal 1Is elimination, as rapidly as practicable, of all
C&MU classifications. VWhenever po:usible review of such
class:fications should be Integratcd with land use planning
for an area.

Sourecs: BLM, 1981 ’ A-12



AFPENDIX 1.8: SUMMARY OF ALLOTMENTS BY CATEGORY

“M" Category

Allotment Pref- Manage- Livestock AUuMs Acres

erence ment Season of Range Condition
Number Name Code Status No. Class Use BLM Other BLM Other % Good and Excellent
4003 Stateline 3 S 04/20-06/05
[ 04725-11/21 2,127 21,738 18,191 (private) 52
: 1,983 (state)
4110 Crooked Creek 3 3 c 03/01-02/28 32 320 160
4111 Paradise 3 AMP 159 C 04/20-06/19
159 C 10/01-02/20 226 1,308 2,144 (private) 9
4113 Bowler 3 AMP 472 [% 04/15-12/14 874 8,274 6,355 (private) 42
640 (state)
4114 Crow 3 AMP 120 C 03/01-10/30 161 1,407 1,861 (private) 43
4118 Lower Sage Creek 3 200 C 12/01-01/15 110 1,088
4119 Cherry Creek 3 152 c 05/01-11/30 308 2,311 6,801 (private) 64
4120 Lower Bluewater 3 95 C 03/01-10/31 76 711 100 1,276 (private) 0
40 (state)
4126  Deadman 3 200 [» 04/24-10/20
20 H 06/01-08/31 250 1,338
4129 Pfeifer Ind. 3 50 [% 05/15-09/15 92 744 900 (private) 17
4131 Black Butte 3 75 C 05/01-06/30
75 [ 10/01-11/15 275 2,144 3,807 (private) 80
4132 Limestone 3 9 C 03/01-02/28 107 904 831 (private) 18
4133 Railroad 3 16 C 03/01-02/28 196 1,992 4,184 (private) 32
640 (state)
4134  Crooked Creek 3 1 [% 03/01-09/30 7 720
4135 Lewis 3 1 [ 03/01-02/28 12 40
4136 Piney Creek 3 2 C 03/01-02/28 28 269 113 (private) 92
4903 Milton Ind. 3 153 [ 05/15-11/15 915 3,055 1,611 {private) 100
. 640 (state)
4905 ~ Individual 3 8 [ 03/01-02/28 97 480
4906 Wilckens Ind. 3 [ 03/01-02/28 313 1,298
4907  Johnke Ind. 3 125 c 05/20-12/15 528 2,487 1,924 (private) 86
4908  Adolph Ind. 3 5 C 03/01-02/28 62 160 atlotment unclassified
4918  Griffith Ind. 3 66 [ 03/01-02/28 566 1,261 781 (private) 100
4919  Johnson Ind. 3 131 c 03/01-02/28 375 *1,199 662 (state) *100
4920 Llind Ind. 3 26 c 10/01-02/28 133 1,120
4921  Wacker Ind.
{Sage Hen) 3. AMP 106 [ 05/01-10/31 278 988 425 {private) : 79
4922  Wacker Ind, 3 9 [% 03/01-02/28 102 317
4923 3 31 C '03/01-02/28 364 962 . 100
4924 P, Goffena Ind. 3 24 C 03/01-02/28 287 1,280
4926 R, Goffena Ind. 3 25 C 03/01-02/28 304 1,021
4927  Pelan Ind. 3 3 C 03/01-02/28 36 160
4928  lLackey Ind.
(Wacker) 3 23 C 03/01-02/28 271 995
4929  Jackson Ind. 3 14 [ 03/01-02/28 162 600
4930  Sudan: Ranch 3 4 [ 03/01-02/28 45 200
4931  Anderson-Ind. 3 18 C 03/01-02/28 211 720
4932 Corgiat Ind, 3 7 [ 05/15-10/14 37 160
4933  Cruikshank Ind, 3 6 c 03/01-02/28 74 320
4934 Eliasson Ind. 3 43 C 03/01-02/28 516 2,073
4935 Ellis Ind. 3 19 o 03/01-02/28 230 800
4936 Raths Ind. 3 19 c 07/01-10/15 69 680
4937  Harmun Ind. 3 18 C 03/01-02/28 210 640 28
4938  Ellis Ind. 3 3 C 03/01-02/28 39 160
4939 Jarreit Ind. 3 27 c 315 *1,250 722 (private) *100
640 (state)
4941  Lake Mason GA 3 AMP [ 05/15-11/14 1,215 *3,949 799 (private) *87
639 (state)
4942 Parrott Ind. 3 1 [ 03/01-02/28 12 40
4943  Mehling Ind. 3 41 c 03/01-02/28 489 *639 *100
4944  Neshiem Ind, 3 4 c 03/01-02/28 47 160 ’
4949 lIverson Ind. 3 260 C 05/15-12/15 1,298 4,867 985 (private) 79
. 1,011 (state)
4950 Alexander A & B 3 1 [« 03/01-02/28
50 [ 05/01-09/30 259 *348 *100
4951  Vescovi Ind. 3 49 c 03/01-02/28
1 C Q3/01-08/31 595 *2,204 *158 (private) *96
4952 Individual 3 7 [% 05/01-10/31 41 160
4953  Parrott Ind. B 3 14 C 03/01-02/28 164 637
4968 Miltton Ind. 3 [+ 03/01-02/28
S 03/01-02/28 369 1,278 *633 {private) 55
4970 Oybvik Ind. 3 39 [+ 06/15-09/30 137 640
4972  Graves Ind. 3 C 03/01-02/28
S 03/01-02/28 1,626 5,776
4973  Pearce/Shipp 3 6 C 03/01-02/28 64 160
4974 Harris Ind. 3 150 C 03/01-05/15
150 [% 11/16-02/28 401 1,180
4975  Hockmuth Ind. 3 24 c 03/01-02/28 288 800
4976 Jasbeck Ind. 3 5 C 03/01-02/28
25 S 03/01-02/28 114 320
4978  Kombol 'Ind. 3 1 C 03/01-02/28 12 : 40
4979 Mang Ind. 3 AMP 112 ¢ 05/15-09/30 245 638 100
4980 Oset Ind. 3 10 C 03/01-02/28 125 320
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Number
4981

4982
4983

4984
4985
4988

4991
4995
5204
5205
5209
5213

5214

5217

5220
5221
5225

5229
5232
5233
5235

5300
5301

5302

5304
5305
5307
5308
5312

5314
5315

5316

5318
5319
5322
5323
5325
5326
5331
5332

5333
5336
5337
5338
5339
5340
5341
5342
5343
5344
5345
5346
5348
5350

5352
5356
5358
5360
5361
5362
5363
5366
5368
5369

Allotuwent
Nawe

Prongharn Ranch

DevVries Ind.

Wacker Ind.
Zimmerman Ind.
Stanley AMP

Lower Musselshell
L. Goffena Ind.
Dry Creek Common
Individual
Individual
Cottonwood

Wade

Jack Creek

H.D. Bischoff
Individual
Grove Creek

Individual
Deer Mountain
Home Pasture
Hollenbeck

Upper Buffalo Com,
Ralph Botts Area
Burk Comman

South Pompey
Lehman Ind.

Mi1l Creek Common -
Individual

Central K Henry

McCormick Springs
tddieman Exchange
of Use (E/U)

Buffalo Creek

North Otis
East Pasture
Johnson Ind.
Keller Ind.
Hudson Ind.
Lambrecht Ind,
Individual
Meredith Ind.

Individual

North K Henry
Grasshaven

Fisher Pasture
System Ranch
Individual
Shelhammer Ind.
Plotts & Swanson
Pompeys Pitlar Cr.
South Otis
Shelhammer 30 Mite
Robert Ind,

Hawk Creek

Welborn Ind.

Roen Ind,

John Brown Ind,
Individual

Wegner Indep.
Propp Ind.

East End Common
Individual

Turley Pasture
Home Pasture
Section 19 Pasture

bref-
erence
Code
3

3
3
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Manage-
ment
Status

AMP

AMP

AMP

AMP

AMP
AMP

AMP

AMP

AMP

AMp

"M" Category

Livestock
Season of
No. Class Use BiM
C 03/01-02/28 1,356
8 C 03/01-02/28 96
18 c 04/15-11/158 127
42 c 04/15-11/15 313
153 [ 05/01-11/30 257
4 [ 03/01-02/28 50
184 c 05/05-10/05 734
14 C 03/01-02/28 169
5 [% 03/01-02/28 55
c 03/01-02/28 108
1 c 03/01-07/31 5
11 C 03/01-02/28 139
05/01-11/15 733
650 S 04/25-06/15
650 S 10/15-12/15 151
N Under AMP
c Under AMP 536
2 C 03/01-02/28 16
5 c 03/01-02/28 68
322 C 03/01-02/28 1,295
5 C 03/01-02/28 56
20 C 05/01-10/31 120
4 C 03/01-02/28 52
80 C 04/01-09/30 425
c 03/01-02/28 411
8 [ 03/01-02/28 106
c 05/01-11/30 389
70 [ 05/01-10/31 391
15 c 03/01-02/28 183
4 04/01-11/30 127
11 [ 03/01-02/28 132
48 o 06/01-10/31 241
23 C 03/01-02/28 278
44 o 03/01-02/28
176 [ 03/01-02/28 449
C 05/15-10/15 175
25 [ 05/01-08/31 42
8 C 03/01-02/28 105
3 C 03/01-02/28 38
3 C 03/01-02/28
6 C 03/01-02/28 69
20 C 03/01-02/28 249
66 [ 04/01-06/20
32 C 11/01-11/30 231
3t C 06/01-11/30 183
16 C 03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28 681
14 C 03/01-02/28 166
9 c 03/01-02/28 104
8 C 03/01.02/28 92
8 c 03/01-02/28 177
1 C 03/01-02/28 15
17 C 03/01-02/28
4 c 03/01-02/28 45
7 C 03/01-02/28 80
) C 03/01-02/28 50
c 04/16-09/30 433
77 [ 11/01-02/28 273
8 C 04/07-11/06 56
30 [ 03/01-02/28 348
17 C 03/01-02/28 207
19 C 03/01-02/28 224
4 c 03/01-02/28 50
C 03/01-02/24 785
4 C 03/01-02/2¢ 53
2 C 03/01-02/28 21
147 C 12/01-03/31 60
20 C 04/01-06/15
7 H 04/01-11/30 91

A-14

AUMs

Other

1,086

E/U

£/U

E/U

E/V

BLM
*6,054

320
481
822
664
160
2,981

847
240
1,400
32

1,195
14,172

2,150

8,329

80
598
9,173

332
932
255
6,399

*1,907
800
1,959

3,002
1,280
960
640
659

4,003

5,861
1,352

318
179

480
1,733

840

1,120
1,033
1,528
1,120
1,076
80
1,140
320
1,465
320
2,248
*1,854

1,760
1,280
1,160

320

320
140
147

622

SUMMAKY OF ALLOTMENTS BY CATEGORY (Continued, Page 2)

Acres
Other

3,518 (private)
1,272 (state)

10 (private)
800 (state)

7,110
6,445 (private)

1,015 (state)

1,692 (private)
551 (state)

69 (private)
1,279 (state)
14,334 (private)
1,000 (state)

125 (private)
235 (private)
620 (state)
195 (private)
952 (private)

639 (state)
1,022 (private)

1,037 {private)
131 (state)

16,164 (private)
2,659 (state)
794 {private)

2,764 [private)
329 (state)

394 (private)

155 {(private}

Range Condition
% Good and Excellent

97

89

99

87

56

27
87

89
*76
82
96

100

98
91

44
*100

100
90



Number

5370
5372
5373
5375
5377
5378

5379
5380
5381
5453
5464

5505
5532

5565
9648
9654
9661
9682
9685
9689
9712
9718
9719
9720
9730
9740
9744
9772
9789
9791
9824

Allotment
Name

Pickett Spr. Past.
Mi11 Creek Allot.
Hanson Springs
Individual

North Pompey
Propp Independent

T Hanging Heart
Bow Tie Ind.

R. Brown Sons Ind.
Keebler

South Fork

Nature Conservancy
£.J. & Vera
Roberts

Blair Ind.

Adams Ind.
Anderson Ind.
Bedford

Con Coal Co.

W. Crawford

B.H, Davis

Foster Ind.
Godfrey

Goffena L & L Co.
W. & B. Goffena
Hillman Ind,
Jennaway Ind.

Martinsdale Ind.
Nyquist Ind.
Jackson Ind.
Steffans Ind.

156 "M" Allotments

Pref-
erence
Code

W W ) W W

——
NN W W W

APPENDIX 1.8: SUMMARY OF ALLOTMENTS BY CATEGORY (Centinued, Page 3)

Manage-
ment
Status

USFS
AMP

Livestock
No. Class
29 - C
14 C

C

4 c

5 c

18 c
9 C

14 c
10 c
20 c
24 c
4 c

6 c

1 c

1 c

12 c
1 C

1 C

8 C

14 c
1 C

8 [%

1 c

2 c

1 C

10 c
6 C

i C

28 c
3 [

upn

Season of
Use

03/01-02/28
05/20-10/30
04/07-11/30
05/16-11/15
03/01-09/30
03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28

09/01-01/31
07/01-10/15

07/01-08/01

03/01-02/28
05/01-06/01
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
10/15-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
05/01-09/30

* Acreage figures and percentages reflect only those portions within

1083
4101

4125
4137
4940
4945
4946

4947

4948
4954
4969
4971
5202
5203
5210

5224
5311

§320
5321
5356

Clarks Fork
Dryhead

Upper Sage Creek
Marie Allen
Johnsor Ind.
Newton Ind.
Ordracek Ind.

Raths Ind.

Kee Ind.

Newton (Rath)
Adolph

Devils Basin Unit
Cub Creek
Bischoff

Williams Basin

South Dry Creek
Southwest End

Steamboat Butte
South K Henry
Hibbard Creek

W w

WL W W W

W W W

www

AMP

AMP

AMP

AMP

AMP
AMP

15
20
35
110
25
40
75

750
741
28

15

65
104

45

75
82

OO0 O00OO0

OOOOO

oo o o o

OO

upu

—

Under AMP

05/01-09/30
04/16-05/20
04/01-12/31
05/01-11/30
03/01-02/28
04/10-07/05
10/01-02/15
03/01-02/28
03/01-05/31
10/16-02/28
04/01-12/31

03/01-02/28
05/01-11/15
11/01-01/01

+03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
05/01-01/15
06/15-09/30
05/15-11/16

02/01-04/30
05/01-10/31

05/01-08/31
05/01-09/30
03/01-12/31

Category

BLM
343
519

34
213

103
167

49
10

24

42
6

7
13
152

13

13

AUMs

Other

£/

E/U

90 -

62
20
98
7
29
13
121
80
8
340
15

*37,335

BLM

*2,517
640
1,419

233
957

686
1,112
1,827

215

160

65
520
200

31

1,042

Sl

210,224

Acres

Ot her

1,519 (private)

958 (private)
601 (state)

320 (private)

the allotment that were inventoried.

Category

76
312
531

681

1,825

509
208
264
2,142
1,505
1,098
997

90
455
278
164
692

A-15

982 (NPS)

20 (NPS)

98

82
112

1,676

469
1,399
1,963

*3,086

*5,742

1,679
842
960

*7,937

16,759
9,188
10,235

1,472
2,489

1,798
2,366
3,335

986 (state)
11,302 (NPS)
134 (private)
70 (state)
627 (private)
898 (NPS)
320 (private)
499 (private)

1,809 (private)

6,178
644

(private)
(state)

184 (private)

2,486
408
8,063
1,020
14,990
1,455

(private)
(state)
(private)
(state)
(private)
(state)
966 (private)
638 (state)
864 (private)
276 (private)
615 (state)
399 (private)
1,013 (private)
4 (private)
639 (state)

Range Condition
% Good and Excellent

*

61
81

96

8l

1l
37

*58

*68

19

70
*65

47
39
44

41
40

89
83
60



Number

5367
§371

* Acreage figures and percentages reflect only those portions within

1005

1011
4100
4103
4104
4105

4106
4107
4108
4109

4112
4115

4116
a1
4121
4122
4123
4127
4128
4904
4911
4912
4913
4914
4915
4916
4917
4986
4987
4989
4993
4994
4996
4997
4998
4999
5000
5002
5004
5006

5008
5012
5020
5200
5201
5206
5207
5208
5212
5215
6219
6222
5223
5228
5231
5306

5309
5310

5324
6329
5330

Allotment
Nahe

Heifer Pasture
James Pasture

Gravelly

Petroglyph
North Fork
Individual
Upper Bluewater
Gyp Springs

Individual

Middle Fork 5 Mile
Individual

East Bluewater

Individual
Bluewash

Individual
Individual
Five Mile Creek
Individual
Individual
Bridger Creek
individual
Goffena Ind.
Gof fena
Careless
Jensen Ind.
Lehfeldt Ind.
Mashino Ind.
Mercer Ind.
Individual
8ohiman
Brillhart Ind.
DeJaegher Ind.
Goffena
J. Goffena Ind.
Goffena Ind.
R. Goffena Ind.
W. Goffena Ind.
Harvey Ind.
H, & H. Ind,
Highland Ind.
Hougen Ind.
Kincheloe Corp.
Ind,
Mack Ind.
Stensvad Inc.
Hougen Ind.
Individual
{ndividual
Individual
Anderson Ind.
Individual
Individual
Kill
Individual
keyser Creek Co.
Individual
Individual
Individual
Kinmonth
Kinmonth
Individual
Keller Common
Keller Common
Kembel I[nd.
Individual
Bull Mountain Ind.

ind,

APPENDIX 1 .=: SUMMARY UF ALLUTMENTS BY CATEGORY (Continued, Page 4)

"I Category
pref- Mandage- Livestock AUMs Acres
erence ment Season of Range Condition
Code  Status  No. Class Use BLM Other BLM Other % Good and Excellent
3 42 [ 03/01-07/31 208 *1,227 23 (state) “61
3 14 c 03/01-02/28 169 957 640 (state) 65
12,218 BIN (incuides 75,479 BLM
. 14 AUMs
nonuse)
1,002 NPS 12,200 NPS
*
the allotment that were inventoried.
"C" Category
3 200 c 05/07-05/21 60 4,010 105 (private) 14
640 (state)
3 406 c 05/07-05/21 140 2,778 732 (state) 8
3 4 c 03/01-02/28 48 230
3 2 [ 04/01-02/28 24 80
3 5 C 03/01-02/28 63 540
3 AMP C 04/15-06/30 1,133 25,717 47 (private) 45
10/01-11/15 1,004 (state)
3 3 [ 03/01-02/28 36 200
3 ) C 05/15-10/30 20 120
3 1 [ 05/15-10/30 5 20
3 65 C 06/01-12/01 117  * does not 880
include 92
nonuse
3 4 C 1 03/01-12/31 40 520
3 AMP c 04/01-06/30 1,739 16,836 3,230 (prjvate) 27
C 09/15-11/03 1,154 (state)
3 8 C 03/01-02/28 94 320
3 1 c 05/15-10/30 5 20
k] 2 c 05/15-10/30 10 40
3 24 [ 05/15-10/30 132 520
3 3 € 05/15-10/30 16 80
3 3 [ 03/01-02/28 32 320
3 3 C 03/01-02/28 37 66 240 1,160
3 2 c 03/01-02/28 28 120
-3 17 [ 03/01-02/28 195 640
3 10 [ 03/01-02/28 120 600
3 3 [ 03/01-02/28 31 187
3 2 [ 03/01-02/28 17 80
3 5 S 03/01-02/28 12 80
3 1€ 03/01-02/28 9 40
3 4 o 03/01-02/28 48 200
3 1 C 03/01-11/30 9 40
3 1 ¢ 03/01-02/28 9 40
3 16 c 03/01-02/28 193 1,011
3 ? C 03/01-02/28 80 360
3 8 € 03/01-02/28 102 520
3 8 [ 03/01-02/28 94 480
3 2 c 03/01-02/28 22 120
3 4 c 03/01-02/28 48 200
3 1 o 03/01-02/28 4 40
3 5 o 03/01-02/28 62 239
3 9 ¢ 03/01-02/28 110 ; 512 -
3 2 C n3/01-02/28 24 80
3 4 c 03/01-02/28 48 240
3 2 C 0370102728 17 160
3 3 ¢ 03/01-02/28 36 160
3 12 [ 03/01-02/28 150 640
3 4 c 03/01-12/31 T 40 170 160 600
3 1 C 05/01-11/30 7 293 40 1,010
3 22 N 06/01-10/15 20 60 200 160
3 1 H 03/01-10/31 7 24 80 400
3 11 C 03/01-02/28 132 612 720 2,920
3 1 C 03/01-10/31 13 40
3 5 c 03/01-02/28 60 480
3 10 S 03/01-02/28 24 200
15 2 C 03/01-02/28 16 20
3 1 c 03/01-02/28 12 43 200 480
3 5 C 05/01-10/31 30 6 240 160
3 17 S 03/01-02/22 40 160
3 12 [% 03/61-02/28 148
i C 06/01-09/30 28 95 1,440 640
3 12 C 03/01-02/28 144 720
3 1 C 037/01-10/31 8
3 35 c 03/01-02/28 420 580
3 2 [ 03/01-02/28 15 80
3 2 C 03/01-02/28 16 160
3 2 C 03/01-02/28 24 184



Number

5335
5347
5349
5353
5354
5357
5359
5364
5374
5376
5403
5404
5405
5407
5408
5409
5414
5416
5417
5418
5419
5424
5426
5427
5432
5434
5435
5437
5438
5439
5440
5441
5444
5446
5449
5451
5454
5455
5456
5457
5458
5459
5460
5461
5463
5466
5467
5468
5470
5471
5473
5474

5476
5477
5478
5480
5481
5483
5484
5485
5486
5488
5490
5491
5492
5495
5498
5500
5501
5502

5503
5504
5506
5508
5509
5510
5511
5512
5513

Allotment
Name

Sando . Ind.
van Driest Ind,
Wegner Ind.
Rudi Spring
Baltek Ind.
Cossitt Ind.
Individual
Bellas Pasture
Individual
Individual
Harold Arthur
Harry Arthur
Daniel Arthur
Bainler Ind.
Arthur Beley
Cremer Rodeo tand
Boe Ranch Co.
L"& 1 Braughton
A.C. Brumfield
Herbert Bue
flonald Todd
Gerald Connolly
Beartooth Hereford
frank Cosgriff
Arnold Dinsdale
Marlyn Drange
David Duffy
T.M. Burkholder
Ellison Ind.
Engle Ranch Inc.
Paul Raymond Esp.
W. & H.M, Ewan
June Kalberg
Thomas Flanagan
Sidney Frazer
Glenn Golden
Grewell
J.B. -Grierson Co.
J.B. Grierson Co.
Lewis Grosfield
E. Gullicksen Est.
Hailstone Ranch
Hay Meadow Ranches
Cedar Creek
Hathaway
Paul E. Hedrick
Curtin Ind.
Fred Horst
Norris Johnson
Lyle Jones
Leo & Vernie Kamp
H.A, & B.C.
Keebler
Vernon Keller
Keewaydin Ranch
Gerald Kirch
John Krivtz
Henry Krug
James Cary
Hilliam Langford
Holden Individual
Cain Ranch
Line Inc.
Harry & Alice Line
Joseph Ortiz
C.L. Marshall Ind.
Ray Mickels
Meigs/Hash
Kathryn M. Morgan
Montroy Ranch Ind.
Douglas
Mothershead
Glen Mothershead
T.P. Mulvihill
Terland Ind.
Milligan Creek
Gustov Norman
Alfred E, Ostrom
Hubert Ostrom
Jacob Ostrom
Robert Ostrom

Pref-
erence
Code

) D W L W W W W W

APPENDIX 1.8:

SUMMARY OF ALLOTMENTS BY CATEGORY (Continued, Page 5)

Manage- Livestock
ment
Status No, Class
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“C" Category

Season of
Use BLM

03/01-02/28 36
03/01-02/28 72
03/01-02/28 16
03/01-02/28 177
03/01-02/28 21
03/01-03/31 8
03/01-02/28 24
03/01-02/28 14
03/01-09/30 7
04/01-11/30
03/01-02/28 17
03/01-02/28 10
03/01-02/28 30
06/01-10/15 12
03/01-02/28 9
03/01-02/28 222
03/01-02/28 75
03701-02/28 23
03/01-02/28 16
03/01-02/28 22
03/01-02/28 24
03/01-02/28 12
03/01-02/28 15
03/01-02/28 24
03/01-02/28 10
03/01-02/28 50
03/01-02/28 15
03/01-02/28 60
03/01-02/28 13
03/01-02/28 24
03/01-02/28 10
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 29
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 10
03/01-02/28 62
03/01-02/28 60
03/01-02/28 120
03/01-02/01 134
03/01-02/28 71
03/01-02/28 30
03/01-02/28 16
03/01-02/28 17
03/01-02/28 25
03/01-02/28 12
03/01-02/28 72
03/01-02/28 14
03/01-02/28 10
03/01-02/28 36
03/01-02/28 120
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 163
03/01-02/28 20
03/01-02/28 114
03/01-02/28 15
03/01-02/28 5
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 18
03/01-02/28 29
03/01-02/28 9
03/01-02/28 70
03/01-02/28 103
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 266
03/01-02/28 60
03/01-02/28 24
03/01-02/28 18
03/01-02/28 14
03/01-02/28 22
03/01-02/28 59
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 3
03/01-02/28 7
03/01-02/28 8
03/01-02/28 35
03/01-02/28 27
03/01-02/28 17
03/01-02/28 32

AUMs

Other

E/U

BLM

320
320
136
1,258
40

37
125

360

826

160
674
40

533
160
640

40
40
59

160
40
481
567
40
1,197
360
240
81
560

160
330
87
40
40
a0
160
80
160

Acres

Other

Range Condition
% Good and Excellent



Number

5515
§816

5617
5520

§522
5523
5524
5525

5528
5533
5634
5635
5537
5540
5541
5542
5543
5544
5545

5546
5548
5549
5550
5552

5553
5564
5555
5556

6567
§558
5559
5560
5561
5562
5566
5567
5568
5569
5570
6571
6572
5573
5580
5581
5582
5585
5586
9650
9652
9667
9678
9680
9686
9694
9696
9702
9716
9734
8736
9757
9762
9765
9768
9773
9781
9792
9805
9837
9840
0842
0843
0844
0845
0850

Sources:

1. Range Management Automated System, BLM, 1982

Allotment
Name

Pearlie Lee & Co.
Pederson Land &
Livestock
Southland Estates
Pierce Ranches
Inc,
Clarence & A. Pile
0. & B, Pipkin
:laggemeyer Ind.
Plaggemeyer
Helen H. Reed
Clarence S. Rostad
Peter Rostad
Bruce Robinson
Ronald H. Sannes
J.K. & A, Scholten
7 L Bar Ranch Co.
Ray W. Severin
Smoot Ind.
Alfred G. Spaeth
0.S. & G.K.
Stenberg
Joe Stene
G.A, Sternal
Jim Edwards
T. & F, Strobel
Telmar & A.
Terland
Mitchell Thomas
Chris Thompson
Two River Ranch
Bernard J. Van
Every
Barney A. Warp
Gerald Weast
Weppler Ranch Co.
Bruce Whithorn
A.E. Wilkens
Hubert-Woodard
Individual
individual
Individual
Individual
Agnes 0'Leary
Individual
Individual
Individual
Robert-lLee Oisen
8ig Canyon
Keebler
W.J. Thompson
Richard Worm
American Fork Ind.
Anderson Ind.
Broderson
Casey
Charter Ranch Inc.
Cremer Ind.
Schenk Ind.
Vander Voort Ind.
Eliasson Ranch Co.
Gebhardt
Pelan Ind.
Hougardy Ind.
Shelhammer
Lode Ind.
Lyons
Mager Ind.
McCoughy Ind,
Muir Ind.
W, Olsen Ind.
Robertson Ind.
Mario Todaro
Tully Ind.
vale Ind.
Van Driest Ind,
Akeis Ind,
McCann Ind.
Carey Gulch

Pref-
erence
Code

15

APPENDIX 1.8:

Manage-
ment
Status

USFS
AWP

2. Ecological Site Inventory, BLM, 1981

SUMMARY OF ALLUTMENTS BY CATEGORY (Continued, Page 6)

Livestock
No. Class
2 [
11 C
15 4
10 c
14 C
8 [

“C

1 C

1 C

3 c

5 c

1 c

1 C

1 c

2 C

1 [

11 C
2 [

18 C
2 4

5 c

2 [

4 [

13 c
1 c

1 c

6 c
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Season of
Use

03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28

03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28

03/01-12/31
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-07/31
05/15-09/15
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-12/31
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
08/15-09/30
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
€3/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
05/20-09/30
07/10-09/15
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
0370102728
03/701-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
03/01-02/28
as per AWP

Category

BLM
20

123
180

120
165

34

28
58

13
20
128

315

A-18

AUMs

Other

1,199

Acres

Other

Range Condition
% Good and Excellent



APPENDIX 1.9: APPLICATION OF UNSUITABLILITY CRITERIA

Criterion #1: There are no deposits of federal coal which lie within
tgi Fediral Land Systems described in 43 CFR 3461.1(a)(1) (100% reli-
ability).

Criterion #2: There is no federal ly-owned surface encumbered by
rights-of-way or easements within the strippable coal area (100% re-
1iability).

Criterion #3: Several miles of county maintained roads cross federal
lands. These rights-of-way and the appropriate buffer zones are con-
sidered unsuitable; no exceptions were applied. Several occupied
dwellings 1ie on federal land. These dwellings and appropriate buffer
zones are considered unsuitable; no exceptions were applied (100%
reliability).

Criterion #4: There are no deposits of strippable federal coal which
11e within designated wilderness study areas (100% reljability).

Criterion #5: There are no federal lands within the coal field which
have been designated by Visual -Resource Management analysis as being
Class I (100% reliability).

Criterion #6: There are no federal lands within the coal field which
have been permitted for use for scientific study (100% reliability).

Criterion #7: Due to lack of adequate inventory, this criterion has
not been applied (inadequate data).

Criterion #8: There are no designated or potential National Natural
Landmarks within the coal field %1001 reliability).

Criteria #9 - #15: Due to the lack of adequate inventory, these
criteria were not applied.

Criterion #16: The USGS has identified several drainages which flow
through federal lands, portions of which qualify as special flood-
plains. These areas are considered unsuitable; no exceptions were
applied (100% reliability).

Criterion #17: There are no federal lands which have been committed
for use as municipal watersheds (100% reliability).

Criterion #18: There are no National Resource Waters within the
coal field (100% reliability).

Criterion #19: The BLM has identified several miles of preliminary
Alluvial Valley Floors. These areas are identified on Figure 3. .
These areas will not be considered unsufitable until a final deter-
mination is made by the Office of Surface Management and the State
of Montana (date preliminary).

Criterion #20: No state proposed criteria have been developed and
adopted by the Secretary.

Unsuitability criteria were only applied to federal lands within the
Bull Mountain Field. Federal coal in other fields may only be devel-
oped through underground mining methods. The criteria will only be
applied in these fields after receipt of a mining plan application
which details the location of proposed surface operations and facil-
jties. i
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APPENDIX 1.10: METHODOLOGY FOR MITIGATING IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

The BLM recognizes that some of the proposals in various programs could affect cultural resources. Because of this fact, the BLM
conducts intensive field (Class III) inventories of specific areas that could be impacted prior to an undertaking. If cu]tural resources
are found, every effort is made to avoid them. However, where this is not possible, BLM consults with the SHPO and the Advisory .
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in accordance with the Nationa)l Historic Preservation Act 1966, as amended 1980, and attendant

36 CFR 60 and 36 CFR 800 Regulations.

Mitigation of impacts to cultural resources may entail building removal, fencing off, burying as a form of preservation, or excavation.
The costs of these measures could range from approximately $2,000 per site to as much as $100,000 for a large and complex buried
prehistoric site. Sites requiring extensive study would probably cause a project to cost too rmuch in relation to the benefits it might .
bring. In effect, the impacts would be eliminated by deleting the project. Perhaps 95% of these sites would not have mitigation costs
above $10,000 per site, however.

Methodology for Implementing Off-Road Vehicle Restrictions

Of f-road vehicle closures will be accamplished in accordance with BLM Manual 8340 - Off-Road Vehicle Management. This manual is on
file in the Billings Resource Area Office.

Methodology Used to Determine Impacts to Visual Resources

Impacts to visual quality are-determined through analysis of allowable management actions within the five visual nanagenent classes as
they are defined in Bureau Manual 8400. Projects are analyzed in termms of their potential to create the foliowlng types:of effects:

A.  Ground disturbance, including roads and trails constructed for access and/or maintenance of the project. -
B. Creation of structures not homogenous to the visual scene.

C. Color changes which may occur from vegetative manipulations. This could be either removal of native vegetation or the ‘introduction -
of additional non-native vegetation.

D.  Livestock concentration around reservoirs and other water sources and associated grazing impacts of compaction, trailing and
erosfon.

E. Grazing systems and the associated fence and the fencing contracts

Each type of impact {s evaluated as to whether or not it would create a high, roderate or low contrast if it were done in each one of
the four visual class landscapes. High contrasts would be created by those landscape changes that demand attention. They could not be
overlooked. The contrast would be ‘inharvionious to the basic scenery elements of line, fom, color and texture. High contrast projects
could not meet management class objectives without mitigation. '

Moderate contrasts would attract attention and doninate the landscape. A ﬁroject.that would create a moderate contrast could only meet
Class TII and IV management objectives without mitigation.

Low contrasts might or might not dominate the scene, but because of the quality of the scenery or the Size and scope of the project, it~
would meet all of the management class objectives. . .

This anlaysis assumes that the projects would be viewed fru: the foreground (up to one mile) The impacts to- visual class would be
rated at the time of the projects if no special riitigating measures are applied. Over time, nature might mitigate the impacts through
revegetation. Also, standard operating procedures would allow many projects to be accomplished within allowable visual class guidelines.

Source: BLM, 1982
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APPENDIX 2.3: SURFACE COAL MINE SCENARIO

For analysis purposes, it is anticipated that in mid-1982 a 300,000 ton
per year surface mine would be opened in the Mammoth-Rehder coal bed of
the Bull Mountain Coal Field.

It is estimated that the mine would not reach its full production level
until its fourth year of operation, 1995. During the first year and one-
half, support facilities, access roads, and perhaps a rail spur would be
constructed, disturbing approximately 60 acres. By 1994 the surface
facilities will have been completed, and mining would begin. Approximately
11 acres will be disturbed to produce 150,000 tons of coal. In 1995 the
mine will be at its full production level, 300,000 tons per year. Around

21 acres would be disturbed. This level of mining would continue throughout
the 1ife of the mine.

Reclamation of disturbed areas would begin as soon after mining as
practicable, and continue in conjunction with the mining operation. The
operator's bond would not be released until the land was satisfactorily
reclaimed, probably 15 years after mining.

UNDERGROUND COAL MINE SCENARIO

It is anticipated that a small underground mine would be opened in the
Joliet-Fromberg Field in 1985. Associated surface facilities would be
constructed during the next two years disturbing perhaps 60 acres. By
1987, the mine will have begun production, at an estimated 30,000 tons
that first year. In 1988, the mine will reach its full production level of
150,000 tons per year, which will be maintained throughout the life of
the mine. Only small acreages will be disturbed during this period.

It is assumed that the produced coal would serve both domestic purposes
and be used in coal-fired electricity generation.

A-24



APPENDIX 2.4: APPLICATION OF UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA BULL MOUNTAIN
COAL FIELD (20:1 Stripping Ratio)

Unsuitability Criterion Acres Unsuitable Tonnage (1)

#1 (See Appendix 1.4 for descriptions) N/A 0

#2 \ . N/A 0

#3 : , 0 miles of road; 3 buildings; 24 acres 350,000
#4 N/A 0

#5 N/A 0

#6 : L N/A 0

#7 (2)

#8 . N/A 0

#9 . 7 (2)

#10 (2)

#11 (2)

#12 (2)

#13 _ ’ (2)

#14 : - (2)

#15 . (2)

#16 2-1/2 miles: 96 acres 1,500,000
#17 N/A : 0
#18 N/A 0
#19 : 5 miles: 298 acres 0 (3)
#20 B ' o N/A - L 0 -
Totals 120 acres 1,850,000 tons
Footnotes:

(1) Assume 11' of coal for Mammoth-Rehder; 8' of coal McCleary bed; 1,711 tons/acre
foot.

(2) Criteria which have not been applied due to lack of available inventory.

(3) Final determination on Alluvial Valley Floors by State of Montana and Office
of Surface Management not completed; no coal eliminated.
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“APPENDIX 2.5: APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA
(10:1 Stripping Ratio)

(1) Acres Unsuitable Tonnage
1
Criterion #1 N/A 0

#2 N/A 0

#3 2 occupied dwellings; 16 acres 240,000

#4 N/A 0

#5 N/A 0

#6 N/A 0

#7 (2)

#8 N/A 0

#9 (2)

#10 (2)

#11 (2)

#12 (2)

#13 (2)

#14 (2)

#15 (2)

#16 1.2 miles: 50 acres 750,000

#17 N/A 0

#18 N/A 0

#19 1.2 miles: 180 acres 0 (3)

#20 N/A 0
Totals 17 acres 1,000,000 tons
Footnotes:

(1) Assume 11' of coal for Mammoth-Rehder; 8' of coal McCleary bed; 1,711 tons/acre
foot. ,

(2) Criteria which have not been applied due to lack of available inventory.

(3) Final determination on Alluvial Valley Floors by State of Montana and Office
of Surface Management not completed; no coal eliminated.
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APPENDIX 2.6:

AREAS SENSITIVE TO OIL AND GAS LEASING

[ AREA LAND DESCRIPTION (TO SECTION ONLY) RATIONALE
1 Steamboat Butte T. 6 N., R. 29 E., Sec. 4-5, 7-9 Archeological Site
Complex (ASC)
2 Shepherd Ah-Nei T. 3 N., R, 28 E., Sec. 6 Recreation Site
T. 4 H., R, 27 E., Sec. 24,25,36 Environmental Educa-
T. 4 ., R. 28 E., Sec. 19,20,30,31 tion Site
3 Acton Area T. 3 N, R. 25 E., Sec. 5-8,17,20 Recreation Site
4 Young's Point T.2S.,R.22E., Sec. 35 Yisual Resources
T. 365., R, 22 E., Sec. 3,4,5,8-10 Wildlife Habitat
Cultural Resources
5 Bad Canyon T. 4S., R. 16 E., Sec. 4,6-10,14,15 Recreation Site
Wildlife Habitat
6 Pryor Mountain Wild T.85., R 2BE. Wilderness
Horse Range Sec. 4-9, 17-21 Wild Horses
28-33 Wildlife Habitat
7. 95., R 27 E. Fragile Soils
Sec. 1,2,11-14,23-25 Recreation Sites
T. 9S., R, 28E. Visual Resources
Sec. 4-10,15-22,27-34
T. 58 N., R, 95 W.
Sec. 19-23,26-29,33,34 (Wyoming)
7 Crooked Creek 7. 58 N., R. 95 W., Sec. 28 (within PMWHR) Paleontologic Site
Natural Area National Natural
Landmark (NNL)
8 Asparagus Point T. 8 N., R. 27 E,, Sec. 2 Recreation Site
9 Beartooth Face BLM managed oil and gas estate Visual Resources
within two miles of Beartooth Seasonal Wildlife
Mountains Habitat
10 Yel lows tone River Federally managed oil and gas Flowing Stream
Area estate within two miles of Wildlife Habitat
the river Visual Resources
11 Weatherman's Draw 7. 85., R. 24 E., Sec. 20,28,29 Archaeological Site
Complex (ASC)
12 Bridger Fossil Area T.7S8., R, 24 E., Sec. 17 Paleontologic Site
National Natural
Landmark
13 Red Dome T. 7S., R. 24 E., Sec. 19-21 Potential National
Natural Landmark
14 Petroglyph Canyon T.9S.,R. 26 E., Sec. 35 Archeological Site
Complex (ASC)
15 Red Valley 7. 9S., R. 27 E., Sec. 21,28 Potential National
Natural Landmark
16 Castle Butte T. 5 N., R, 30 E., Sec. 34,35 Archeological Site

Complex (ASC)

A-27



APPENDIX 2.7: LAND TENURE PROPOSAL TRACTS

Yellowstone County

Tract .
Numberl/ Legal Description?/ . Acres
IR T.1 M., R 27E, B
Sec. 8: Lots 3, 4 . 42.50
32R T. 1 N., R. 27 E,
: Sec. 8:, Lot 6 S0 18,34
* 58 v T. 2 N, R. 26 E.
Sec, 3: S1/2 . 320
Sec, 10: NE1/4 160
[0
* 598 T. 2 N., R. 26 E.
Sec. 8: NE1/4 ) 160
* 60R T. 2 N., R, 26 E, : '
Sec. 8: SWl/4 . 160
65D T. 2 N, R, 26 E. :
65Fad/ Sec. 14: N1/2NE1/4 80
62D T. 3 N., R, 25 E. .
62Fa Sec. 26: NE1/4, E1/25W1/4, N1/2SE1/4 320
33 T. 3 N., R, 26 E, . .
Sec. 4: Al : . 640
Sec., 8: Wl1/2, SEl/4 480
Sec. 9: Al 640
Sec. 10:- Wl/2 320
* 1R . T. 3 N., R, 26 E, .
Sec. 32: S1/25E1/4 o 80
4D . T. 3 N., R, 27 E,
Sec. 4: SWl/4 , 160,
50 T. 3N, R. 27 E. '
5Ra . Sec, 14! NELl/4 ) 160
6D T. 3 N., R, 27°E, :
6Ra Sec, 14: SwWl/4 160
70 T. 3 N., R, 27 E.
Sec. 181 E1/2 v \ 320
80 ’ f.3 N, R, 27 E. .
’ Sec. 24: S1/2StEl/4 ) 80
* 62R T. 3N, R 28E, \
Sec. 2: E1/2NE1/4, LWl/4HEL/4, NE1/4NW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, NE1/4SE1/4, S1/2SE1/4 ’ 120
* 63R T. 3 N, R, 28 E, )
Sec. 4: NE1/4NEL1/4 . 40
* 64R 7. 3 N,, R, 28 E,
Sec. 4: NWl/4hWl/4 40
* 65R T. 3 N, R, 28 E. .
Sec, 10: K1/2 : 320
IR T. 3 N., R. 28 E, :
Sec, 12: All 640
T. 4 N., R, 28 E. )
Sec. 25: AN 640
T. 4 N., R, 29 E,
Sec., 30: Wi/2 320
Sec, 31: Al 640
T. 3N, R, 29 E,
Sec. 6: El/2, NW1/4, N1/2SW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4 600
Sec.. 7: AN 640
Sec. 18: Al 640
. 3,120
* 66R T. 3 N., R. 28 E.
Sec. 14: SW1/45W1/4 . 40
* 67R T. 3 N., R, 28 E. : 3.4

Sec, 22: NEl/4

1/The letters following the tract numbeérs designate whether the tracts are in the disposal (D), retention (R), or further study (F) category.
Z/Legal descriptions are arranged numerically by township, with north townships listed first, followed by south townships. .
3/The letter "a" denotes those tracts that were changed to a different land tenure catequr} fOIIOwing'phblic comnent .

*Tracts in the retention category identified,as suitable for exchange.
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NI;;:H/
35R
IF
66D
%*
368

3R

38R

3F
3Ra

4F

4Ra
IR
40R

41R

* 69R
* 70R
670
690

69Fa

70D
70Fa

5F

43R

APPENDIX 2.7:

T. 3 N., R,
Sec. 24:

T. 3 M., R.
Sec. 26:

T. 3N, R,
Sec. 2:

T. 3 N, R,
Sec. 20:

T. 3 N, R.
Sec. 22:

T. 3 N., R,
Sec. 24:

T. 3 N., R.
Sec. 1:
Sec. 2:
Sec, 12:

T. 3N, R.
Sec. 4:

T. 3 N., R.
Sec. 10:

T. 3 N, R,
Sec. 22:

T. 3 K., R,
Sec. 4:

T. 4 K., R,
Sec. 31:
T. 3 N, R,
Sec, 5:
Sec. 6:
Sec. 7:
Sec, 8:
Sec, 9:
Sec. 17:
Sec, 20:

T. 4 N., R.
Sec. 24:
Sec, 25:
Sec. 36:

T. 4 N, R.
Sec, 19:
Sec. 20:
Sec, 30:
Sec. 31:

T. 3N, R,
Sec, 6:

T. 4 N., R,
Sec, 26:

T. 4 N,, R,
Sec. 34:

T. 4 N,, R,
Sec, 24:

T. 4 N, R,
Sec. 28:

Yellowstone County
Legal DescriptionZ/

28°E,
Lot § (NE1/4NE1/4)

28 E.
Lot 5

29 £,

SW1/45W1/4

29 E,
Lot §

29 E.
lots 5, 6, 7, &4 8

29 E.
Lots 5 & 6

30 E.

All
s1/2

N1/2

30 E.

S1/2

30 E,
N1/2

30 E.
Lots 5, 6, 7, &4 8

31 €.

Lot 21

25 E.
El/2
25 k.

All

NEL/4

Lots 1 & 2, NE1/4, E1/2Wl1/2, SEL1/4
ANl

ANl

All
N1/2N1/2

27 E.

NEl/4, S1/2

All

All

28 E.

ALY

Hi/2

Lots 1 & 2, N1/2NEQ/4
Al

28 E.

Lots 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, & 12, E1/2

28 E.
W1/2

28 E,
E1/2

29 E.
Wi/2

29 €.

S1/2

29 E. :

SW1/4NE1/4, W1/2SW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, SE1/4

30 E.
All

. 31 E,

Wi/2
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"
.44

68.72
4.45

640
320
320

320

320
56.95
9.93

320
640
160
548,70
640
640

640
160

480
640
640

640
320
150.19
640

572.88
320
320
320
320
320
640

320



Tract
Numberl!
* 71R
* 72R

44R

45R

200
20Fa
* 73R
46R
47R

48R

210

49R

50R
51R
52R
23D
23Ra
6F

53R

54R

55R

7f

APPENDIX 2.7:

T. 4 N., R,
Sec. 24:

T. 4 X., R,
Sec. 24:

T. 4 N., R,
Sec, 26:
Sec. 34:
Sec. 35:

T. 4 N,, R,
Sec, 12:
T. 4 N., R,
Sec., 7:

T. 4 N., R,
Sec, 22:
T. 4 N., R,
Sec., 30:

T. 4 N, R,
Sec. 32:

Yellowstone County

Legal Description?/

31 E.
NE1/4NE1/4

31 E.
E1/2SE1/4

31E.
All
S1/2
All

32 E.
£1/2
33E.

Lots 6, 7, 8, 9, & 10

32 E.

N1/2NW1 /4, SW1/4NW1/4, W1/25W1/4
32 €.

Lots 1, 2, 3, & 4

32 E.
Lots 6, 7, & 8

T. 4N, R, 32E

Sec. 32:

T. 4 N,, R,
Sec. 7:

T. 5N., R,
Sec. 26:

T. 5N., R.
Sec. 32:

T. 5 N., R,
Sec, 27:
Sec, 28:
Sec, 33:
Sec. 34:

T. 5 N., R,
Sec. 34:

T. 5 N., R,
Sec. 28:

T. 5°N,, R,
Sec, 28:
Sec., 29:

T. 5 N., R,
Sec. 30:

T. 15., R,
Sec. 25:

T.15., R,
Sec. 34:

T. 15,, R.
Sec. 14:
Sec. 23:
Sec, 24:
Sec. 25:
Sec. 26:

T, 1S, R,

Sec, 21:
Sec. 22:
Sec. 23:

. 15.,R.
Sec. 30:
Sec, 31:

Lots 15, 16, & 17

33 E.

Lot 11

33E.
S1/25E1/4

33 E.
SW1/4NK1/4, N1/2SK1/4, SE1/4SW1/4

33 €.

Al

N1/2

Lots 1, 2, & 3, N1/2, N1/2SW1/4, SW1/45W1/4, NW1/4SE1/4
Lots 1, 2, 3, & 4, NW1/4NE1/4, N1/2KK1/4

33 E.
Lot 5

34 E,
Lots 1, 2, 3, &4

34 €.
Lots 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, & 1¥
Lots 9 & 10

34 E,
N1/2N1/2

25 E,
Lot 3 ‘

25 E.
Lot 4

26 E,

Lot 3, SEl/4NW1/4, E1/25W1/4, S1/2SE1/4
N1/2NE1/4, NE1/4NW1/4

W1/2W1/2

NW1/4NW1/4

E1/2NE1/4

26 E.

E1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4, SE1/4NW1/4
SW1/4NEL/4, NW1/4, N1/251/2
NW1/4SW1/4

26 E. s

Lot 10U, SW1/45E1/4
NW1/4HEL/4
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Acres

40

640
320
640

320'
192,28
200
141,95
59.44
13.74
39.16
80
160

640
320
565,53
301.92

23.60
52,34

209,32
39.57



Tract
Numberl/
9D

56R~

57R

1D

Tract
Numberl/
4R
5R

6R

R

8R

9R

300

24D

250

10F

26D

270

28D

29D

41D

310

320

10R

APPENOIX 2.7: LAND TENURE PROPOSAL TRACTS (Continued, Page 4)
Yellowstone County

Legal Descriptiong/

T. 1S.,R. 27 E.
Sec. 30: SE1/4SW1/4

T.25., R, 24 E.
Sec, 13: Lots 10 & 11
Sec. 14: Lot 7
Sec, 23: Lot 13

T. 2 S., R. 24 E.
Sec, 22: Llot-7
Sec. 23: Lot 9

T. 2S.,R.25E.
Sec. 18: Lot 12

Sweet Grass County

Legal Description/

T. 1 Ny, R, 13 E.
Sec. 24: lots 1 & 2

T. 1 N., R, 13 E.
Sec. 25: Lot 5

T. 1 N., R, 14 E.
Sec. 12: Lot 13

T. 1 N, R, 14 E,
Sec. 19: Lots 10 & 11
Sec. 30: Lot 5

- T, 1 N., R 13 E,

Sec. 24: Lot 3
Sec. 25: Lot 9

T. 1 N, R, IS E.
Sec, 17: Lot 3
T. 1 N., R, 15 E.

Sec. 21: Lot 4
Sec. 22: Llot 5

T. 1 N., R, IS5 E.
Sec. 33: SE1/4SEl/4

T.15.,,R 12

E.
Sec. 24: NE1/4NW1/4, S1/2WW1/4, N1/2SW1/4, SW1/4SW1/4

T.1S., R, 13 E.
Sec. 18: SE1/45d1/4

T. 1S., R, 14 E.
Sec. 3: Lot 8

T. 1S., R. 14 E.
Sec. 6: Lot 7, SE1/45W1/4

T. 1 5., R, 14 E,
Sec. 6: SE1/4NW1/4

T. 15.,,R. 14E,
Sec. 8: W1/2NW1/4

T. 1S., R. 14 E,
Sec, 18: Lots 3 & 4, SE1/45W1/4

T. 15S., R.15E.
Sec. 1: S1/2SE1/4NW1/4

T. 1S.,R.15E,
Sec. 2: SE1/4NEL/4, N1/2SE1/4

T. 15., R. 16 E.
Sec. 4: SE1/4NEl/4, NE1/4SEL/4

T. 1 S., R. 16 E,
Sec, 6: Lot 1

. A-31

Acres

240

40

7.01

73.74

40

80

109.45

20

120

80

1.09



APPENDIX 2.7: LAND TEWURE PROPUSAL TRACTS (Continued, Page 5)

Sweet Grass County

Tract ;
Numberl/ Legal Description?/ Acres
33D T. 1S., R, 16E, ;
Sec. 12: Lots 9, 10, 11, & 12 . 159,5;
34D T.158., R. 16E, ~ E
Sec. 18: NW1/4NE1/4, NE1/4Nw1/4 80"
54D T.1S.,R. 16 E,
Sec. 29: NWl/4, E1/25W1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 280
11R T.158.,, R, 17E. .
Sec, 26: lot 3 13.63
36D T.1S., R, 17E,
Sec. 29: SWL/4SEl/4 40
350 T. 1 S., R. 17 E,
Sec. 31: Lot 1 34,3
3w T. 2S., R. 17 E,
Sec. 10: SWI/4SW1/4 40
Carbon County
Tract :
Numberl/ Legal Description?/ ’ Acres
1R T. 2S.,R., 22¢.
Sec. 34: Lot 6 _ 1.58
Sec. 35: Lots 10, 11, 12, & 13 164,88
T. 3S., R, 22 L.
Sec. 3: lots 6, 7, 8, & 9, SEl/4Nwl/4 - 167,86
Sec, 4: Lots 12, 13, 14, & 15, SE1/4NW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 205,05
Sec. 5: Lot 9 41,91
Sec, 8: SE1/ANE1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4 o 160
Sec, 9: NI1/2NW1/4, SW1/4NWl/4, W1/25W1/4 200
2R T. 2 5., R, 23 E. :
Sec, 35: Lot 6 12.40
U v 2R T. 3., R. 22 E.
Sec. 1: Wl/2s5Wl/4 80
Sec, 2: E1/25E1/4 80
. 160
* 83R T. 3S.,, R, 22E. .
Sec. 9: NE1/4NEL/4 40-
* 84R T. 3 5., R, 22E.
Sec. 10: SW1/4NELl/4 40
61D T. 3S.,R. 22E, .
. Sec. 14: NE1/451/4 40
3R "T.3S., R 23E,
Sec. 5: Lots & & 7 92,10
* 85k T. 3 S., R. 23 ¢, ;
Sec. 9: NWl/4NE1/4 g 40
390 T. 3S., R. 23 E.
Sec. 22: S1/2NWl/4 80-
Stillwater County
Tract
Numberl/ Legal Description?/ Acres
* 75R T. 1S.,R. 18E,
: Sec. 24: NW1/4NEL1/4, NWl/4, NW1/4SE1/4 240
* 76R T.15S., R, 18E.
Sec. 24: SW1/4SWl/4 » 40
* IR T. 1S.,R. 18 E.
Sec. 26: NW1/ANW1/4 ' , 40
* 78R T.15S.,, R. 18 E.
Sec. 26: SEl/4 . 160
12R T. 1S.,R. 18E. ) ' :
Sec. 34: Lot ! : 49,7
* 79R T. 1 S., R. 19 E, : :
sec. 32: Nl/2nt1/4 80
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Tract
Numberl/
470
480
* BOR
* 81R
13R
52D
14R
15R

16R

17R

570

18R

560

19R

21R

20R

400

22R

420

23R

24R

53D

25R

8F

26R

APPENDIX 2.7: LAND TENURE PROPOSAL TRACTS (Continued, Page 6)
Stillwater County

Legal Descriptiang/

T.2S.,R. 18E.
Sec. 9: SE1f4SEL/4

T.25., R. 18 E,
Sec. 10: NE1/4SWl/4

T. 2S.,R.19E.
Sec. 8: SE1/4NEL/4

T. 25S., R.19E,
Sec. 8: HNl/2sWl/4

T.2S.,,R.19€E,
Sec. 14: Lot !

T. 2 S., R. 20 E.
Sec. 10: SE1/4SE1l/4

T. 2 S., R.20E,
Sec. 19: Lot 7

T.25., R. 20 E.
Sec. 20: Lot 5

T.25S., R.20E.
Sec. 21: Portion of Lot 2 -

T.2S., R. 20 E,
Sec. 29: Lot 10
Sec. 31: Lot 8
Sec. 32: Lots 8, 9, & 10

T.258., R, 23E,
Sec. 20: N1/2NEl/4

T. 2 S., R. 23 E,
Sec. 34: Lot 3
. 3S., R, 17 E,
Sec., 27: SW1/45Wl/4

T.35S.,, R.19E,
Sec, 14: Lot 8

T. 3S.,R.19E.
Sec, 22: Lot 3, ME1/4KWl/4

T. 3S., R, 19E,
Sec, 22: lot 2

T. 35, R.19E.

Sec. 23: SWI/ANEl/4, NE1/4SW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4

T. 3S., R, 19E,
Sec. 28: Lot 3

T. 3 S., R. 20 E.
Sec. 6: Lot 3

T. 3S5., R, 20E.
Sec, 6: Lots 11 & 12

T. 3S., R, 21 E.
Sec. 6: Lot 1

T.3S., R, 21E.
Sec, 7: NE1/4SEl/4

T. 3S., R. 21 E,
Sec, 9: Lots 5,6, 7,89

T. 4 S., R. 16 E.

Sec, 2: SW1/ANWL/4, NE1/4SW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4

T.45S., R. 16 E,
Sec, 4: SE1/4NWl/4
Sec, 5: SW1/4SWl/4

Sec, 6: Lot 7, SE1/45W1/4, S1/2SEl/4

Sec. 7: NE1/4NWl/4
Sec. 8: N1/2N1l/2

Sec. 9: NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, NW1/4NW1/4, N1/2SE1/4, SE1/4SEL/4
Sec. 10: W1/2NWl/4, SW1/4, SW1/4SE1/4
Sec. 14: NI/2NW1/4, SE1/4NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4
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Acres

40

40

40

80

.13

40

5.90

Approx.
10

2.23
30.78

80

15.07

40

10.09

68.16

10.98

40.29

46.57

25

40

81.26

120

40

. 156.56

40
160
400
280
160
160



Tract
Numberl/
27R

28R

29R

30R

550
9F

710

County
Yellowstone
Sweet Grass
Carbon
Stillwater

Total

1/Includes 26 tracts (totalling 2,982 acres) identified as sujtaple for exchange.

Source: BLM, 1982

Disposal
Acreage

1,280.00
1,477.12
120.00
640.29
3,517.41

APPENDIX 2.7: LAND TENURE PROPOSAL TRACTS (Continued, Page 7)

T. 4 5., R,
Sec. 13:

T. 4 5., R,
Sec. 13:
T. 4 5., R,
Sec. 18:

T. 4 S., R,
Sec, 21:
Sec, 24:

T. 45, Rk.
Sec. 22:
Sec. 23:
Sec. 26:
Sec, 27:

T. 4 S., R,
Sec, 25:

T. 4 S,, R.
Sec, 5:

T. 4 5., R,

Sec. 8:
Sec, 17:

# of
Tracts

8
16
2
10
36

Stillwater County

Legal Descripliongf

16 E.
SW1/4NEL/4, S1/2NW1/4

16 E.
SE1/4SE1/4
17 £,
Lot 4

16 k.
SEL/4SWl/4, SWL/4SEL/4
N1/2NEL/4kn /4

16 E.

SEl/4sWl/4, SE1/4

SW1/45W1/4 '
SE1/4NEL/4, W1/2NW1/4, N1/281/2
NE1/4

16 E,
SW1/4KE1/4

17 E,

NE1/4SW1/4, N1/2SEL/4

17 E.

SE1/45W1/4

NEY/ONW1/4, S1/2NW1/4

LAND TEKURE PROPQSAL SUMMARY

Retention # of

Acreage Tracts
25,273.19 47
196,25 8
1,329.78 7
3,461.26 26
30,256,481/ 88
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further
Study
Acreage
2,135,13
7.01

240.00
2,382.14

t of Total
Tracts Acreage
11 28,688,32
1 1,680.38
- 1,445.78
2 4,341.5%
14 36,196,03
GRAND TOTAL

Acres

120

200
280

160
680

40
120

40
120
T60

4 of
Tracts

66
25
9
38
138



APPENDIX 2.8: AREAS PRESENTLY WITHDRAWN OR PROPOSED FOR WITHDRAWAL FROM
MINERAL ENTRY

1. Weatherman's Draw
'T. 8 S., R. 24 E.
Sec. 29, E%SWY%,SEY 240 acres

2. Petroglyph Canyon
T.9S., R. 26 E.
Sec. 26, Sk
Sec. 35, lots 1 to 3, inclusive,
lots 6 to 11, inclusive
NEY , ELNWY 549,28 acres

3. Mystery Cave
T. 8S., R. 28 E.
Sec. 21, S:SWLSERNWY% '
N2NW3ZNESWY 10 acres

4. Britton Springs Cabin and Corral
T. 58 N., R. 95 W.
Sec. 20, N:SWYLHNWX% 20 acres

5. Cottonwood Springs Corrals
T. 58 N., R. 95 W.
Sec. 22, ShNWYLSWHLSH4
NE:SWLSWLSWY; 10 acres

6. Sykes Springs Corral
T. 58 N., R. 95 W.
Sec. 23, SWHSE%4SWY 10 acres

7. Crooked Creek Natural Area
T. 58 N., R. 95 W. -
Sec. 28, NWk 160 acres
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APPENDIX 2.9: SUMMARY OF CURRENT GRAZING CAPACITY FOR WILD HORSES

1. Current production excluding the Lower Pasture which is not free]y
available to wild horses - 2,018 AUMs,

2. Current production of Lostwater area - 223 AUMs
Current product1on of Sorenson area -

By agreement, only 50% allocation will be made on these areas:

= 195 AUMs,

3.  Current production for allocation:

4, Convert to horse AUMs; 1 horse

5. Horses yearlong:

Range Site

Grézable Woodland

Grazable Woodland
w/30-80% canopy cover

Sandy

Shailow

Total -

2,018 - 195 =

166 AUMs
389 AUMs

= 1.25 AUMs
1,823 AUMs .

1 25 AUM
1,458 H. AUMs - 121 Horses

12 months

Current Level

Pz
Zone

10-14
15-19

15-19

10-14
15-19

Condition
Class

A-36

Total Acres

59
60
32

8
33
63

133
3,615

35
45

Acres/AUMs
(Median)

2

0

I oW
.

1,823 AUMs.

1,458 Horse AUMs

O -~

389 x 50%

AUMs
2.95

15.2



APPENDIX 2.9: SUMMARY OF CURRENT GRAZING CAPACITY FOR WILD HORSES
, (Continued, Page 2) : -

PZ Condition Acres/AUMs
Range Site Zone Class Total Acres  (Median) AUMs
Shallow-Limy 5-9 F 1,430 20 - 71.5
P 913 40 22.8
: Un 53 - -
10-14 G 400 13.3 30
F 2,538 20 126.9
P 1,425 40 35.6
Un 329 - -
15-19 G 480 5.3 90
F 1,165 8 145.6
P 164 16 10.25
Un 538 - -
Shallow-Sandy 10-14 F 164 8 20,5
Silty 5-9 P 404 20 20.2
10-14 F © 114 5 22.8
P 376 10 37.6
15-19 G 824 2.2 370.8
F 319 3.3 95.7
Silty-Limy-Stony 5-9 F 138 20 6.9
: p 330 40 8.25
10-14 G 31 13.5 2.3
P 13 43.3 .3
Silty-Stony 5-9 P 325 40 8.1
10-14 G 272 5.3 51
’ F 1,153 8. 144.1
P 1,366 16 85.4
' Un 121 - -
15-19 G 120 3 40.5
F 88 4.4 19.8
P 66 8.9 7.4
Un 136 - -
Very Shallow 5-9 P 14 35 4
15-19 G 15 5.4 2.8
Very Shallow-Limy 5-9 F 780 20 39
P 1,241 40 31
Un 119 - -
G :
F
P
Un
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APPENDIX 2.9: SUMMARY OF CURRENT GRAZING CAPACITY FOR WILD HORSES
(Continued, Page 3)

: PZ

Range Site Zone
Very Shallow-Limy 10-14
15-19

Rock Outcrop

Condition
Class

c:-o-nmg:v-nm

Total Acres

80
3,240
1,033

407
343
1,267
197
643

8,956

38,213*

6,083

44,296

Wyoming Portion of Horse Range

PZ
Range Site Zone
MD-1
M-37
M-37(a)
M-26
M-38

Lower Pasture
(includes NPS)

Z=E=XC

-1
-38
-26

Condition
Class

A-38

Total Acres

149
76
290
359
_187

1,661

1,300

623
1,176
1,323

4,422

Acres/AUMs o
(Median) AUMs
13.3 6
20 162
40 25.8
5.3 64.3
8 158.4
16 12.3

2,017.75*
_136.5
2,154.25
Acres/AUMs
(Median) - AUMs
49,7 3
47 1.5
78.7 3.5
35.9 10
27.1 29
47
38.5 33.75
27.1 23
35.9 32.75
- 0
89.5



APPENDIX 2.9: SUMMARY OF CURRENT GRAZING CAPACITY FOR WILD HORSES
(Continued, Page 4)

* These figures represent the Mystic Allotment and that portion of the PMWHR
in Montana - see attached sheet for that portion in Wyoming. The carrying
capacity on NFS lands is a BLM estimate and not an allocation on NFS lands.
Allocation on NFS Jands must be made by the Forest Service in their Forest
Plan which is due to be published as a final EIS in 1984, A final
determination of AUMs and carrying capacity on the Wild Horse Herd Area will
be made jointly with the U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service and BLM in
the context of a Wild Horse Herd Management Area Plan to be developed in 1984.

PZ Condition Acres/AUMs
Zone Class Total Acres  (Median) AUMs
Total for
6,083 Wyoming 136.5*

*The Wyoming portion of the PMWHR is used as a holding area for wild horses
during capture and excessing operations. Limited forage is available in the
raea and it will be reserved for use during capture operations. The 136.5
AUMs in the Wyoming portion are therefore not calculated into yearlong
carrying capacity of the PMWHR.

Sources:

1. Ecological Site Inventory, BLM, 1981.

2. Ocular Reconnaissance Range Survey, BLM, 1971-72.

3. South Carbon County, Montana Cooperative Soil Survey Update Project, BLM
and SCS, 1981.
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APPENDIX 2.10: SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM POTENTIAL FOR WILD HORSES

1. The potential production is the result of improving range condition on
those range sites now in fair range condition that have the capability to
respond to intensive management and improve to good condition in 25
years. Those range sites in poor range condition and the less productive
range sites in fair range condition will not respond and improve in
condition class during the 25 years.

2. Potential Production
Lostwater Area 286 AUMs
Sorenson Ext. Area 257 AUMs
Remaining HR Area 2,139 AUMs
Total 2,682 AUMs

3. Conversion to Horse AUMs:

2,682 AUMS - 2 146 Horse AUMs
1.25 Horse AU

4. Horses Yearlong = 2,146 = 179 Horses

Reason for change is that we are only saying that CC can be reached with
intensive management. The potential is always there but only in the High
Alternative will we possibly reach it.

Long-Term Potential (25 Years)

PZ Condition Acres/AUMs
Range Site Zone Class Total Acres (Upper AUMs
Potential)
Grazable Hoodland 10-14  F 59 20 2.95
Un 60 - -
15-19 G 32 2.7 12
F 8 4 2
P 33 8 4.1
Un 63 - -
Grazable Woodland 15-19 G 133 - -
w/30-80% canopy cover Un 3,615 - -
Sandy 10-14 F/G 35 5/3.3 7/10.5
Shallow » . 15-19 G 45 2.7 16.9
Shallow-Limy ' 5-9 F 1,430 20 71.5
: p 913 40 22.8
Un 53 - -
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APPENDIX 2.10: SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM POTENTIAL FOR WILD HORSES

Range Site

Shallow-Sandy

Silty

Silty~Stony-Limy

Silty~Stony

Very Shallow

Very Shallow-Limy

"~ (Continued, Page 2)

Pz
Zone

10-14

15-19

15-19

10-14

15-19

Condition
Class

G

F/G
Un

F/G
A-41

Total Acres

400
2,538

1,425
329
480

1,165

164
538

164

404
114
376
824
319

138
330
31
13

325
272
1,153

1,366
121
120

66
136

14
15

780
1,241
119
80
3,240
1,033
407
343
1,267

Acres/AUMs
(Upper

Potential)

13.3
20/13.3

40
1.4
6.7/5.3

13.3

6.6/5.3

20
5/3.3
10
2.2
3.3/2.2

20/13.3
40
13.5
43.3

40
4.4
6.7/5.3

35
4.4

20
40

13.3
20/13.3
40

4.4
6.7/5.3

AUMs

30
126.9/
190.8
35.6

108
174,75/
218.4
12.3

24.6/
30.75

20,2
22.8/34.2
37.6
370.8
95.7/
143.6

6.9/10.4
8.25
2.3
.3
8.1
61.2
172.9/
216.2
102.5
45
22/29.7
8.25

3.4

39
31

6

- 162/243

25.8

77.2
190/237.6



APPENDIX 2.10: SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM POTENTIAL FOR WILD HORSES
(Continued, Page 3)

P 197 13.3 14.8
Un 643 - -
Rock Qutcrop , 8,956 - -
38,213*% 2,185.8/
. 2,545.4
Totals from Wyoming 6,083 136.5
44,296 2,322.3/
2,681.9

* These figures represent the Mystic Allotment and that portion of the PMWHR
in Montana - see attached sheet for the portion in Wyoming. The carrying
capacity on NFS lands. Allocation on NFS lands must be made by the Forest
Service in their Forest Plan which is due to be published as a final EIS in
1984. A final determination of AUMs and carrying capacity on the Wild Horse
Herd Area will be made jointly with the U.S. Forest Service, National Park
Service, and BLM in the context of a Wild Horse Herd Management Area Plan to
be developed in 1984,
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APPENDIX 2.10: SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM POTENTIAL FOR WILD HORSES
(Continued, Page 4)

Wyoming Portion of Horse Range

PZ Condition Acres/AUMs
Range Site Zone Class Total Acres (Median) AUMs
MB-1 149 49.7 3
M-37 76 47 1.5
M-37(a) 290 78.7 3.5
M-26 359 35.9 10
M-38 787 27.1 29
1,661 ' 47
Lower Pasture
(includes NPS)
D-1 1,300 38.5 33.75
M-38 623 27.1 23
M-26 1,176 35.9 32.75
1,323 - 0
4,422 89.5
Total for
6,083 Wyoming 136.5
Sources:

1. Ecological Site Inventory, BLM, 1981
2. Ocular Reconnaissance Range Survey, BLM, 1971-1972

3. Southern Carbon County Area Montana Cooperative Soil Survey Update
Project, BLM and SCS, 1981
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APPENDIX 3.1:

PHYSICAL PROPERTIES OF SOILS

Geomorphic Range in Surface Avg. Annual EROSTON SUSCEPTIBILITY Hydrologic Soil Loss
Soil Group Slope Causes Water Runoff Runof f* Water Erosion Wind Erodibi- Soil Group Equation “K*
Potential Acre-feet/ Rating lity Group Factor (Sur-
Acre (WEG) face Layer)
ONE: Shale and
sands tone uplands .06 - .08
Loamy sofils Gently rolling to Medium Hod, - High Severe B, C .32, .37
very steep
: .
Clayey soils Gently rolling to Med, - Very Mod. - High Severe c, D .37, .43
very steep rapid
Sandy soils Gently rolling to Very Slow - Slight - Mod. Very Severe A, B .20
strongly stoping Slow
TW0: Floodplains,
terraces and fans .06 -~ .08
Loamy soils Nearly level to Medium Slight - High Mod. - Severe B, C .24 - .37
strongly sloping
Clayey soils Nearly level to Slow - Slight - High Stight- ¢, D .37
strongly sloping Rapid Severe
Sandy soils Nearly level to Very slow - Slight - Mod. Very Severe A, B 17 - .24
: strongly sloping Slow
LHREE: High
terraces and
benches .06 - .08
Loamy: soils Nearly level to Mediuw Stight - High Mod. - Severe B, .32, .37
moderately sloping
FOUR: Mountains
and foothills .19 - .21
Loamy soils Gently sioping to Stow ~ Med. Slight - High Mod. - Severe 8, C .28 - .37
very steep
*Loamy and clayey soils will produce .04 - .06 acre-feet/acre in the 5-9" precipitation zone of Carbon County.
Colunn

1. GECMORPHIC SOIL GROUP

A group of soils having a unique kind and degree of limitation for alternative land use and treatment based on parent
material, soil quality and land features.

2. SLOPE CLASSES

Description Slope Percent Description Slope Percent
15 to 25

Nearly level 0 to Moderately steep or hilly

Gently sloping and undulating 2 tod Steep 25 to 45

Moderately sloping or gently rolling 4to8 Very steep 45 + %

Strongly sloping or strongly rolling 8 to 15

3. SURFACE WATER RUMOFF Descriptions

Very slow - Free water lies on the surface for long periods or enters imoediately inte soil.

Slow - Free water covers the soil for significant periods or enters the soil rapidly and a large part of the
water passes through the profile or evaporates into the air.

Medium - Surface water flows away at such a rate that a moderate proportion of the water enters the soil profile and
free water lies on the surface for anly short periods. With medium runoff, the loss of water over the surface
does not reduce seriously the supply available for plant growth.

Rapid - A large proportion of the precipitation roves rapidly over the surface of the soil and a small part moves
through the sofl profile. Surface water runs off nearly as fast as it is added.

Very rapid - A very large part of the water moves rapidly over the surface of the soil and a very small part goes through

the profile.
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APPENDIX 3.1: PHYSICAL PROPERTIES OF SOILS (Continued, Page 2)
4, EROSION SUSCEPTIBILITY

A. Water Erosion Ratings

Water erosion hazard is rated for soils that are bare of vegetation.

Less than 250" Slight Slight Slight Slight
2- 4 250 - 1,000 Moderate Moderate Slight Slight
More than 1,000' Moderate * Moderate Moderate Slight
Less than 250' Moderate Moderate Stight Slight
4 - 8 250 - 1,000’ Moderate Moderate Moderate Slight
More than 1,000* High Moderate Moderate Slight
Less than 250' High Moderate Moderate Moderate
8 - 15 250 - 1,000' High High Moderate Moderate
More than 1,000' High High High Moderate
Less than 250' High High Moderate Moderate
15 - 25 250 - 1,000 High High High Moderate
More than 1,000' High High High High
25+ AN High High High High

B. Wind Erodibility Groups (WEG)

WEG Predominant Soil Texture Class of Surface Layer

1.  (Very Severe) - A1l sands: coarse sand, medium sand, fine sand, and very fine sand.

2. (Very severe) - A11 loamy sands: loamy coarse sand, loamy sand, loamy fine sand and loamy very fine sand.

3. (Severe) - A1l sandy loams: coarse sandy loam, sandy loam, fine sandy loam and very fine sandy loam.

4L. (Severe) - A1l calcareous loam, silt loam, sandy clay loam, or calcareous clay loam and silty clay
loam sofls with less than 35 percent clay content and more than 5 percent finely divided calcium
carbonate.

4.  (Severe) - A1) clays and silty clays, and clay loam and siity clay loam soils with more than 35
percent clay.

5. (Moderate) - Noncalcareous loam and silt loam soils with less than 18 percent clay, and all noncaicareous
sandy clay loam and sandy clay soils.

6. (Moderate) - A1l loam and silt loam soils with more than 18 percent clay, and clay loam soils with
less than 35 percent clay content.

7. (S1ight) - Noncalcareous silty clay loam soils with less than 35 percent clay.

8. (Non-erosive) - Soils not suitable for cultivation due to wetness and percent rock fragments. Wind

erosion not a problem.

5. HYUROLOGICAL SOIL GROUP

A. {(Low runoff potential). Soils having high infiltration rates even when thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of
deep, well to excessively drained sands or gravels. These soils have a high rate of water transmissions.

B. Soils having moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of moderately deep to deep,
moderately well to well drained soils with moderately fine to moderately coarse textures. These soils have a moderate
rate of water transmission.

C. Soils having slow infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of soils with a layer that impedes
downward movement of water, or soils with moderately fine to fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water
transmission.

D.  (High runoff potentfal). Soils having very slow infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consisting chiefly of
clay soils with a high swelling potential, soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a clay layer at or near
the surface, and shal low soils over nearly impervious material. These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

6. SOIL LOSS EQUATION

“K* Factor - It 1s the soil erodibility factor. It shows how easily each soil will erode when rain falls on bare ground; or

Ts a measure of the susceptibility of soil particles to detachment and transport by rainfall and runoff.

Acceptable entries for K are: .02, .05, .10, .15, .17, .20, .24, .28, .32, .37, .43, .49, .55, .64, The larger the number

the more susceptible the soil is to erosion.

Sources:
1. Southern Carbon County Area, Montana: Cooperative Soil Survey Update Project, Soil Conservation Service - BLM, May 1981.

2. Prairie Potholes EIS, BLM, September, 1981.
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APPENDIX 3.2: DESCRIPTLON OF RIPARIAN ZONES AND WOODY TYPES IN THE BILLINGS RESOURCE AREA

INTRODUCTION

The fol]i)wing is presented to define the meaning of the term “riparian," as it will be used in the Billings Area RMP/EIS. Three kinds of
riparian zones and three woody types (which are not riparian but have greater than average soil moisture) are described. References to
ecological range site or woodland site descriptions are made where applicable.

Riparian zones are defined as a specialized form of wetland producing specific kinds of vegetation used for wildlife habitat, livestock
grazing, stream bank stabilization, and control of water quality.

There are three kinds of riparian zones {(1isted with characteristic vegetation):

Description of Riparian Zones

‘1. Wet or Subirrigated areas aiong, adjacent to, or contiguous with rivers and streams.

Characteristic vegetation:

Woody Species Grasses & Grasslike
ottonwoo American sToughgrass
Willow Bearded wheatgrass
Buf faloberry Mat muhly

Snowberry Northern mannagrass
Rose Prairie cordgrass

Slender wheatgrass
Tall reedgrasses
Tufted hairgrass
Western wheatgrass
Sedges and rushes

Refer to range site descriptions for Wetland, Subirrigated, and Saline Lowland for understory species or if tree canopy cover is over 10%
refer to Woodland Site description for Hardwood Bottom land. Greasewood is the characteristic woody species along streams in saline floodplains,

2, Periodically flooded lake and pit reservoir areas.
Characteristic vegetation:
Sedges Western wheatgrass
Rushes . Foxtail barley (Invader)
Nuttail alkaligrass
3. Reservoirs with relatively stable water levels.

Characteristic vegetation:

Sedges Cattails
Rushes Willow
Bulrish Cottonwood

Note: Many of these areas contain introduced species such as Russian olive, and caragana.

Description of Woody Types (not riparian)

Other areas-with specific woody types (having grass understory and greater than average soil moisture) are also important for wildlife
habitat, livestock grazing, and watershed protection. They are associated with two landforms:

1.  Woody floodplain type.
Areas on floodplains having woody species and an understory of grasses. These areas may be adjacent to riparian zones, but have no significant

water table or stream influence. They are in floodplains receiving rare-to-common flooding of brief duration. (Flooding may be from stream
overflow from adjacent valley sides onto floodplains area.] These areas are in Overflow range sites or woodland sites.

Characteristic vegetation:

Woody Species Grasses
Big sagebrush Basin wildrye

Silver sagebrush Green needlegrass
Snowberry Western wheatgrass
Rose Slender wheatgrass
Buf faloberry Canby bluegrass
Serviceberry Needleandthread
Chokecherry Other perennial
Greasewood grasses

Rubber rabbitbrush
Refer to Overflow range site or Hardwood Bottom land woadland site descriptions for understory vegetation.
2. WHoody Draw Type.
Narrow areas along some deeply dissecting draws in the uplands with woody or brushy types.

Characteristic vegetation:

Hoody Species Grasses

Buf faloberry Basin wildrye
Snowberry Green needlegrass
Rose Western wheatgrass
Serviceberry Slender wheatgrass
Chokecherry

Silverberry

Willow and cottonwood localized by seeps or springs. (Minor riparian zone)
Refer to Woodland Site Description for Hardwood Bottom land for other ynderstory species.

Source: BLM, 1982 ’ A-486



APPENDIX 3.3: SUITABILITY GUIDE FOR RANGELAND MECHANICAL TREATMENTS
Montana BLM

December 1982

The following guide has been developed by BLM Soil Scientists, and other specialists, for use on Montana and Dakota public lands.

Mechanical treatments may be considered as an alternative method of increasing vegetative production and improving watershed

condf tion.
time.

Factors in influencing feasiblity of treatments are:

Treatment feasiblity should be considered where grazing management systems cannot reach desired goals in a realistic

(1) soil properties, (2) existing plant community; (3) cbjectives of treatment;

(4) anticipated response from treatment; {5) economics; (6) availability of equipment; (7) conditions that influence operation of

equipment.

The objectives of mechanical treatment should be carefully analyzed.
reduce club-moss-blue grama dominance) and/or (2) correct a sofl problem (i.e., break-up a claypan or a compacted layer).
can be changed to improve range condition or to maximize prodiuction.

It may be desirable to:

(1) change existing vegetation (i.e.,

When it has been determined that management of livestock cannot reach the desired improvement in vegetation, suitability for

mechanical treatment can be determined by considering:

(1) sofl propertfes and (2) conditions that influence operation of equipment.

To use the table, first consider each factor in the left column independent of others, then consider interrelated factors to reach

a final rating.

Relevant conditions not evaluated in the table nust also be considered.
etc.) will influence suitablity for mechanical treatments

Treatment effect upon water infiltration and runoff is an important consideration.

These are evaluated in the following table.

For example, kinds of bedrock (i.e., consolidated, fractured,
Aspect will influence the amount of moisture available for plant use.

Many treatments will increase infiltration and

reduce runof f; but, less runoff may not be desirable in cases where downstream use of water has a higher priority.

Source: BLM, 1982

Montana BLM
Dec.

SUITABILITY GUIDE FOR RANGELAND MECHANICAL TREATMENT

Sedimentary Plains, Mountains and Foothills

10 to 14 inch

Unsuited

Property Affecting Use Suited Unsuited Suited Unsuited Suited
Slope < 15% > 15¢ < 15% > 15¢ < 81 > 8%
Depth to Bedrock
Lithic > 20* < 20% > 20" < 20 > 20" < 20"
Paralithic > 10" < 10" > 10¢ < 10% > 10% < 10"
Calcium Carbonate * <e, es > ev < € > es, ev < e >es, ev
Texture' of Surface layer* All textures «cos, s, fs, A1l textures cos, s, fs, A1l textures cos, s, fs,
except cos, 1fs, s except cos, 1fs, 1s except €os, 1fs, 1s
s, fs, 1s, s, fs, 1fs, s, fs, 1fs,
Ifs Is s
Coarse Fragments in Surface
Layer; {(vol.)
Gravel + Cobbles < 25% © >25% < 25% >25% < 15% > 15%
Stones + Boulders < 3% > 31 < 3% > 3% < 3% > 3%
Salts (mmhos/cm) <12 > 12 <12 > 12 < 4 > 4
SAR <12 > 12 <12 > 12 < 4 > 4
Structure of Surface Layer All except Single grain- Al except Single grain- Al1l except Single grained
those in ed w/coarse those in ed w/coarse those in w/coarse testure
unsuited, texture or unsuited, texture unsuited. or >40% clay w/
>40% clay w/ or >40% clay massive or vesicular
massive or w/massive or crust,
vesicular -vesicular
crust. crust.
Flooding Hazard None to Frequent None to Frequent None to Frequent
occasional occasional occasional
Drainage Class A1l except Excessively A1l except Excessively A1l except Excessively
those in drained; poor those in drained; poor those in drained; poor or
unsufited. or very poor- unsuited. or very poor- unsuited. very poorly
1y drained. 1y drained, drained.
Tree Canopy Cover < 10% >10% <10%- >10% 0 >0

*Applies to surface layer (upper 6 to 8 inches).
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APPENDIX 3.4: SELECTION OF LAND TREATMENT BY RANGE SITE
Montana BLM
December 1982

In addition to the foregoing interpretation guide on the suitability of soils and related factors for rangeland mechanical treatment,
it may be helpful to consider the selection of land treatment according to range sites, ,

The following table shows the type of treatment (mechanical, burning or chemical) suited to correct common $oil or vegetation
problems found on certain range sites. Where two or more vegetation or soil problems are present (dense sagebrush on claypan soils)
select the treatment that will solve both problems; the claypan problem can't be reduced just by burning sagebrush, Range sites not
shown in the table are generally unsuited to mechanical treatments.

Note that vegetative changes can be acconplished with fire, chemicals or a surface layer treatment (i.e., chiseling) but to correct
a subsoil problem may require a deeper treatment (i.e., furrowing or ripping).

Additional factors must be considered to detemine the final suitability of a site for mechanical treatment. These factors are fin
the foregoing section, on rating soil properties and related factors. The narrative di‘scusses cbjectives of a treatment.

Finally, land treatments cannot be considered an alternative to good management practices, but will require a high level of management
following the treatments.

GUIDE TO TREATMENT SELECTION BY DOMINANT RANGE SITES v

Yegetation or 2
Soil Problem CLAY PAN CLAYEY DENSE CLAY Y OVERFLOW SANDY SILTY SHALLOY
Blue grama and/or A4, AZ, Al, A3 A3, A2, Al N/A Al, A2, A3, Ad A3, A2, Al A3, A2, Al A3, A2, N
clubmoss ¢i, €3, C2 Bi, B3, B2 01, D2 D1, D2 B1, B3, B2 Bl, B3, &
01, 02 D1, 02 . D1, D2 D1
. A4, A2, Al, A3 N/A N/A N/A A4 N/A N/A
Claypan c1, C3, C2 b1, D2
b1, D2 E
Surface Layer compaction A3, A2, Al A3, A2, Al A2, Al, A3 A3, A2, Al A3, AZ, Al A3, A2, N
Less than 8 inches B1, 83 B1, 83, B2 A2, Al D1 D1, D2 B1, B3, B2 Bl, B3, B
D1 01, D2 cl, €3 D1, b2 b1, D2
Subsoil compaction A4, A3 A4, Al, A2, A3 N/A A4, A2, Al, A3 N/A A4, AZ, Al, A3 N/A
More than 8 inches C1, C3 c1, c2, €3 D
£ b1, D2
Dense big sagebrush Fs H F, H F, H N/A N/A F, H F, H
{ 30% canopy cover) D2 D2 ©D2 02
Weedy or neafly c2 D1, D2 A2, A3 D1, D2 D1, D2 B2
barren areas 02, Dl : B2, Bl A2, Al D1, D2 82 c2
c2 €2 c2 b1, 02
A2, A3, Al ’
Borrow areas Di, D2 D1, D2 D1, D2 D1, D2 01, 02 01, 02 o1, 02
G G 6 G G G 6
y Make choice of treatments based on range condition, . Y Good range management is usually the most economical choice
planned grazing system, available equipment, desire of treatment due to the low production potential on this
of permittee and benefit/cost. The order of listed range site. :

options may be changed based on local conditions.
These range sites are dominant in the treatment
area.

NOTE: Fertilizer is a tool that can be used to encourage
better. livestock distribution in addition to other
uses.
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KEY TO TREATMENTS ON RANGELAND

A Chiseling at 4-6 inch depth

Al
*A2
A3
A4

Using strafght shanks - 2 operations {last on contour)
Using twisted shanks - 2 operations (last on contour)
Using 6-inch shovels (sweeps) - 1 operation (on contour)

Deep chiseling at 6 - 10-inch depth - 2 operations
last on contour)

B Contour scalping at 2 - 4~inch depth

Bl
B2
B3

Interseed with alfalfa
Interseed with grass and alfalfa

No interseeding

C Contour furrowing at 4 - 10-inch depth

C1
€2
€3

Source:

Interseed with alfalfa
Interseed with grass and alfalfa

No interseeding

BLM, 1982
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Seedbed preparation and seeding
D1 Two operations with chisel, then third operation
with drill attached.

D2 Plow and seed.

Ripping at 10-20-inch depth

Burning
Fertilizing

Chemical
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SUBJECT:

APPENDIX 3.5: MEMO ON ADMINISTRATION ON
Ay oz Etrion THE PMWHR BETWEEN WYOMING AND MONTANA

GSA FPMR (&t CFR) w1-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

District Manager, Billings District, Montana DATE: i5R 14 13975
District Manager, Worland District, Wyoming

State Director, Montana
State Director, Wyoming

Administration of the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range

This memo supersedes the memo of January 9, 1969, on the same subject.
A new memo is deemed necessary for the dual purpose of 1) Shifting
jurisdiction of additional national resource lands from the Worland
District to the Billings District, and 2) Broadening and clarifying the
nature of the responsibilities shifted.

On September 9, 1968, the Secretary of the Interior established the
Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range by so designating a block of approxi-
mately 29,700 acres of national resource lands in the State of Montana
and 2,300 acres in the State of Wyoming. On September 9, 1969, the
Assistant Secretary of the Interior designated an additional 1680 acres
in the State of Wyoming as a part of the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range.
Copies of the Federal Register publications for the two designations are
attached.

Since that time, it has been determined and mutually agreed by the State
Directors of Wyoming and Montana that an additional 2,360 acres of national
resource land in Wyoming and 560 acres of national resource land in
Montana be made a part of the Wild Horse Range to facilitate management
pursuant to authority contained in Public Law 92-195. A description of
this latter 2,360 acres is attached. 1In total, this will result in
approximately 6,340 acres of national resource lands in Wyoming that

will be a part of the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range.

Subject to valid existing rights, the lands involved in the Pryor Mountain
Wild Horse Range are to be primarily administered for the protection and
management of wild horses, wildlife, watershed, recreation, archaeological
and scenic values,

The administration of the range requires close coordination with several
State and Federal agencies and with representatives from a number of interest
groups. Proper management of the resources makes it necessary for BLM
personnel to spend considerable time on the site and to maintain close
surveillance on resource conditions. The conditions and requirements of
managing this special purpose area have dictated that one office of the
-Bureau be the focal point for administration.

Since a fraction of the total area is located in the State of Wyoming,

and since the critical wildlife habitat is essential to species origi-
nating in Montana and the effect of watershed management accrues prin-
cipally downstream in the State of Montana, it is only logical that the
range in total should be administered by the Montana office of the Bureau.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularlv on the Payroll Savings Plan
A-50



The logic of total administration by the Montana office has been further
demonstrated by the successful management of the range by the Billings
office,

In view of the foregoing, it is reaffirmed that the Billings District
Office will administer resource management in both the Montana and the
Wyoming portions of the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range, including but
not limited to grazing, wildlife, soil and watershed conservation,
recreation, lands, minerals, forestry, fire, cadastral survey, access,
etc, No action responsibilities beyond those functions of application
or offer and maintenance of official records is intended by Wyoming
offices,

As an example, all applications or offers filed pursuant to the public
land and mineral leasing laws for national resource land in Wyoming
within the range will be filed in Cheyenne and referred to the District
Manager, Billings, Montana, for report and recommendations including
any special stipulations necessary to further the objectives of the
range,

For the purpose of coordination and record keeping, the State Director of
Wyoming will be advised of all transactions involving lands in Wyoming in
order that land office plats, statistical reports and improvement records
may be kept current. Since the State of Wyoming is concerned with the
enforcement of livestock sanitary measures, game management, recreation
and its share of revenues from the public lands located within the borders
of the state, all such matters including news releases and public infor-
mation programs affecting Wyoming will be coordinated with the Worland
District and State Director of Wyoming.

The contents of this memorandum are subject to periodic review and may
be modified by mutual consent of the State Directors.

// /
/jz"’/{'/;' 4{(;
v State Director

Wyoming
"‘ ' .
S UL %B&A [~
State Diq&fffi_:B ‘2;2

Montana

Attachments: Federal Register publications 9/12/68 and 9/13/69
Description of additional 2,360 Wyoming acres.
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APPENDIX 3.6:

A. Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Batley/

Name

Grama/Needlegrass/

Kuchler #57 Wheatgrass

Bailey/

Kuchler #56

Foothi11s Prairie

Totals

B. Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Bailey/

Name

Grama/Needlegrass/

Kuchler #57 Wheatgrass

Bailey/

Kuchler #56

Foothills Prairie

Totals

C. Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Bailey/
Kuchler
#57

Bailey/
Kuchler
#56

Name

Grama/
Needlegrass/
Wheatgrass

Prairie Foothills

BLM Areas
No. Areas Ac

N/A
N/A

STATE ECOSYSTEM/LANDFORM REPRESENTATION EXISTING IN STATUTORY WILDERNESS

Existing Representations in Statutory Wilderness

Other Agency Areas*

reage  Agency
N/A USFWS
N/A USFWS

BLM Areas - Other States

No. Acreage State No. Acreage  State No.
1 20,847 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 1,037,918 N/A WA N/A S NJA NJA

Other Agency Areas*

Acreage
N/A
N/A

Representations in Wilderness Endorsed by President - Pending Before Congress

BLM Areas

Other Agency Areas*

* Includes areas administered by the State as Wilderness.

A, Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Batley/

Name

Grama/Needlegrass/

Kuchler #57 Wheatgrass

Bailey/

Kuchler #56

Foothills Prairie

B. Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Bailey/

Name

Grama/Needlegrass/

Kuchler #57 Wheatgrass

Batley/

Kuchler #56

Footh111s Prairie

C. Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Batfley/

Name

Grama/Needlegrass/

Kuchler #57 Wheatgrass

Batley/

Kuchler #56

Prairie Foothills

D. Ecosystem/Landform

No.

Batlley/

Name

Grama/Needlegrass/

Kuchler #57 Wheatgrass

Bafley/

Kuchier #56

Prairie Foothills

BLM Areas - Other States

Other Agency Areas*

No. Areas Acreage  Agency No. Acreage State  No. Acreage State No. Acreage
N/A N/A USFWS 15 161,480 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
N/A N/A USFWS 15 121,520 N/A N/A N/A N/JA  N/A N/A

Potential Sources of Representations
BLM WSAs Other Agency WSAs*
District B Acreage Agency Region, Park, Refuge No. Acreage

Lewistown 8 152,437

Miles City 5 81,372 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Butte 1 5,976

Butte 17 147,478 USFS  Lewis & Clark 1 26,068

NATIONAL ECOSYSTEM/LANDFORM REPRESENTATION
Existing Representations in Statutory Wilderness
8LM Areas Other Agency Areas*

State District No. Acreage State Agency No. Acreage
N/A N/A N/A N/A Montana USFNS 1 20,847
N/A N/A N/A N/A Montana USFWS 2 1,037,918

Representatives in Wilderness Endorsed by President - Pending Before Congress
BLM Areas Other Agency Areas*

State District No. Acreage State Agency No. Acreage
N/A N/A N/A N/A Montana USFWS 15 161,480
N/A N/A N/A N/A Montana USFWS 5 121,520

Location of BLM WSAs with Potential Representations
State District Number of Areas Acreage
Montana Lewi stown 152,437
Miles City ' 5 81,372
Butte 1 5,976
Montana Butte 17 147,478
Location of Other Agency Study Areas with Potential Representations*
State District Number of Areas Acreage
N/A N/A N/A N/A
N/A N/A N/A N/A

* Includes areas administered by the State as Wilderness,

Source:

BLM, 1981
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APPENDIX 3.7:

A.  Population Centers Within
One Day's Travel Time of WSAs

PROXIMITY TO POPULATION CENTERS

Statutory Wilderness Within One Day's Travel
Time of Identified Population Centers

8111ings, Montana

Great Falls, Montana

Casper, Wyoming

B.
81114ngs, Montana
Great Falls, Montana
Casper, Wyoming

C.

Billings, Montana

Great Falls, Montana

Casper, Wyoming

Source: BLM, 1982

State

Montana
Wyoming

Montana
Hyoming
Idaho

Colorado
Montana
Wyoming

Yo,
6
5

Acreage

2,380,100
2,179,042
1359,

3,160,539
1,594,800

3,318,228
8,073,567

]

Wilderness Areas Endorsed by the President
Within One Day's Travel Time of Identified
Population Centers

State

Montana
Wyoming

Montana
Wyoming
idaho

Colorado

Montana
Utah
Wyoming

Acreage
676,300

Est.

2,770,500 Est.
3,446,800 Est.

1,911,300
2,048,000

Est.
Est.

657,800 Est.

4,617,100 Est.

469,463
287,000
187,302
2,972,831

3,916,596

State

Montana
Wyoming
Idaho

Montana
Wyoming
Idaho

Colorado
Montana
Utah
Wyoming
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Other Study Areas Within One Day’s Travel
Time of Identified Population Centers

B

'R

41
34
1

Acreage

414,404
320,596
24,922

759,922

358, 300
25,210
54,368

737,878

201,812
41,001
7,260
582,065
832,138

Other Agency

State No.
Montana 23
Wyoming 6
Idaho 2
Montana 25
Idaho 2
Colorado 4
Idaho 1
Montana 1
Wyoming 9

Acreage

1,152,900 Est.
365,200 Est.
153,750 Est.

1,207,750 Est,
49,200 Est

1,256,950 Est.

135,430
202,630
480

460,422
798,962



c.

Status of BLM Areas Under

APPENDIX 3.8:

Study

Suitability Study/EIS

A-54

STATEWIDE WILDEKNESS STATJS SJMMARY

BLM Unit Total Study Start and Completion Dates
County District Number Acreage Start Completion Status
Madison Butte MT-076-063 860 1981 1983 Part of USFS Planning
EIS
Madison Butte MT-076-079 1,469 1980 1980 Completed USFS Draft
Teton Butte MT-075-102 4,927 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Teton Butte MT-075-105 3,085 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Teton Butte MT-075-106 3,086 1980 1933 MFP 2 Complete
Teton Butte MT-075-107 196 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Lewis & Clark Butte MT-075-110 595 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Jefferson Butte MT-075-114 3,585 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Jefferson Butte MT-075-115 5,976 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Park Butte MT-075-133 53 1980 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Powell Butte MT-074-15Q 11,580 1982 1985 URA 2 Complete
Powell Butte MT-074-151a 11,380 1982 1985 URA 2 Complete
Powell Butte MT-.074-151b 4,257 1982 1985 URA 2 Complete
Granite Butte MT.074-155 520 1982 1985 URA 2 Complete
Carbon Lewistown MT-067-205 3,955 1982 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Carbon Lewi stown MT-067-206 16,927 1982 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Carbon Lewistown MT-067-207 4,550 1982 1983 MFP 2 Complete
Golden Valley Lewistown MT-067-212 6,870 1982 1983 MFP 2 Complete
valley Lew{stown MT-064-356 59,112 1983 1984 URA 2 Complete
Rosebud Miles City MT-027-701 8,440 1981 1984 MEP 2 Complete
Powder River Miles City MT-027-702 5,650 1981 1984 MFP 2 Complete
Rosebud Miles City MT-027-736 1,484 1981 1984 MFP 2 Complete
Recommendations Transmitted by this Report
Recommendations
. JUnit Total Acres Acres
District Resource Area Plan Name Number Unit Name Acreage  Suitable  Nonsuitable
Lewistown Billings Billings RMP  MT-067-212 Twin Coulee 6,870 0 6,870
MT-067-206 Pryor Mountain 16,927 16,927 0
MT.067-205 Burnt Timber Canyon 3,955 3,430 525
MT1.067-207 B8ig Horn Tack-on 4,550 0 4,550
Completed BLM Studies -- Awaiting Presidential Recommendations
) Unit Total SD*s Preliminary
District Resource Area Plan Name Number Unit Name Acreage Recommendations
Butte Dillon Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-001 Ruby Mountains 26,611 ac, 15,615 ac. suitable
ment/EIS for the Dillon RA 10,996 ac. nonsuitable
Butte Dilton Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-002 Blacktail Mins. 17,479 ac. 10,986 ac. suftable
ment/EIS for the Dillon RA 6,493 ac. nonsuitable
Butte Ditlon Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-034 Farlin Creek 1,139 ac. 610 ac. suitable
ment/EIS for the Dillon RA 529 ac. nonsuitaple
Butte Dilleon Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-007 E. Fork Black- 6,180 ac. 6,180 ac. nonsuitable
ment/E1S for the Dillon RA tajl Deer Creek
Butte Dillon Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-022 Hidden Past 15,475 ac. 15,475 ac. nonsuitable
ment/EIS for the Dillon RA Creek
Butte Dillon Wilderness Planning Amend-  MT-076-026 Belle Limekiln 9,588 ac. 9,588 ac. nonsuitable
ment/E1S for the Dillon RA Canyons
Butte Billon Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-028 Henneberry 9,756 ac. 9,756 ac. nonsuitable
ment/EIS for the Dillon RA Ridge ’
Butte Dillon Wilderness Planning Amend- MT-076-069 Axolotl Lake 6,578 ac. 6,578 ac. nonsuitable
ment/EIS for the Dillon RA
Lewistown Phillips Missouri Breaks Wilderness MT-066-256 Cow Creek 34,050 ac. 21,590 ac. suitable
Suitability Study/EIS 12,460 ac. nonsuitable
Lewistown Phillips Missouri Breaks Wilderness MT-066-266 Antelope Creek 12,350 ac. 9,600 ac. suitable
Suitability Study/EIS 2,750 ac. nonsuitable
Lewistown Valiey Missouri Breaks Wilderness MT-065-278 Burnt Lodge 13,850 ac. 13,850 ac. suitable
Suftability Study/EIS
Mites City Big Dry Missouri Breaks Wilderness MI-024-657 Seven Blackfoot 20,250 ac. 5,710 ac. suitable
Suftability Study/EIS 14,540 ac. nonsuitable
Miles City Powder River Missouri Breaks Wilderness MT-024-684 Terry Badlands 43,450 ac. 29,020 ac. suitable
Suitability Study/EIS : 14,430 ac. nonsuitable
Lewistown Judith Missouri Breaks Wilderness MT7-068-244 Dog Creek South 5,150 ac. 5,150 ac. nonsuitable
Suitability Study/EIS
Lewistown Judith Missouri Breaks Wilderness MT-068-246 Woodhawk 8,100 ac. 8,100 ac. nonsuitable



APPENDIX 3.4:

€. Completed BLM Studies -- Awaiting Presidential Recommendations (Continued)

District

Lewistown
Lewistown
Miles City
Miles City

Miles City

Resource Area

Havre

Havre

Big Dry

8ig Dry

Big Dry

Plan Name

Missouri Breaks Wilderness
Suitabiljty Study/EIS

Missouri Breaks Wilderness
Suftability Study/EIS

Missouri Breaks Wilderness
Suitability Study/EIS

Missouri Breaks Wilderness
Suitability Study/EIS

Missouri Breaks Wilderness
Suitability Study/EIS

D. Statutory Wilderness (all agencies)

Agency
BLM

Agency

USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS

Agency

USFWS
USFHS
USFWS

Agency
NPS

Agency

State Admin-
istered

County(s)
N/A

STATEWIDE WILUERNESS STATUS SUMMARY (Continued, Page 2)

Unit Total
Number Unit Name Acreage
MT-066-250 Stafford 4,800 ac.
MT-066-253 Ervin Ridge 10,200 ac.
MT-024-675 Bridge Coulee 5,900 ac.
MT-024-677 Musselshell 8,650 ac.

Breaks
MT-024-633 Billy Creek 3,450 ac.
Unit Name & Number
N/A

SD's Preliminary
Recommendattions
4,800 ac, nonsuitable
10,200 ac. nonsuitable
5,900 ac. nonsuitable

8,650 ac. nonsuitable

3,450 ac. nonsuitabtle

Unit Acreage
N/A

County(s)

Carbon, Stillwater, Sweet Grass, Park
Granite, Ravalli, Deer Lodge, Beaverhead
Flathead, Teton, Lewis & Clark, Powell
Lincoln, Sanders

Lewis & Clark

Flathead Lake

Missoula
Missoula
Lewis & Clark, Powell
Ravaili
Granite
TOTAL USFS
County(s)
Beaverhead
Sheridan
Phillips

TOTAL USFWS

County(s)
N/A

County(s)

Unit Name & Number

Absaroka-Beartooth, NF 106
Anaconda-Pintler, NF 003
Bob Marshall, NF 005
Cabinets, NF 010

Gates of the Mountains, NF 027
Great Bear, NF 107

Mission Mountains, NF 050
Rattlesnake, 1-801
Scapegoat, NF 073
Selway-Bitterroot, NF 074
Welcome Creek, NF 103

Number of Areas 11
Unit Name & Number

Red Rock Lakes, WR-036

Medicine Lake National Wildlife Refuge, WR-027

UL Bend National Wildlife Refuge, WR-047
Number of Areas 3
Unit Name & Number
N/A

Unit Name & Number

N/A

E. Recommendations Pending Before Congress (all agencies)

Agency County(s)
USFS  Lincoln

USFS  Sanders, Lincoln
USFS  Sanders

USFS  Sanders

USFS  Sanders

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravallf

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Ravalli

USFS  Beaverhead

USFS  Deer Lodge

USFS  Granite

USFS  Beaverhead

USFS  Beaverhead

USFS  Madison, Gallatin
USFS  Madison, Gallatin
USFS  Park

USFS  Park

USFS  Carbon

USFS  Rosebud

USFS  Missoula, Powell
USFS

Unit Name

Cabinet Face West

Scotchman Peaks

Cabinet Mtn, Addition

Chippewa Creek (Cabinet Mountain Addition)
McKay Creek

Schley Mountain (Great Burn)

Hoodoo (Great Burn)

Blodgett Canyon

N, Fork, Lost Horse

Trapper Creek

Nelson Lake

Meadow Creek

Swift Creek

Needle Creek

Selway-Bitterroot Addn,

North Big Hole

Storm Lake

Quigg (Stide Rock)

West Big Hole

East Pioneer (Torey Pk.)

Lionhead

Spanish Peaks

Republic Mountain (N. Absaroka Addition)
Reef (N, Absaroka Addition)

Lost Water

Tongue River

Great Bear-Bob Marshall Scapegoat-Swan

Powell, Lewis & 91ark Clearwater-Monture

* A1l Acreages Approximate,

A-55

N/A

Unit Number

C 1670

A & B 1662
C 1681
1682

B 1676

D 1301

Q 130!
1061

1062

1063

1064

M 1845

1065
1066
188
1001
1427
1807
1943

1008
1963
NF 920

1545
1914
1362
1373

B 1485
Q 1485

o wv

—

Unit Acreage

920,377
157,874
1,009,356
94,272
28,562
286,700
73,877
20,000
239,296
248,893
28,135

3,107,342

Unit Acreage

32,350
11,800
20,847

64,997

Unit Acreage
N/A

Unit Acreage

N/A

Unit Acreage*

8,250
60,416
442
382
6,510
12,600
65,097
9,600
8,698
2,867
3,233
12,600
700
1,175
12,700
7,027
6,065
60,050
56,462
87,746
20,899
63,300
480
427
9,500
16,600
3,825
65,385



APPENDIX 3.5:

E. Recummendations Pending Before Congress (all agencies) (Continued)

Agency

USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS

County(s)

Lewis & Clark
Lewis & Clark
Lewis & Clark
Lewis & Clark
Lewis & Clark

TOTAL USFS

* All Acreages Approximate.

Agency

USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFHWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFHS
USFWS
USFWS
USFHS
USFUWS

Agency

NPS
NPS

F. Other Agency

Agency

USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFs
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS
USFS

County(s)

Garfield
Phillips
Phillips, Valley
‘Garfield
Garfield
Phillips
Garfield
Petroleum
Garfield
Phillips
Garfield
Petroleum
Petroleum
Garfield
Garfield

TOTAL USFWS
Countx(s)

Flathead, Glacier
Park, Gallatin

TOTAL NPS

Areas Under Study

County(s)

Lincoln

Lincoln

Ravalli

Granite, Powell
Granite, Powell
Granfte, Ravalli
Teton

Teton

Beaverhead
Madison

Jefferson, Broadwater
Jefferson, Broadwater

Madison, Gallatin
Gallatin

Madison, Gallatin
Madison, Gallatin
Gallatin, Park
Gallatin, Park
Beaverhead

Fergus, Golden Valley
Meagher, Judith Basin

Beaverhead
Madison

TOTAL USFS

* A1l Acreages Approximate.

Agency
NPS

County(s)

Big Horn
TOTAL NPS

Unit Name

Park Bridge

Renshaw

Leavitt Creek
Silverking Falls Creek
Big Log

Number of Areas 34

Unit Name

East Seven Blackfoot
Mickey Butte

Burnt Lodge

Billy Creek

West Seven Blackfoot
Antelope Creek

West Hill Creek

Fort Musselshell
Sheep Creek

West Beauchamp
Wagan Coulee

Alkali Creek

Crooked Creek

East Hell Creek

East Beauchamp

Number of Areas 15
Unit Name

Glacier
Yellowstone

Number of Areas 2

Unit Name

Ten Lakes

Mt. Henry

Blue Joint Mt,
Flint Range
Dolus Lake
Sapphires

Deep Creek
Reservoir North
West Pioneer
Middle Mtn.-Tobacco Roots
Bullock Hill
Casey Peak
Madison

Madison

Madison S.
Madison
Gallatin Divide
Hyalite

Mt. Jefferson
Big Snowies
Middle Fork Judith
Italian Peak
Madison

Number of Areas 25

Unit Name
Big Horn Canyon

Number of Areas 1

A-56

unit

STATEWIDE WILDERNESS STATUS SUMMARY ((ontinued, Page 3)

Number

U 1485

W

1485

T 1485
F 1485
W 1610

Unit Number

FW
- FW
N
FiW
Fu
Fi
FW
FW
Fy

Fi

Fw
]
FW
FW
Fu

Unit Number

N
N

Unit Number

= -]

I MmMZM>»@

A,8,S

—

Unit Number

923-1
923-2
923-3
923-4
923-5
923-6
923-7
923-8
923-9
923-10
923-11
923-12
923-13
923-14
923-15

P-915
P-928

1683
1666
1941
1428
1429
1421
1485
1485
1006
1013
1620
1620
1549
1549
1549
1549
1548
1548
1962
1739
1734
1945
1549

Unit Acreage*

3,255
25,649
2,400
38,300
9,272

681,812

Unit Acreage

12,184
17,413
22,976
11,556
7,096
5,382
11,896
8,303
12,424
6,736
10,528
6,592
6,842
15,984
5,568

161,480

Unit Acreage

917,600
167,060

1,084,660

Unit Acreage*

33,885
21,000
61,400
52,220
9,100
98,815
26,068
1,520
147,992
36,640
59,980
25,000
80,057
105,760
77,659
32,640
81,582
22,268
4,600
95,861
91,000
12,996
29,826

1,207,769

Unit Acreage
7,645

7,645



G, Ecosystem/landforin Representations of Areas Recommended in this Report

Unit
Number

MT-067-212

MT-067-206

MT-067-205

MT-067-207

H.  Population Centers Within One Day's Travel of Areas Recommended in This Report

Unit
Number
A1l units

Ecosystem/Landforms
Represented by Unit
Name: Gramma/Needle-
grass/Wheatgrass

No. 057

Unit Name

Twin Coulee

(1) suitable recom-
mendations

(2) nonsuitable
recommendations

Pryor Mountain

(1) suitable recom-
mendations

(2) nonsuitable
recommendations

Burnt Timber Canyon
(1) suitable recom-
mendations

(2) nonsuitable
recommendations

Big Horn Tack-on

(1) suitable recom-
mendations

(2) nonsuitable
recommendations

Population Centers Within
One Day's Driving Time of Unit
Names of Cities and States BLM
Billings, Montana

Great Falls, Montana
Casper, Wyoming

Source: BLM, 1982

APPLNDIX 3.8: STATEWIDE WILGERNESS STATUS SuMMARY (Continued, Page 4)

BLM
N/A

11

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Number of Existing Representations
in Statutory Wilderness

State Region
Other Other
Agency BLM Agency
N/A N/A

1 1 1

2 N/A 2

2 N/A 2

BLM

N/A

N/A
N/A

NWPS
Other
Agency

N/A

BLM
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

Number of Statutory Wilderness Areas

N/A
N/A-
N/A

A-57

Within One Day's Drive of
Identified Population Centers
Other Agency

11

18
18

Number of Representations in

Wilderness Endorsed by the President

State
Other
Agency BLM
N/A N/A
15 11
5 N/A
5 N/A

Region
Other
Agency
N/A

15

BLM
N/A

11

N/A
N/A

NWPS
Other
Agency
N/A

15

No. of Wilderness Areas Endorsed by
the President Within One Day's Orive
of Identified Population Centers
Other Agency
5

BLM
N/A
N/A
N/A

71
35



APPENDIX 3.9:; METHODOLOGY FOR ASSESSING RANCH RELATED ECONOMIC IMPACTS

This appendix describes the methodology utilized for analyzing the direct effects of increases or decreases in grazing on ranch income
and permit values in the RMP area. The impact on ranch income caused by changes in grazing for the 4 representative ranch types was
determined through a linear programming model (See below). All income information is calculated from the average budgets developed for
the model. Although the temm “representative ranch" is used, the region has no real representative ranch. Each operation is unique.
The fmpact on individual ranch income varies by the dependency on BLM grazing, the amount of the change in BLM grazing, the size of the
operation, and the way the operator would adjust the ranch operation to changes in grazing.

The first step in the process involved matching each affected allotment in the EIS study area with the respective ranch operation. Some
ranch operations have only one BLM grazing allotment, others have two allotments. There is a total of 43 individual ranch operations
with BLM grazing privileges in the analysis. Through the use of BLM grazing records and personal knowledge of Billings Resource Area
employees, the 43 ranches were placed in 4 size categories (Table 3.23). The predominate type of ranch is a cow/calf operation. Many
of the operations also produce cash crops, primarily wheat and barley.

To determine dependency of ranches on BLM grazing, the total AUM grazing requirement for the ranches was computed. This was accompl ished
by multiplying 8.5 times the total estimated number of animal units (AUs) in each ranch. Eight and one-half was used because it is
estimated that, on the average, ranch operations in the EIS study area graze eight and one-half montHs and feed hay and supplement the
other three and ane-half months. To determine the percentage of dependency of each operation on BLM grazing, the number of BLM AUMs
permitted was divided by the tbtal ranch AUM requirements. Table 3.23 summarizes these determinations: Percentage dependency = BLM

AUMs divided by (8.5 months x number of ranch AUs).

The number of livestock on ranches within each size category was averaged. Ranch budgets were constructed for each of the four average
herd sizes: 60, 170, 350, and 900.

The -Economics and Statistics Service {USDA, ESS) developed the representative budgets, using, in part, budget data gathered in a
national cost of production study in 1979. The budgets were originally developed for the Prairie Potholes EIS which covered northern
Montana east of Glacier National Park. Tables 1 through 5 summarize the representative livestock budgets. A linear programming model
was developed by ESS for each of four livestock sizes. The linear programming model maximizes ranch income based on a serfes of
production parameters and constraints. To detemine the econamic impacts on the ranch, the level of BLM grazing was varied {increased
or decreased) according to the proposed change in BLM AUMs under each alternative.

It was assumed that the most 1{kely response of ranchers to changes in BLM AUMs would be to adjust the size of the ranch operation. It
is, of course, very difficult to project how individual ranchers would adjust their operations given a change in BLM AUMs. Each ranch
operation is unique, and the adjustment by each rancher to a change {n BLM AUMs would probably vary somewhat. Small ranches would
probably be less likely to reduce the size of their operations and would probably attempt to lease other grazing, for example, to
compensate for the loss of BLM grazing. If BLM increased the number of AUMs, ranchers would not necessarily increase the size of their
cow/calf operations. They might extend their grazing season, for example. Notwithstanding these problems, it was decided that adjusting
the size of the cow/calf operations would represent the most likely response to a change in BLM AUMs.

The impact on ranch incame is measured only in terms of change in the number of BLM AUMs. It is acknowledged that where an AMP is
involved, there may be changes in ranch returns associated with the quality of grazing, watering facilities, etc., that do not directiy
relate to the change in quantity of AUMs. Through vegetation manipulation, fencing, water development, and rest rotation grazing on
BLM Yand, a ranch operator could benefit from the production of heavier calves, an increase in the calf crop, and possibly even a
reduction in death losses. Some of these benefits have been noted by W. Gordon Kearl (1973) and Kethmann (1970). It is entirely
possible that a range operator, even though he reduces the size of his herd, could end up selling more pounds of beef in the fall
because of the benefits from implementation of an AMP. Mot enough data are available at this time in the study area to conclusively
quantify the extent of these additional ranch returns due to AUM gquality so they were not evaluated in the analysis.

Implementation of grazing systems would increase the cost to ranch operations in such areas as increased fence maintenance, more
movement of livestock and increased effort in monitoring forage conditions. These costs are included in the budget models.

Using the linear programming model, then, the change in ranch income {gross recetpts above cash costs and depreciation), was calculated
given a change in BLM AUMs. Since, in the study area, private and state lands are intermingled with BLM lands, a reduction in BWM
grazing can cause a reduction in private and state grazing. During the time that BLM lands are being grazed, BLM lands contribute on
the average about two-thirds of the grazing whereas state and private lands contribute about one-third. Therefore, in the calculations,
grazing on state and private lands are reduced proportionally. Increase fn BLM AUMs is not accompanied with a proportional increase in
state and private AUMs since BLM does not know that grazing would be increased on these lands. Tables 6 through 9 summarize the

incane increases/decreases giving various fincreases/decreases in BLM AUMs.

Ranchers, BLM appraisers and the Federal Land Bank estimate that an average value for BLM grazing permits in the intensive study area
{s approximately $100 per AUM. For those ranchers that have purchased BLM permits at $100 per AUM or $1,200 per AU, it is possible to
calculate the price they are paying for BLM AUMs. Using an opportunity cost of capital of 9.3%, the cost of owning the BLM permit is
$9.30 per AUM. Adding the grazing fee of $2.36 results in a total price per AWM of $11.66.

The econamic analysis uses average livestock prices for 1977, 1978 & 1979. Cost figures are for 1979, Historically, livestock prices
have changed dramatically every three to five years, whereas production costs have risen consistently. A point could be raised as to
the validity of using these figures to project economic impacts into the future. It has been assumed in this analysis that the cost/
price relatfonship would remain fairly constant over the long term, with upward pressure on both costs and prices due to economy-wide
inflation. Therefore, although the magnitude of the figures will increase the relative impact would remain constant.

Source: BLM, 1982
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APPENDIX 4.1: METHODOLOGY FOR GRAZING MANAGEMENT

1. Vegetation Allocation - Initial allocations in the Existing, High and Preferred Alternatives are the current stocking rate. In
“I% allotments, the stocking rate would be verified or adjusted based on monitoring of actual use and utilization together with data
from the soil and vegetation inventory. The objective of monitoring would be to arrive at a stocking level where 50% of the forage
produced in an average year would not be utilized. This level of grazing allows for plant maintenance and improvement under a planned
system of grazing management.

A1l calculations for AUM increases are from SCS stocking guides (SCS Montana Grazing Guides, Zocek et al., undated). Range site and
condition data from the inventory area (which included the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range and allotments where management actions are
proposed) was used to detemine current grazing capacities for each inventoried allotment (See Appendix 3.1 for details of grazing
management responses of the varijous range sites). This informatiom developed by range conservationists and soil scientists was used
to determine the acres that would improve in condition and from the acreage improved, the increased AUMs were determined using the SCS
grazing capacities for the range sites.

The calculation process is surmarized below.

a. Delineate range sites.

b. Assign ecological condition to each site.

c. Determine acres that have a slow or extremely slow response to grazing management because of soil limitations.
d. Determine acres with slow or extremely slow response time because of poor vegetative condition.

e. Calculate SCS stocking rate for each range site by precipitation zone and condition.

. Add up acres that would improve one condition class in the long term and determine the SCS recommended rate at the improved
level of range condition.

g. For burning and chiseling projects, condition calculations were based on changes from poor and low-fair condition to high-good
and excellent condition. At Jeast a doubling of forage production occurs with this improvement in range condition. AUM calculations
for crested wheatgrass renovations were simply doubling of current AlMs.

2. Grazing Treatments - Grazing treatments and systems would vary depending on the allotment situation and management needed to

reach resource objectives of an alternative. The objectives of the High Level and Preferred Alternatives emphasize improvement of key
use areas. Such improvement would only result from systematic deferment and/or rest treatments and in some cases, vegetation manipulation
practices.

3. Vegetation Manipulation Treatments - All such treatments would be coordinated with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks according to interagency agreement. Grazing managerent practices would allow for establishment and maintenance of treated
areas.

The following guide has heen developed by BLN Soil Scientists, and other specialists, for use on Montana and Dakota public lands.

Mechanical treatments may be considered as an alternative method of increasing vegetative production and improving watershed condition.
Treatment feasibility should be considered where grazing management systems cannot reach desired goals in a realistic time,

Factors in influencing feasibility of treatments are: (1) soil properties, {2) existing plant comrunity; (3) objectives of treatment,
(4) anticipated response fram treatment, (5) economics, (6) availability of equipment and (7) conditions that influence operation of
equipment.

The objectives of mechanical treatment should be carefully analyzed. It may be desirable to: (1) change existing vegetation {i.e.,
reduce clubmoss-blue grama dominance) and/or (2) correct a soil problem (i.e., breakup a claypan or a compacted layer). Vegetation can
be changed to improve range condition or to maximize production. Treatment should be selected to best reach the desired objective.

When it has been determined that management of livestock cannot reach the desired improvement in vegetation, suitability for mechanical
treatment can be determined by considering: (1) soil properties and (2) conditions that influence operation of equipment. To use the
table, first consider each factor in the left column independent of others, than consider interrelated factors to reach a final rating.
These are evaluated in the following table.

Revelant conditions not evaluated in the table must also be considered. For example, kinds of bedrock (i.e., consolidated, fractured,
etc.) will influence suitability for mechanical treatments. Aspect will influence the arount of roisture available for plant use.

Treatment effect upon water infiltration and runoff is an impurtant consideration. Many treatments will increase infiltration and
reduce runof f; but, less runcff may not be desirable in cases where downstream use of water has a higher priority.

In addition to the foregoing interpretation yuide on the suitability of soils and related factors for rangeland mechanical treatment,
it may be helpful to consider the selection of land treatment according to range sites.

The following table shows the type of treatment (rechanical, burning or chemical) suited to correct common soil or vegetation problems
found on certain range sites. Where two or rore vegetation or suil problems are present {dense sageburh on claypan soils) select the
treatment that will solve both problems; the claypan probler can't be reduced just by burning sagebrush. Range sites not shown in the
table are generally unsuited to mechanical treatrents.

Note that vegetative changes can be accanplished with fire, chemicals or a surface layer treatrent (i.e., chiseling) but to correct a
subsoil problem may require a deeper treatment {i.e., furrowing or ripping).

Additional factors must be considered to determine the final suitability of a site for mechanical threatment. These factors are in the
foregoing section on rating soils properties and related factors. The narrative discusses objectives of a treatment,

Finally, land treatments cannot be considered an alternative to good rmanagement practices, but will require a high level of management
following the treatments.
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APPENDIX 4.1: METHODOLOGY FOR GRAZING MANAGEMENT (Continued, Page 2)
A. Sagebrush burning - See Appendix 4.9 (Methodology for Controlled Burns).

B. Mechanical treatments of blue grama sites - Chiseling and discing are proposed methods to break up blue grama sod. These treatments
would be done generally on the contour on slopes less than 12%. Treated areas would be large enough to manage as a unit to insure

even utilfzation. Roads and trails would not be disturbed and reservoir watershed areas would not be treated where such treatment

would cause the reservoir to dry up.

C. Crested wheatgrass interseeding - Interseeding of alfalfa is proposed for some crested wheatgrass areas. This could be accauplished
by contour furrowing, contour scalping, or chiseliny with interseeding. Such treatments would greatly increase the productivity of

poor crested wheatgrass stands. Treated areas would be large enough to manage as a unit. Roads and trails would not be disturbed, and
reservoir watershed areas would not be treated where such treatment would cause the reservoir to dry up.

D. Noxtous weed control - Noxious weed control would be done under the supervision of a certified pesticide applicator in accordance
with all applicable standards and requirements established by Federal and State regulatory agencies for the use of the pesticides.

4, Facilities
A. Fences - Fences would be 3 or 4 wire {barbed) antelope type fence, in accordance with BIM Manual 1737,

B. MWater sources - Wells, springs, pipelines, water savers, reservofrs and pits are the various water sources that could be developed.
As a general guide, water source per section would be provided.

A1l newly constructed watering sources for livestock will be modified for use by wildlife. All new reservoirs will be evaluated for
the potential installation of waterfowl nesting islands.

Source: BLM, 1982
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APPENLIK 4.2: METHODOLOGY FOR RATING GRAZING MANAGEMEN! RESPONSE

These guidelines rate the potential speed of vegetative response, in different soil groupings, resulting from effective livestock management

systems. They may be used by range conservationists and other specialists to develop AMP objectives based on soil potentials, provide the

needed information for benefit/cost analyses, which are of particular concern under the new Rangeland Improvement Policy. The response

K;;ings are based on BLM and SCS soil scientists' knowledge of the soils of Montana and range conservationists' experience with monitoring
s.

Rates of response are defined as follows:

Rapid - Significant improvement in 3 to 5 years.

Moderate - Will improve to next condition class in 5 to 15 years.
Slow - Minor improvement in 15 years.

Extremely slow - No significant improvement in 15 years.

Sot] factors affecting response are texture, structure, flooding frequency and duration, drainage class, soluble salts, sodium adsorption
ratio, coarse fragments, slope, and topagraphy. Other factars affecting response are varying climatic conditions, the type of grazing
animal, distribution, season of use, grazing system, present and desired vegetative type, and range condition.

These management response ratings may be amended (up or dowh) due to site-specific factors. For example, response will be slower where
vegetation such as blue grama, clubmoss, dense sagebrush, or woodland canopy is present. These limiting factors can reduce the expected
response by one or more categories. Range in poor condition will normally respond more slowly than that in fair or good condition due to
low vigor, and lack of seed source. If the site is in excellent condition ground cover, production, and vigor can increase. Knowledge of
local map units and vegetation will be required to make these choices. .

The following are descriptions of the varying soil characteristics and range sites that determine the rate of vegetative response. Because
of variations in soil characteristics within range sites, a number of range sites are designated in more than one response category. It may
be necessary to have the assistance of a soil scientist to make the correct determination in these cases.

Rapid vegetative response:

1. A1l soils receiving common flooding of brief or long duration; well drained to very poorly drained soils with soluble salts less than 8
mmhos per centimeter (mmhos), and in poor or excellent range condition. This group includes sails in the wet meadow, subirrigated, saline
Towland, and overflow range sites.

2, Sand and loamy sand textures; single grain or weak blocky or weak prismatic structure; in fair to excellent range condition. This group
is the sands range site.

3, Clay, silty clay, and sandy clay textures, granular surface and blocky or prismatic subsoil; soluble salts less than 4 mmhos, sodium
adsorption ratio (SAR) Tess than 4; in fair to excellent range condition, except when dense sagebrush limits grass seedling establishment.
Included in this group are soils in the clayey, thin clayey, coarse clay, and shallow clay range sites.

Moderate vegetative response:

1. Deep and moderately deep soils with fine sandy loam surface layers; soluble salts less than 4 mmhos and SAR less than 4. This is the
sandy range site.

2. Deep and moderately deep soils with loam surface layers and loamy or clayey subsoils, of moderate permeability and salts less than 4
mmhos and SAR less than 4. If dominated by blue grama or blue grama-clubmoss, response will be slow. This is the silty range site.

3. Deep, clayey soils on fans and low terraces with a very thin (1/2-2 inches thick) loamy surface (the Al layer). 'Response will be slow
when these soils are dominated by sagebrush and/or blue grama. Includes some soils in the clayey range site.

4. Strongly calcareous, loamy or loamy-skeletal soils on terraces and fans with low or moderate available water of 3.75 to 7.5 inches per 5
foot profile, or to limiting layer. Included in this group are soils in the silty-stony and shallow to qravel range sites.

§. Shallow to deep calcareous soils on moderately steep to steep landscapes with loamy or clayey texture. Included in this group are soils
in the thin sandy, thin silty, thin clayey, shallow, and shallow clay range sites.

Slow vegetative response:

1. Claypan soils with very thin loamy surface layer (<5 inches thick) over dense claypan subsoil; moderately well drained with soluble
salts between 4 and 16 mmhos and SAR 8 to 12. This includes soils in the claypan range site.

2. Claypan soils with loamy surface layers (<8 inches thick) and clayey columnar subsoils, on well drained landscapes. This includes soils
in the claypan range site. : ’

3. Clay or silty clay soils with soluble salts between 8 and 12 mmhos, SAR 8 to 12 on well drained landscapes. Much of the area may have
massive structure in the surface layer. This includes soils in the dense clay and saline upland range sites.

4. Very gravelly and extremely gravelly loamy soils with very low available water capacity of less than 3.75 inches of water in a 5 foot
profile. This is the gravel range site. ’

5. Very strongly calcareous loamy or loamy-skeletal soils with low fertility. This group includes soils in the clayey-limy, silty-1imy
shallow-1imy and very shallow-limy range sites.

Extremely slow vegetative response:
1. Fine and moderately fine textured surface with massive structure. This includes some soils in the dense clay range sites.

2. A1l soils with salts exceeding 16 mmhos and/or SAR above 12; well drained or moderately well drained. This includes some soils in the
saline upland range site.

Note: The badlands, panspots, thin breaks, limy, and shale range sites refer to landscapes and not soils. Base response projections on
component soils in these areas.

Source: BLM, 1982
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TABLE 1

Cost and Return Summary with interest on land as a cash cost

Herd Size
Item 60 170 350 900

Gross Income 16,909 48,082 98,332 252,672
Total Cash Costs* 12,279 32,753 64,804 164,120
Famity Labor 2,341 5,464 12,000 17,028
Return Above Cash Costs 4,630 15,329 33,528 88,552
Return Above Cash Costs

& Family Laobr 1/ 2,289 9,865 21,528 71,524
Return to Tota]z}nvestment ~ 505 5,198 12,501 48,263
Return to Land ~ -3,250 -5,113 -8,409 -5,521

*includes interest on real estate loan based on $500/AU and interest at 9.3%

1/ Return Above Cash Cost & Family Labor minus depreciation

2/ Return to Total Investment minus interest on Investment other than Land

Source: ESS, 1980.

TABLE 2
Representative Ranch Budget 0-100 Cows
Average Price/ Total
Unit Number Weight Cwt value
Sales:
Steer Calves Head 24 450 71.23 7,693
Heifer Calves Head 15 A10 62.82 3,863
Feeder Steers Head 3 725 59.02 1,284
Cull Cows Head " 1,000 36.99 4,069
Total 16,909
Total/Cow 281.82
Total Value/
Value Head
Cash Costs:
BLM Permit 301 5.02
State Lease 30 .50
Private Lease 648 10.80
Grazing Association 90 1.50
Hay (Prod) 2,944 49,07
Hay (Purch) 539 8.98
Barley (Prod) 94 1.57
Protein Supp. 173 2.88
Salt & Minerals 160 2.66
Vet. & Medicine 317 5.29
Trucking 98 1.64
Marketing 266 4.44
Hired Labor 149 2.49
Machine Fuel & Labor 855 14.25
Machine Repair 830 14.67
Equipment Fuel & Lube 146 2.44
Equipment Repair 185 3.09
Land Tax 499 8.31
Other Tax 108 1.80
Insurance 94 1.56
General Farm Overhead 491 8.18
Interest on Oper. Capital 422 7.03
Total 9,489 158.15
Other Costs:
Family Labor 2,341 39.02
Depreciation 1,784 29.73
Interest on Investment cther than lLand 3,755 62.58
Interest on Land Investment 10,091 168.18
Total 17,971 299.51
Total all Costs 27,460 457.66
Return above Cash Costs 7,420 123.67
Return above Cash Costs & Family Labor 5,079 84.65
Return to Total Investment 3,295 54.92
Return to Land Investment -460 -7.67

Production Assumptions: Herd size 60 cows; 95% calf crop; 5t calf death loss to weaning;
25 cows per bull; 20% replacement rate; 25 cuw loss.

A-B62

Source: ESS, 1980,
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