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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

The United States Department of the Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Billings Field 
Office (BiFO) has initiated a combined planning process that will cover the BiFO planning area and 
Pompeys Pillar National Monument (Pompeys Pillar NM). Currently, lands within the BiFO planning 
area, including Pompeys Pillar NM, are managed according to the 1984 Billings Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan (RMP), as amended. 

The Billings/Pompeys Pillar RMP will guide management for the approximately 427,588 acres of BLM-
administered public lands and approximately 1,825,043 acres of federal mineral estate. The planning 
area is all the land within the BiFO administrative boundary, including Big Horn, Carbon, Golden 
Valley, Musselshell, Stillwater, Sweet Grass, Wheatland and Yellowstone counties.  The planning area 
also includes administration of 6,340 acres of public land inside the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range 
(PMWHR) in Big Horn County, Wyoming.  The RMP will also address management for the 51 acres of 
public land designated as Pompeys Pillar National Monument (Pompeys Pillar NM). Within the planning 
area, BLM administers about 427,588 acres of BLM public lands and approximately 1,825,043 acres 
of federal mineral estate. Collectively, the lands that BLM administers (surface and mineral estate) are 
considered the “decision area”. 

1.1 	 Purpose of the AMS 
The analysis of the management situation (AMS) is one of the first steps in revising the RMP. The 
purpose of the AMS is to summarize the situation for both the BiFO and Pompeys Pillar NM RMP 
planning areas and explain the need for change. 

The AMS is required to provide a starting point to describe the biological, physical, social and economic 
components of the environment that would be affected by the decisions made as part of the RMP.  The 
AMS is the basis for the RMP and the associated EIS, but it is not a comprehensive detail-oriented 
document, nor does it represent complete details about the various resources. 

1.2 	 Purpose and Need of the RMP Revision 
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) requires that BLM “develop, 
maintain, and, when appropriate, revise land use plans” (43 US Code [USC] 1712 [a]). An RMP is a 
set of comprehensive, long-range decisions concerning the use and management of BLM-administered 
resources and accomplishes two primary objectives: 

• 	 Provides an overview of goals, objectives, and needs associated with public lands management; 
and 

• 	 Resolves multiple-use conflicts or issues associated with those requirements that drive the 
preparation of the RMP. 

The BLM resource management planning process, explained in Title 43 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 1600 (43 CFR 1600), BLM 1601 Manual, and BLM Land Use Planning Handbook 
(H-1601-1), falls within the framework of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
environmental analysis and decision making process described in the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations of 40 CFR 1500-1508, the USDI NEPA Manual (516 DM 1-7), and the BLM NEPA 
Handbook H-1790-1. This AMS will provide information for the affected environment section in the 
RMPs and is a planning precursor to developing potential alternatives, as required by NEPA regulations.  

The BLM has deemed it necessary to revise the RMP for the BiFO based on a number of issues that have 
arisen since preparation of the initial RMP in 1984. 
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1.3 	 Overview of the BLM Planning Process 
The process for the development, approval, maintenance, and amendment or revision of RMPs was 
initiated under the authority of Section 202(f) of FLPMA and Section 202(c) of NEPA.  The process 
is guided by BLM planning regulations in 43 CFR 1600 and CEQ regulations in 40 CFR 1500. 
Development of the RMP represents the first of the two-tiered BLM planning process: the land use 
planning tier.  As such, the RMP prescribes the allocation of and general future management direction for 
the resource and land uses of the BLM-administered public lands in the RMP planning area.  In turn, the 
RMP guides the second tier of the planning process:  the more site-specific activity or implementation 
planning tier and daily operations. 

Activity or implementation planning extends the resource and land use decisions of the RMP into site-
specific management decisions for smaller geographic units of public lands within the RMP planning 
area. Activity planning includes such elements as grazing plans, habitat management plans (HMPs), 
and interdisciplinary or coordinated activity plans. Through these plans, the BLM issues various land 
and resource use authorizations, identifi es specific mitigation needs, and develops and implements other 
similar plans and actions. 

All management direction or actions developed as part of the BLM planning process are subject to valid 
rights and must meet the objectives of the BLMʼs multiple use management mandate and responsibilities 
(FLPMA Section 202[c] and [e]).  Valid rights include all valid leases, permits, patents, rights-of-way 
(ROW), or other land use rights or authorizations existing on the date of the approval of FLPMA. 

1.4 	 General Description of the Planning Area, Geographic Scope, and Resources 

Billings RMP 
The BiFO is located entirely in the south central portion of Montana (see Map 1) and covers a total of 
approximately 10.8 million surface acres of federal, state, tribal, and private lands in eight counties. Of 
the total area, the BiFO has surface management responsibility for approximately 427,588 acres (about 
four percent) of BLM-administered public land (herein referred to as public land) and about 1,825,043 
acres of federal mineral estate (subsurface). The Billings RMP planning area also includes administration 
of 6,340 acres of public land inside the PMWHR in Big Horn County, Wyoming.  Refer to Table 1-1 
which identifies land ownership by county. 

The planning area also includes Pompeys Pillar NM and surrounding BLM public lands (totaling about 
473 acres in all). Collectively, the lands that BLM administers (surface and mineral estate) are considered 
the “decision area”. 

The planning area is bisected by several major rivers: the Bighorn, Yellowstone, Musselshell, Clarks 
Fork of the Yellowstone, Stillwater, and Boulder and includes portions of several mountain ranges: 
Little Snowy, Snowy, Belt, Crazy, Absaroka, Beartooth, Bull and Pryor mountains.  Except for several 
contiguous blocks of land in Carbon and Musselshell counties, most of the BLM public lands in the 
planning area are scattered tracts intermingled with private and state lands. Lands managed by the 
BiFO include public domain (lands which have never left federal ownership), acquired lands and/or 
mineral interests (lands which left federal ownership and were later purchased under the Bankhead-
Jones Act, exchanged for, or purchased) and federal mineral estate (subsurface) lands beneath private or 
state lands or lands administered by other federal agencies. The RMP will not make decisions for the 
surface or mineral estates of private or state-owned lands and minerals. The RMP, however, will provide 
stipulations for split estate situations involving federal oil and gas (O&G) overlain by private or state-
owned surface. 
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Resources, resource uses, and topics discussed in this AMS include air quality, geology, soil, water 
resources, vegetative communities (rangelands, forests and woodlands, riparian areas and wetlands), 
fish and wildlife habitat, special status species (SSS), wild horses and burros, fire, cultural and heritage 
resources, paleontological resources, special management designations, visual resources, cave and karst 
resources, energy and minerals, livestock grazing, recreation, lands and realty, transportation and access, 
renewable energy, and social and economic conditions. 

Table 1-1 
Land Status by County

 OWNERSHIP (in acres) 

COUNTY 

BLM Federal Other 
Public Lands Minerals (private, state, 

(in planning area) (sub-surface) other federal) 

Total 
All 

Ownerships 

Bighorn 

Carbon 

Golden Valley 

Musselshell 

Stillwater 

Sweetgrass 

Wheatland 

Yellowstone 

0 0 2,572,392 

218,471 693,563 1,101,195 

7,844 67,365 745,037 

101,904 251,516 1,095,462 

5,560 244,542 1,149,208 

15,834 357,493 1,175,853 

1,195 84,623 912,886 

76,780 125,941 1,618,946 

2,572,392 

1,319,666 

752,881 

1,197,366 

1,154,768 

1,191,687 

914,081 

1,695,726 

TOTAL 

Bighorn County, WY 

427,588 1,825,043 10,370,979 

6,340* 

10,798,567 

* BiFO has administrative authority for 6,340 acres of public land, physically located in Wyoming as part of the 
PMWHR. 

1.5 Key Findings 
The 1984 Billings RMP, along with subsequent amendments, has served as an effective guide for 
management of BLM public lands within the planning area. However, there have been many changes 
in national and state level BLM policy, including revisions to the Land Use Planning (LUP) Handbook:  
H-1601-1, the National Energy Policy Act of 2005, development of Standards for Rangeland Health 
for BLM lands in Montana, Special Status Species (SSS) management, and wind energy.  In addition, 
resource conditions and demand for resource uses has changed over the past 10 to 20 years. Emerging 
issues relate to threatened and endangered (T&E) species, off-highway vehicle (OHV) designations, 
increases in demand for oil and gas (O&G), emphasis on alternative energy, and changed levels of use for 
other resources. 

The BiFO initiated scoping on May 15, 2008, to identify and clarify the concerns of high importance 
to the public. The public process is designed to determine and frame the scope of pertinent issues and 
alternatives to be addressed (refer to www.blm.gov/mt/st/en/fo/billings_field_office.html for a link to the 
scoping report). 
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The BiFO received 129 written submissions and emails by September 19, 2008. All submissions 
indicated an interest in the management of public lands and resources. Some submissions were as brief 
as a sentence or two; others were over 25 pages long. Many offered substantive comments, while others 
conveyed a want or an opinion. 

Most written comments/submissions included a number of comments. Therefore, the 129 submissions 
reflected a total of 575 separately-coded comments. Of the 575 comments, 515 comments were specific 
to the Billings RMP and 60 comments specific to Pompeys Pillar.  

The BLM considers scoping to be an open, long-term opportunity that does not formally end at the 
closing of the public scoping period. Public comments will be accepted throughout development of the 
draft RMP.  During alternative formulation and project planning, the BLM will consider these and any 
other comments received during the RMP process.  

Issue Summary 
Issue identification is the first step in the BLM planning process. As defined in the BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook (H-1601-1), planning issues are “concerns or controversies about existing and 
potential land and resource allocations, levels of resource use, production and related management 
actions.” An issue is a subject of interest or concern to the public or a particular group. This usually 
means that one or more individuals or groups are interested in a resource or land use on public land, 
that each may have different values for the resource, and that there are different ways (opportunities or 
alternatives) to resolve the issue. Issues may be identified by local, state, or national needs or may reflect 
conditions specific to the planning area. Issue identification is an ongoing process. Identified issues may 
change throughout the planning process as new concerns are identified and others resolved. 

The BiFO identified the preliminary issues and management concerns in the preparation plan for the 
Billings and Pompeys Pillar RMPs (October 2007). These early issues were identified by BLM through 
interdisciplinary planning effort.  They represent BLMʼs expectations (prior to scoping) about what 
concerns or problems exist with current management. 

Based on public scoping, the BiFO modified some preliminary planning issues. The revised planning 
issues and associated statements for both the Billings and Pompeys Pillar RMPs are identifi ed in Table 
1-2 and Table 1-3 respectively.  Several issues have a number of sub-categories that identify more specific 
uses or resources. 

The BLM will use the planning issues and associated statements, planning criteria, and other information 
collected in the early planning and scoping phases of the RMP process to help formulate a reasonable 
range of alternative management strategies that will be analyzed during the planning process. 
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Table 1-2
 
Billings RMP Planning Issues
 

Planning Issue Planning Issue Statement 

Vegetation Manage public lands to provide desired plant communities that 
support the integrity of the ecological processes (water cycle, 
energy cycle, and nutrient cycle) provided by the vegetative 
community within rangelands and forests. 

Wildlife and fisheries Manage public lands to maintain or improve wildlife and 
fisheries habitats and control invasive species. 

Special status species Manage public lands to conserve and recover threatened, 
endangered, proposed, and sensitive species. 

Commercial uses: energy - oil & gas, coal, 
wind; livestock grazing; forest products and 
areas in community wildfire protection plans; 
rights-of-way and land use authorizations; 
and locatable/saleable minerals 

Determine what public lands will be available for commercial 
activities and how those activities will be managed. Manage 
energy development to provide for domestic energy production 
while protecting the integrity of other resources. 

Recreation Determine how recreation will be managed in the planning 
area to provide for use and enjoyment of the public lands while 
protecting significant resource values and providing for user 
safety. 

Travel management & access Develop a planned and manageable travel and transportation 
network. 

Special management area designations Identify public lands that require special management attention 
to protect resource values. 

Economic and social conditions Identify how management of various resources and activities in 
the planning area can affect economic and social conditions. 

Table 1-3
 
Pompeys Pillar RMP Planning Issues
 

Planning Issue Planning Issue Statement 

Cultural and heritage resources Preserve the cultural and historic values and where possible, 
associated viewsheds. Manage the 51 acres designated 
a national monument for the purpose of protecting the 
ethnographic, historic and archaeological values associated 
with Pompeys Pillar. 

Wildlife and fisheries Manage public lands to maintain or improve wildlife and 
fisheries habitats and control invasive species. 

Vegetation Manage public lands to provide desired plant communities that 
support the integrity of the ecological processes provided by 
the vegetative community.  

Recreation and visitor services Manage the area to provide for interpretation, use, and 
enjoyment while protecting the significant resource values and 
providing for user safety and socio-economic benefits. 
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CHAPTER 2 - AREA PROFILE 

The area profile describes the social, economic, physical, and biological environment of the planning 
area. It includes descriptions of the current amount, location, condition, and use of each resource, placing 
emphasis on planning issues that were identified through the scoping process. This section of the AMS 
will be used as the basis of the affected environment section of the Draft RMPs/EIS.  The area profile 
addresses all resources and resource uses in the planning area. 

This chapter is separated into resources and resources uses. Under resources, the subsections include 
current conditions and characterizations (indicators, trends, and forecasts). Under resource uses, the 
subsections include current level of use and characterizations (trends, forecasts, and key features). 
Special designations and social/economic conditions in the planning area are also addressed. Indicators 
are used to assess the resource condition. Trends express the direction of change between the present 
and some point in the future. Forecasts predict changes in the condition of resources given current 
management. Key features describe the areas with a high potential for use. 

2.1 Resources – Current Conditions and Characterization 

2.1.1 Air Quality 

Current Conditions 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) air quality index (AQI) shows that the Billings Field Office 
(BiFO) generally has good quality air that poses little health risk to the general public (Table 2-1).  The 
AQI is an index used for reporting daily air quality.  It tells how clean or polluted an areaʼs air is and 
whether associated health effects might be a concern.  The AQI focuses on the potential health effects a 
person may experience within a few hours or days after breathing polluted air.  The EPA calculates the 
AQI for the five major criteria air pollutants regulated by the Clean Air Act (CAA): ground-level ozone, 
particulate matter, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide.  For each of these pollutants, 
the EPA has established national air quality standards to protect public health.  An AQI value of 100 
generally corresponds to the national air quality standard for the pollutant, which is the level the EPA has 
set to protect public health. The following terms help interpret the AQI information: 

• 	“Good” The AQI value is between 0 and 50.  Air quality is considered satisfactory and air pollution 
poses little or no risk. 

• 	“Moderate” The AQI is between 51 and 100.  Air quality is acceptable; however, for some pollutants 
there may be a moderate health concern for a very small number of people. For example, people who 
are unusually sensitive to ozone may experience respiratory symptoms. 

• 	 “Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups” When AQI values are between 101 and 150, members of “sensitive 
groups” may experience health effects.  These groups are likely to be affected at lower levels than 
the general public. For example, people with lung disease are at greater risk from exposure to ozone, 
while people with either lung disease or heart disease are at greater risk from exposure to particle 
pollution. The general public is not likely to be affected when the AQI is in this range. 

• “Unhealthy” Everyone may begin to experience health effects when AQI values are between 151 and 
200. Members of sensitive groups may experience more serious health effects. 

The AQI data, summarized below, show that air quality in the BiFO poses little risk to the general public. 
Over the past ten years, 97 percent of the days rated “good” with three percent being “moderate.” While 
there have been days that posed a health risk in both Yellowstone and Big Horn counties, the occurrence 
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is very rare (<.01 percent of all records) and short-term (<1 day/year). The pollutants causing the elevated 
risks have been particulate matter consisting of particles smaller than 10 microns (PM10) in Big Horn 
County and particulate matter consisting of particles smaller than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) in Yellowstone 
County.  The primary air quality pollutants in the BiFO are ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and 
particulate matter. 

Table 2-1
 
Air Quality Index Report
 

US EPA - AirData Air Quality Index Report – Field Office Summary (1998-2006) 

County State 
# Days with 

Data 
# Days rated 

Good 
Days rated 

Good 
# Days 

Rated Mod 

# Days 
Rated 

Unhealthy 
for Sensitive 

Groups 

# Days 
Rated 

Unhealthy 

Big Horn MT 595 559 94% 35 0 1 

Yellowstone MT 3289 3166 96% 117 0 3 

Sweet Grass MT 521 512 98% 9 0 0 

Musselshell MT 414 414 100% 0 0 0 

Stillwater MT 40 39 98% 1 0 0 

Total 4859 4690 162 0 4 

Field Office 97% 03% 00% <.01% 

The prevailing wind direction for Billings is out of the southwest with the exception of May-July when 
it is out of the north (Table 2-2).  Average wind speeds range from 9-13 miles per hour (mph), which  are 
generally considered to be “gentle breezes” where “leaves and small twigs can be in constant motion and 
where the wind can extend a light flag” (Lutgens and Tarbuck, 1989).  However, winter conditions may 
produce moderate winds (>13 mph) with individual days generating strong winds. Wind is a critical 
driver of air pollution because it is the force that moves the pollutants from the point of origin (refer to 
Figure 2-1). The petals in the figure show where the winds come from with colors representing speeds. 

Table 2-2 
Prevailing Wind Directions and Speeds (mph) for Billings 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Annual 
SW SW SW SW N N N SW SW SW SW SW SW 
13 12 11 11 10 10 09 09 10 10 12 13 11 

(http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfi les/westwinddir.html). http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westwind.final.html). 
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Figure 2-1
 
Wind Rose for Billings MT (Data from 1986-1990)
 

Emissions Sources: The primary pollutants identified for the project area are carbon monoxide (CO), 
sulfur dioxide (SO ), and particulate matter (PM and PM ). A review of emissions from Musselshell, 

2 2.5 10

Yellowstone, and Carbon counties (where most BLM lands are located) show that highway vehicles 
are the primary source of CO (64 percent) with OHVs making up another 21 percent. Sulfur dioxide 
emissions are primarily from industrial sources located in the Billings and Laurel areas. Particulate 
matter sources vary by the size of the particles. PM

2.5
 is primarily from fugitive dust (49 percent), 

agriculture and forestry (12 percent), and residential wood burning (9 percent), while PM
10 

is primarily 
from fugitive dust (76 percent) and agriculture and forestry (13 percent). A more complete emissions 
listing is provided in Table 2-3.  Itʼs important to note that the presence of a source does not automatically 
mean that air quality is impaired. As shown in the next section, these emissions do not necessarily lead 
to impaired air quality.  The section is simply intended to identify those sectors which have the greatest 
likelihood to influence current and future air quality for this project area. 
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Table 2-3
 
2002 Emissions Sources (the most current inventory)
 

County 
Tier -1 Source 
(tier-for Particulate Matter) 

Tons per 
year % of Total 

Carbon Monoxide (CO): 
Yellowstone County Highway Vehicles 31,426 55% 
Yellowstone County Off Highway Vehicles 10,770 19% 
Carbon County Highway Vehicles 3,711 06% 
Carbon County Miscellaneous (other combustion) 3,104 05% 
Yellowstone County Fuel Combustion (residential wood burning) 2,294 04% 
Musselshell County Highway Vehicles 1,682 03% 
Yellowstone County Industrial Fuel Combustion 1,452 03% 
Yellowstone County Chemical & Allied Product Manufacturing 720 01% 
Carbon County Off Highway Vehicles 651 01% 
Musselshell County Off Highway Vehicles 601 01% 
Project Area Highway Vehicles 64% 

Off Highway vehicles 21% 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Yellowstone County Petroleum and Related Industries 4,850 30% 
Yellowstone County Fuel Combustion –Electric Utilities 4,684 29% 
Yellowstone County Chemical & Allied Product Manufacturing 3,876 24% 
Yellowstone County Industrial Fuel Combustion 2,120 13% 
Yellowstone County Off Highway 186 01% 
Yellowstone County Highway Vehicles 168 01% 
Project Area Industrial 96% 

PM 2.5 
Yellowstone County Fugitive Dust 1,570 35% 
Carbon County Fugitive Dust 423 09% 
Yellowstone County Agriculture and Forestry 336 08% 
Yellowstone County Residential Wood 292 07% 
Carbon County  Other Combustion 246 06% 
Musselshell County Fugitive Dust 208 05% 
Carbon County Agriculture and Forestry 114 03% 
Carbon County Mineral Products 108 02% 
Yellowstone County Mineral Products 105 02% 
Musselshell County Mineral Products 104 02% 
Musselshell County Agriculture and Forestry 100 02% 
Yellowstone County Off Highway – Diesel 73 02% 
Carbon County Residential Wood 63 01% 
Yellowstone County Agriculture, Food, and Kindred Products 55 01% 
Yellowstone County Fuel Combustion – Oil 54 01% 
Yellowstone County Diesel 43 01% 
Yellowstone County Railroad 33 01% 
Musselshell County Residential Wood 25 01% 
Project Area Fugitive Dust 49% 

Agriculture and Forestry 13% 
Residential Wood 09% 
Mineral Products 06% 
Other Combustion 06% 
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County 
Tier -1 Source 
(tier-for Particulate Matter) 

Tons per 
year % of Total 

PM 10 
Yellowstone County Fugitive Dust 15,942 55% 
Carbon County Fugitive Dust 4,239 15% 
Yellowstone County Agriculture and Forestry 2,241 08% 
Musselshell County Fugitive Dust 2,082 07% 
Carbon County Agriculture and Forestry 759 03% 
Musselshell County Agriculture and Forestry 663 02% 
Carbon County Mineral Products 532 02% 
Yellowstone County Mineral Products 524 02% 
Musselshell County Mineral Products 523 02% 
Yellowstone County Residential Wood 292 01% 
Carbon County Other Combustion 290 01% 
Project Area Fugitive Dust 77% 

Agriculture and Forestry 13% 

http://www.epa.gov/oar/data/emcatrep.html?co~30009%2030065%2030111~Carbon%20Co%2C%20Musselshell%20Co%2 
C%20Yellowstone%20Co%2C%20Montana 

Air pollution is regulated through the ambient air quality and emission standards established by the Clean 
Air Act (P.L. 98-213), appropriate state laws, and the Montana State Implementation Plan (MSIDP).  The 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 established a system for the Prevention of Signifi cant Deterioration 
(PSD) of “attainment” and “unclassified” areas. PSD Class I areas are those areas where any degradation 
of air quality would be considered significant. PSD Class II areas allow moderate, controlled air impacts, 
and Class III areas permit the most degradation of air quality.  There are three mandatory Class I areas 
within 130 miles of the planning area. These areas are: 

• Yellowstone National Park (YNP) – 80 miles, west of the planning area 
• UL Bend Wilderness (UL Bend) -  150 miles, northeast of the planning area 
• North Absaroka Wilderness (NAW) - adjacent to the planning area 

The Northern Cheyenne Reservation (NCR) is a non-mandatory Class I area, 130 miles from the planning 
area. The planning area is designated Class II or unclassified. 

The planning area lies within Region 8 as designated by the EPA.  The Montana Department of Air 
Quality designates the planning area into Airsheds 8 and 9 (Refer to Figure 2-2).  Air quality is in 
compliance with state and federal standards within the planning area with the exception of the Laurel 
area. This area does not comply with the applicable EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the Montana Ambient Air Quality Standards (MAAQS) for certain pollutants designated 
as criteria pollutants by the Clean Air Act (refer to Table 2-4).  These issues have caused the EPA to 
designate this area as “non-attainment” as required by the Clean Air Act.  The Laurel area, in Yellowstone 
County, was listed on the EPA Green Book site www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/greenbk/ as not attaining standard 
conditions for non-attainment category: Sulfur dioxide (SO

2
) in December of 2008. The Lame Deer 

area in Rosebud County, adjacent to the planning area, is rated as non-attainment for coarse inhalable 
particulate matter having an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10). 
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Table 2-4 National and Montana Ambient Quality Standards 

Pollutant Time Period Federal (NAAQS) Montana (MAAQS) 

Carbon Monoxide 
Hourly Average 35 ppm a 23 ppm a 

8-Hour Average 9 ppm a 9 ppm a 

Fluoride in Forage 
Monthly Average 

Grazing Season 

50 µg/g b 

35 µg/g b 

Hydrogen Sulfide Hourly Average 0.05 ppm a 

Lead 
90-Day Average 
Quarterly Average 1.5 µg/m3 b (calendar) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Hourly Average 
Annual Average 0.053 µg/m3 

0.30 ppm a 

0.05 ppm b 

Ozone Hourly Average 0.12 ppm c 0.10 ppm a 

PM-10 (existing) 
24-Hour Average 
Annual Average 

150 µg/m3 d,j 

50 µg/m3 e 

150 µg/m3 d,j 

50 µg/m3 e 

PM-10 (revised) 
24-Hour Average 
Annual Average 

150 µg/m3 f,j 

50 µg/m3 e 

PM-2.5 
24-Hour Average 

Annual Average 
65 µg/m3 g,j 

15 µg/m3 h 

Settleable Particulate 30-Day Average 10 g/m2 b 

Hourly Average 0.50 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 
3-Hour Average 0.50 ppm k 

24-Hour Average 0.14 ppm j,k 0.10 ppm a,j 

Annual Average 0.03 ppm k 0.02 ppm k 

Visibility Annual Average 3 x 10-5/m k 

Source: http://www.deq.state.mt.us/AirQuality/Planning/Air_Standards/AIR_STANDARDS.pdf 
a Federal violation when exceeded more than once per calendar year. 
b Not to be exceeded (ever) for the averaging time period as described in the regulation. 
c Not to be exceeded more than once per year averaged over 3-years. 
d Violation occurs when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average above this concentration 
is more than 1 
e Violation occurs when the expected annual arithmetic mean concentration for one year is above this concentration 
f To attain this standard, the 99th percentile of the distribution of the 24-hour concentrations for one year, average over 
three years, must not exceed this concentration at each monitor within an area 
g To attain this standard, the 98th percentile of the distribution of the 24-hour concentrations for one year, average over 
three years, must not exceed this concentration at each monitor within an area 
h To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the annual arithmetic mean of the 24-hour concentration from a single or 
multiple population oriented monitors must not exceed this concentration 
i State violation when exceed more than eighteen times in any consecutive months 
j The standard is based upon a calendar day (midnight to midnight) 

Climate 
Topographic Features: Montana, with an area of 146,316 square miles, is the fourth largest state in the 
US. The portion of the state southwest of a line from the southeastern corner to the Canadian border 
north of Cut Bank in Glacier County is very mountainous, while the northeastern portion is very much 
like the Great Plains, broken occasionally by wide valleys and isolated groups of hills. Elevations range 
from 1,800 feet (where the Kootenai River enters Idaho) to 12,850 feet (at Granite Peak near Yellowstone 
Park). Half the state lies over 4,000 feet above sea level. This topography plays a large role in the 
climate of Montana. 
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The Continental Divide exerts a marked influence on the climate of adjacent areas. West of the Divide the 
climate might be termed a modified northern Pacific coast type, while to the east, climatic characteristics 
are decidedly continental. West of the mountains, winters are milder, annual precipitation is more evenly 
distributed, summers are cooler, and winds are lighter than on the eastern side.  In addition, thereʼs more 
cloudiness in the west during all seasons, humidity runs a bit higher, and the growing season is shorter 
than in the eastern plains. Refer to Figures 2-3 and 2-4. 

Temperature: Cold waves, which cover parts of Montana on the average of six to 12 times a winter, are 
mostly confined to the areas northeast of a Glacier Park to Miles City line. A few of these cold waves 
will cover the entire area east of the Divide. In small areas that are ideally situated for radiation cooling, 
temperatures can fall to -50° F or lower.  The coldest ever observed was -70° F at Rogers Pass, 40 miles 
northwest of Helena, on January 20, 1954. This is the coldest of record for the entire United States, 
exclusive of Alaska.  In contrast, the low at Helena that morning was “only” -36°F. 

During the summer, hot weather occurs fairly often in the eastern parts of the State.  The highest 
temperature ever observed was 117° at Glendive on July 20, 1893, and Medicine Lake on July 5, 1937.  
While temperatures of over 100° can occur at lower elevations west of the Divide, hot spells are less 
frequent and of shorter duration than on the plains. Hot spells are generally not oppressive, as summer 
nights are generally cooler and pleasant. In the areas with elevations above 4,000 feet, extremely hot 
weather is almost unknown. Summer days, however, are usually warm enough for light summer clothing. 

Figure 2-3 
Montana Average Daily Maximum Temperature 
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Winters, while usually cold, have few extended cold spells.  Between cold waves there are periods, 
sometimes longer than 10 days, of mild but often windy weather.  These warm, windy winter periods 
occur almost entirely along the eastern slopes of the Divide and are known as chinooks. The so-called 
chinook belt extends from the Browning-Shelby area southeastward to the Yellowstone Valley above 
Billings. Through this belt, chinook winds frequently reach speeds of 25 to 50 mph or more and can 
persist, with little interruptions, for several days. In January, the coldest month, temperature averages 
range from 11° F for the Northeastern Division to 22° F for the South Central (upper Yellowstone Valley) 
Division. In some areas east of the Continental Divide, January or February can average zero or below, 
but such occurrences range from infrequent to about once in 10 to 15 years in the coldest spots. Most 
Montana lakes freeze over every winter, but Flathead Lake between Polson and Kalispell, freezes over 
completely only during the coldest winters, about one year in 10. All rivers carry floating ice during 
the late winter or early spring. Few streams freeze solid; water generally continues to flow beneath the 
ice. During the coldest winters, anchor ice, which builds from the bottom of shallow streams, on rare 
occasions causes some flooding. 

In July, the warmest month, temperature averages range from 74° for the Southeastern Division to 64° 
F for the Southwestern Division. This mid-summer warmth is fairly steady, very seldom severe, and is 
tempered by normal nighttime minima in the 50s and 60s. Miles City, one of the stateʼs warmest places 
in July, has a July average minimum temperature of 60° and an average maximum of 90° F.  Generally, 
adequate moisture permits rapid plant and crop development during most growing seasons. 

Precipitation: Precipitation varies widely and depends largely upon topographic infl uences. Areas 
adjacent to mountain ranges in general are the wettest, although there are exceptions where the rain 
shadow effect appears.  Generally, approximately half the annual long-term average total falls from May 
through July.  This is perhaps the main reason why Montana is consistently one of the largest producers 
of dryland grain crops. The Western Division of the state is the wettest and the North Central the driest.  
Probably the driest part of the state is along the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River in Carbon County.  
In this area, eight miles south-southwest of Belfry, the average precipitation for a 16-year period was 6.59 
inches. 

Annual snowfall varies from quite heavy, 300 inches, in some parts of the mountains in the western half 
of the state, to around 20 inches at some stations in the two northern Divisions east of the Continental 
Divide. Most snow falls during the November-March period, but heavy snowstorms can occur as early as 
mid-September or as late as May 1 in the higher southwestern half of the state. In eastern sections, early 
or late season snows are not very common. 

The greatest volume of flow of Montanaʼs rivers occurs during the spring and early summer months with 
the melting of the winter snowpack. Heavy rains falling during the spring thaw constitute a serious flood 
threat. Ice jams, which occur during the spring breakup, usually in March, cause backwater flooding. 
Flash floods, although restricted in scope, are probably the most numerous and result from locally heavy 
rainstorms in the spring and summer.  Damaging floods have occurred in 1952, 1953, and 1964 in the 
state. 

Other Climatic Features: Severe storms of several types can occur, but the most troublesome are 
hailstorms which cause crop and property damage averaging about $5 million annually.  This is not 
unusually large for an area of 146,316 square miles, however, and their occurrence is limited mainly to 
July and August, infrequently in June and September. 

Tornadoes develop infrequently (about two per year) and occur almost entirely east of the Divide, mostly 
in the eastern third of the state. Local but severe windstorms can occur east of the Divide, from a few to 
several times a year.  Drought in its most severe form is not common, but dry years do occur.  All parts of 
the state rarely suffer from dryness at the same time. 
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In spite of figures that may indicate winters on the cold side, growing seasons (freeze-free periods) are 
four months or more in length in much of the agricultural area. In parts of the middle Yellowstone Valley, 
in fact, the freeze-free period runs as long as the 150-day average at Miles City.  Much of the state has 
average freeze-free periods longer than 130 days, allowing plenty of time for growing a wide variety of 
crops. 

Montanaʼs Contribution to Climate Change: Activities in Montana account for approximately 0.6% 
of total U.S. gross green house gas (GHG) emissions. Itʼs clear that at a global scale, emissions from 
Montana would play an even smaller role. The principal sources of Montanaʼs GHG emissions are the 
use of electricity and agriculture, each of which accounts for about 27 percent of Montanaʼs emissions. 
The next largest contributors are the transportation sector (20 percent) and fossil fuels production (11 
percent). Transportation is projected to be the largest contributor to future emissions growth followed by 
fossil fuel production and electricity use. In addition to these sources, Montanaʼs forests, grasslands, and 
wetlands would continue storing a substantial amount of carbon dioxide (an important GHG). (Source: 
http://www.mtclimatechange.us/ewebeditpro/items/O127F13145.pdf 

Trends 
The state of Montana has established and maintains a network of ambient air quality monitoring stations 
throughout the planning area. Pollutant monitoring is performed at locations in seven of the eight 
counties in the planning area. Carbon, Bighorn, Golden Valley, Musselshell, Stillwater, Sweetgrass, and 
Yellowstone counties have monitoring sites.  The cities of Billings and Laurel, in Yellowstone County, 
have the largest number of monitoring sites. 

A review of the EPA website:  http://www.epa.gov/air/airtrends/2007/ , “Latest Findings on National Air 
Quality- Status and Trends through 2006,” indicates that particulate PM 2.5 and PM10  pollutants are 
expected to remain unchanged in the planning area. No trends for other criteria pollutants in Montana 
were listed; however, other criteria pollutant levels have been in decline nationwide. 

Forecast 
No significant trends of degradation of air quality are discernable in the planning area. Air quality could 
be impacted over time due to increases in pollutants from commercial operations including coal and 
O&G development, recreational use, and rangeland wildfires. Coal and O&G development potential 
is relatively small. One coal operation is currently under development and two other potential coal 
development sites have been identified. Oil and gas development potential (new production sites and 
gas wells) is small (see Oil and Gas section). The amount of impact to air quality is expected to be 
low due to the limited scope and the local and seasonal nature of these actions. Traffic along Interstate 
90 and 94 will likely increase as population centers grow, with an associated increase in air pollutants.  
The landscape is expected to remain largely rural and air quality will remain good to very good.  More 
commercial activities and population growth may be expected in the Billings/Laurel area of Yellowstone 
County.  Additional population growth will occur in rural areas along major transportation routes 
especially within commuting distance of Billings. Population growth and commercialization will 
continue to impact air quality.  The use of the air quality permits and monitoring required by Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should minimize impacts from commercial point sources. 

Activities on public lands account for a small percentage of air quality pollutants. Fugitive dust is the 
main contribution to air quality from actions on public lands. The impact from these activities is expected 
to remain low. 
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2.1.2 Geology 

Topographic Setting 
The BiFO is made up of portions of three physiographic provinces. The extreme northwest and west 
portions of the planning area are bordered by the Northern Rocky Mountain Province. The southern 
portion of the planning area is in the Middle Rocky Mountain Province. The remainder is located within 
the Great Plains Province (Rocky Mountain Association of Geologists, 1972).  The Northern and Middle 
Rocky Mountain provinces are both part of the Rocky Mountain physiographic division. The Great 
Plains Province is part of the Interior Plains physiographic division (Hunt, 1967). 

The easternmost portion of the Northern Rocky Mountain Province includes the Little Belt and Crazy 
Mountains, parts of which are within the boundaries of the planning area. Although these mountains are 
separated from the main body of the Rockies, they are logically included with them due to their similar 
geology and topography.  The Little Belt Mountains are broad, flat-crested anticlines with prominent 
hogbacks on their flanks. Accordant summits at 7,000 to 8,000 feet are common with scattered hills 1,000 
feet higher than the surrounding landscape. The Crazy Mountains, a down warped sedimentary basin 
intruded by stocks and swarms of dikes, are about 30 miles long, 15 miles wide, and stand about 5,000 
feet above the surrounding plains. 

The Middle Rocky Mountain Province, which occupies the southern portion of the planning area, contains 
a group of individual ranges, including the Pryor Mountains, Beartooth Range, and Absarokas, in a 
haphazard arrangement, many of which are separated from each other by basins broader than the ranges 
themselves. The Pryor Mountains consist of five tilted fault blocks with high eastern scarps and a gentle 
southwestern dip. The summit of the range is at the east edge of a high-level erosion surface on the upper 
part of the Madison Formation (Blackstone, 1975). The Beartooth Range is an anticlinal thrust wedge, 
that is, an anticline that has been displaced towards the northeast along a low-angle thrust plane. The 
Absarokas consist of a thick volcanic accumulation and present a rugged plateau-type of topography.  The 
Big Horn Basin, which is one of the largest basins in the province, partially extends into Montana from 
Wyoming. 

The remainder of the planning area lies within the boundary of the Great Plains Province which flanks 
the Rocky Mountains on their east. This province is directly underlain by late Tertiary sediments which 
dip gently eastward. The sediments are a relatively thin and discontinuous veneer on older rocks which 
were flexed into undulations during the Laramide Orogeny of early Cretaceous and Tertiary time and later 
beveled. The Great Plains include many isolated mountain ranges, including the Big Snowy Mountains, 
which are anticlinal in nature (Rocky Mountain Association of Geologists, 1972). 

Geologic Setting 
Mountain ranges in this planning area include the Absaroka-Beartooth, Big and Little Snowy, Pryor, 
Crazy, and Bull Mountains. Uplift of the rocks and resultant erosion has exposed the core of these 
ranges, providing evidence of their structures and the forces which produced them (Figure 2-5). A brief 
description of each range is provided below.  

The Absaroka-Beartooth range forms a large rectangular block of rock 80 miles long and 40 miles wide.  
The rocks are predominantly Precambrian metamorphic rocks, up to 3.1 billion years old (these rocks 
were once shale, limestone, and sandstone, but were altered by the high temperatures and pressures of 
burial deep in the earthʼs crust to gneisses, schists, marble, and quartzite). The rocks have been uplifted 
several thousand feet along faults, folding the overlying Paleozoic and Mesozoic sedimentary rock. 
Along the Beartooth Front south of Red Lodge and up the Boulder River, these sedimentary rocks have 
been tilted to a nearly vertical position. 
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The Pryor Mountains were developed through the generally vertical uplift of deep-seated Precambrian 
basement rocks. The overlying strata fractured into five distinct blocks, with high angle faults on their 
north and west flanks. Paleozoic and Lower Mesozoic rocks outcrop over most of the range. Only on 
the East Pryor Mountain fault block was the uplift sufficient to bring these basement rocks to the surface 
(Blackstone, 1975). West of the Pryors, successively younger rocks outcrop, with a dip close to that of 
the Red Pryor Mountain faultblock. 

The Snowy Mountains are the most obvious expression of a general uplift which affected all of central 
Montana. Here, uplift was caused mainly by horizontal compression rather than the vertical forces 
described above. The strata were folded into a series of anticlines (upfolds) and synclines (downfolds) 
which provide much of the topographic relief in the region. Devilʼs Basin is a good example of such an 
anticline (Reeves, 1931). 

The Bull Mountains are a series of small, broken plateaus, little more than hills when compared to 
the other mountains in the region. The massive sandstones of the Tongue River Member of the Fort 
Union Formation and interspersed clinker (formed when coal beds burned) which cap the plateaus, 
are more resistant to erosion than the soft sandstones and shale which underlie them. The harder rocks 
are preserved as remnants of higher topographic relief, even though the geologic structure is a basin 
(Woolsey, et. a1., 1917) (Alt and Hyndman, 1991). 

The Crazy Mountains are unique. It is the only range in the area formed by the intrusion of molten 
rock (magma). The magma rose from great depth and was injected into fissures between strata, doming 
the overlying sediments. Subsequent erosion has exposed this igneous rock. Strata dip away from the 
mountain core in all directions. Another interesting feature of the mountains is the system of dikes 
(magma injected into cracks through the strata) which radiate outward from the mountains as would 
the spokes from the hub of a wheel. The high southern end of the range is one major intrusion, the Big 
Timber Stock (Alt and Hyndman, 1991). 

The surrounding plains areas are composed of flat-lying or slightly tilted sedimentary rocks deposited 
during the Cretaceous Period and Paleocene Epoch. The rocks are predominantly shales and sandstones 
with minor limestone, coal, and bentonite beds. Small anticlines and fault systems associated with the 
mountain uplifts previously described affect the bedding and outcrop pattern of these rocks.  Examples 
include the Crazy Mountain Basin, Lake Basin fault zone, and Nye-Bowler Lineament. 

The most recent sedimentary deposits found in the planning area are gravel alluvium. This material 
often forms benches or terraces. Sources for the material vary, but generally benches develop along 
the foothills of mountains through the accumulation of outwash from the slow erosion of those ranges. 
Terraces, on the other hand, represent old stream channels which have been filled with gravel, then 
abandoned as the streams cut down through their floodplains. No continental glaciations reached this 
far south in Montana, though alpine glaciers occupied the upper slopes of the mountain ranges. These 
glaciers left mountain lakes, U-shaped valleys, and mounds of drift as evidence of their passing (Perry, 
1962). 

Overall, sedimentation has been nearly continuous from the Cambrian to the Paleocene (about 500 million 
years) aggregating over 10,000 feet of rock (Figure 2-5). 
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Figure 2-5 
Stratigraphic Column 
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0-800’ 
Brick-red sandstones, shales and siltstones, 
often ripple-marked; gypsum bed 20-30’ thick. 
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Up to 

2500’ 

Light yellow sandstone with brown and light-dark 
gray shale; many coal beds; reddish clinker. 
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Embar

 eroded 

5-100’ 
White porous limestone. Reported 
gypsum bed; oil producer in Elk Basin 
field. 

Lebo Dark gray shale with orange to purple ironstone 
concretions and green-gray beds of altered volcanic 
ash. 
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Ten Sleep            

quadrant 

50-105’ White to buff cross-bedded soft 
sandstone; oil producer in Elk Basin 
field. 

tullock Light tan to yellow sandstone with brown shale and 
tan-gray siltstone; some coal and clinker. Amsden 

Alaska
 Bench 

Tyler 

150-350’ 
Red shales, white limestone, 
chart/limestones breccias; uranium 
mineralization; contains oil in Central 
Montana fields. 
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Hellcreek 300
1200’ 

Fresh water deposits of alternating sandstones and 
clay shales. 

Fox Hills 
Sandstone 

100-200’ Gray to yellowish sandstone and sandy shales. 
100-150’ Hard gray fossiliferous limestone; 

exposed in Snowy Mountains. 

Bear Paw 900’ 
Steel-gray to black marine shale containing a few 
grayish white and dark-red concretions and beds of 
bentonite. 

Judith River 200-400’ 
Fresh and brackish water deposits consisting of 
irregularly and thin-bedded gray clayey sand, 
sandstone, lignite clay and coal beds. 

5-100’ 
White to brick-red cross-bedded channel 
sandstone; produces oil in Central 
Montana Field. 

Cleggett 500’ 
Dark-browish-black marine shale containing 
persistent yellow calcareous concretionary beds; 
bentonite and tan sandstone in the upper part.
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Heath

 B
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G
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150
500’ 

Found in Central and Eastern Montana 
only. 
Heath: Black shales and black limestone; 
serves as source rock for petroleum in 
Central Montana oil/metalliferous shale 

Eagle 220’ Massive and thin-bedded buff to white sandstone, 
carboneous shale and coal beds. 

Telegraph 
Creek 

180-300’ 
Dark gray-black, thin beds of marine shale with 
thin sandstone members especially near the base; 
fossiliferous; gypsiferous. 

Otter 
Otter: Light green shales and limestone. 

Niobara 200’ 
Upper part mark lower lightish yellow to whiteish 
limestone. Kibbey Kibbey: Red to brown sandstones and 

shale; some gypsum. 

Carlisle 150-300’ 
Gray shales with thin shaly to silty sandstone layers, 
some bentonite, some ironstone concretions. 

Greenhorn 
600’ 

Black shales with hard, thin sandstone beds, buff-
light gray limestone layers in eastern Montana with 
interbedded calcareous shales, some bentonite. Mission 

Canyon

 M
ad
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on
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ro

up
 

600
1200’ 

Mission Canyon: Massive while or gray 
(marine) limestone. 

Frontier 150-500’ 
Alternating beds of gray to yellow sandstone and 
dark carbonaceous shales; contains bentonite beds 
in Carbon County.  Produces gas in Dry Creek field. 

Lodgepole Lodegpole: Thin bedded, cherty, 
fossileferous limestone, produces oil in 
Elk Basin Field. 

Mowry 180-325’ 
Hard light gray shales and thin-bedded sandstone; 
contains numerous fish scales; also bentonite mined 
in Carbon County. 

Three Forks 200-250’ Multicolored shales with thin dark 
limestone and yellow sandstone. 

Thermopolis 
700-760’ 

Upper and lower members are thick dark marine 
shales; middle member yellow-brown sandstone; 
shales have bentonite beds mined in Carbon County. 

Jefferson 50-600’ 
Brown to gray and black limestone and 
dolomite. 

Cloverly 

Kootenai 

160-500’ Upper member – Greybull sandstone; middle 
multicolored shale member; lower,Pryor 
conglomerate contains vertebrate fossils and 
petrified wood. Some uranium mineralization; gas 
producer in Dry Creek field.
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Big Horn 
Dolomite 

250

300’ 

Thin Bedded or massive limestones 
and dolomite; upper portion very 
fossiliferous.
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Morrison 150-200’ 
. 

Interbedded buff sandstone and gray-green shales; 
vertebrate fossils; some uranium mineralization 

C
A

M
B

R
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N
 

Gros Ventre 700’ 
Greenish and gray calcareous shales and 
colitic limestones. 

Swift 
10-300’ Green shales and fine-grained thin bedded brown or 

green sandstone; fossiliferous (marine). 
Flathead 

185’ 
Hard dense quartzite with red to brown 
sandstone. 

Rierdon 50-250’ Gray to green marine shales and thin limestone; 
fossiliferous. PreCambrian 

Gneisses and schists, exposed only near 
Dryhead area of East Pryor Mountain, 
and on top of Beartooth Mountains. 

Piper 

. 

0-150’ Red to green shales and limestone with some 
gypsum 
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2.1.3 Soil Resources 

Current Condition 
Soils in the planning area are derived mainly from sedimentary bedrock and alluvium. Differences in 
climate, parent material, topography, and erosional conditions result in soils with diverse physical and 
chemical properties. Following is an overview of the four geomorphic groups and associated soils present 
in the area. 

Geomorphic Group One, Shale and Sandstone Uplands 
These are soils of the shale and sandstone uplands occurring throughout the area. The depth of soils in this 
group will range from very shallow to deep, and their texture is mainly loamy in the surface layers with 
local areas of clayey or sandy textures. The number of rock fragments and amount of calcium carbonate 
(lime) in these soils will vary depending on the kind of bedrock found locally.  The terrain is usually 
gently rolling to very steep, highly-dissected landscapes. 

Geomorphic Group Two, Floodplains, Streams, Terraces, and Fans 
This group includes soils of the floodplains, stream terraces and fans found throughout the area. This 
group contains deep, nearly level to strongly sloping soils that are well drained to very poorly drained. 
Soil textures range from loamy fine sand to clay. The number of rock fragments will be more numerous 
along terrace edges near fast moving water areas. These soils are formed in alluvium dissected by incised 
water channels. 

Geomorphic Group Three, High Terraces and Benches 
This group includes the soils of high terraces and benches occurring mainly in Carbon, Musselshell and 
Yellowstone counties.  This group comprises deep, well drained souls on nearly level to moderately 
sloping terrain dissected by deep drainages. Their textures are mainly loamy or loamy-skeletal and high 
in calcium carbonate. These soils are formed in gravel out-wash and alluvium from mixed rock sources. 

Geomorphic Group Four, Mountains and Foothills: This group includes soils of the mountains 
(Beartooth, Bull, Crazy, Pryor and Snowy) and foothills areas within the planning area.  Soil depth 
runs from very shallow to deep, depending on proximity to outcrops. They are well-drained and are on 
gently sloping to very steep, dissected terrain. The texture is loamy or loamy-skeletal with high calcium 
carbonate in soils of the Pryor and Snowy Mountains. These soils are formed from material derived from 
sedimentary, igneous, and metamorphic rocks. 

Soil erosion potential and susceptibility to damage can be measured on three scales: Tfactor, Wind 
Erodibility Group, and Potential Fire Damage Hazard. Tfactor is an estimate of the maximum average 
annual rate of soil erosion by wind and/or water that can occur without affecting crop productivity over a 
sustained period. Soil loss is related to soil depth, ground cover, slope, calcium carbonate (lime) and low 
organic content matter in surface layers.  The rate is expressed in tons per acre per year.  Portions of the 
soils on BLM public land in the planning area have a high Tfactor of 1 (Map 3--Tfactor Soils).  In areas in 
Stillwater, Musselshell, and Wheatland counties, soil data inconsistencies may be due to differences in the 
scale of the surveys. Further data development should be pursued whenever possible. 

A Wind Erodibility Group (WEG) is a grouping of soils with similar properties affecting their 
susceptibility to wind erosion in cultivated areas. The soils assigned to group 1 are the most susceptible 
to wind erosion. Musselshell, Golden Valley, Yellowstone, and Stillwater counties contain the most wind 
erosion-susceptible soils in the planning area (Map 4--Wind Erodibility Group 1-3 Soils).  

The third rating indicates the potential hazard of damage to soil nutrient, physical, and biotic 
characteristics from fire. These ratings are based on texture of the surface layer, content of rock fragments 
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and organic matter in the surface layer, thickness of the surface layer, and slope.  The soils are described 
as having a low, moderate, or high potential for this kind of damage.  The ratings indicate an evaluation 
of the potential impact of prescribed fires or wildfires that are intense enough to remove the duff layer and 
consume organic matter in the surface layer. 

A rating of “low” indicates the soil has features that reduce its potential for fire damage. Good 
performance can be expected and little or no maintenance is needed. A “moderate” rating indicates 
that the soil has features that result in a moderate potential for fire damage. One or more soil properties 
are less than desirable, and fair performance can be expected. Some maintenance is needed. A “high” 
rating indicates that the soil has one or more properties that result in a high potential for fire damage. 
Overcoming the unfavorable properties requires special design, extra maintenance, and costly alteration. 
(Refer to Map 5--High Potential Fire Damage Hazard Soils). 

Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and that is also available for these uses (the land 
could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other land but not urban or built-up land or 
water areas). 

Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for the production of specifi c high-value 
food and fiber crops. The land has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and 
moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high-quality crops and/or high yields of a 
specific crop when the lands are treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods. 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) states that federal programs which contribute to the 
unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses will be minimized and shall 
be administered in a manner that, as practicable, are compatible with state and local government and 
private programs and policies to protect farmland. No Prime or Unique Farmlands are affected by actions 
or authorized actions on BLM public lands. 

Indicators 
No definitive data is available to gauge actual soil loss; however, grazing/range condition indicators show 
improvement in ground cover. Riparian areas also show improvement, and the majority of streams and 
rivers in the planning area show improvement in function and bank retention. 

Trends 
Improvement in range, riparian, and stream conditions combine to indicate a reduction in soil loss to 
hydrologic and wind elements over the planning area. 

Forecast 
Continued use of best management practices and adherence to the Standards for Rangeland Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota (1997) 
will increase ground cover and reduce soil damage and loss from headcuts and mass wasting, reducing 
sedimentation to streams and rivers, and maintain or improve soil condition and fertility. 

2.1.4 Water Resources 

Current Condition 
This section addresses both surface and groundwater quality and quantity.  Water resources are 
particularly important in the semi-arid environment that characterizes the planning area. The BLM 
manages water resources both for resource values (watershed health, wildlife, riparian, etc) and resource 
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uses (recreation, water supply, etc.) within the framework of applicable laws, regulations, and agency 
policies. 

Surface Water 
The BiFO manages approximately 1,002 miles of perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams. About 
three percent of this total has been designated as impaired by the State of Montana and EPA (29 miles).  
The primary pollutants affecting these streams are sediment, nutrients, specific conductance, riparian 
alterations, flow alterations, and temperature (Tables 2-6 and 2-7); with the primary sources being natural, 
grazing (rangeland and riparian), spills, channelization, and a loss of riparian habitat. 

While it appears that BLM management may, at least partially, be contributing to the impairment of five 
streams, the actual load from BLM public lands is undetermined. However, grazing and riparian impacts 
were identified as the primary sources of impairment for these water bodies. Four of these streams (Bad 
Canyon, Bear, SF Bridger, and Crooked creeks) all received a “Properly Functioning Condition” (PFC) 
rating during the 2005 and 2008 riparian inventories. This suggests that BLM-managed riparian habitats 
are in good condition and that the actual sources of impairment may be located off BLM-administered 
lands. The fifth stream, Silvertip Creek, was found to be in “non-functioning condition,” suggesting that 
BLM or actions authorized by BLM, are partially contributing to this streamʼs impairment. The following 
tables summarize the information from the 2006 305(b)/303(d) intergraded report. 

Table 2-5
 
Impaired Water Bodies (from 2006 Montana 303(d)/ 305(b) Intergraded Report)
 

4th Hydrologic Unit 
Code 

Stream Segment 
Within BLM Land 

Estimated 
Miles Within 
BLM Land 

Probable Impairment 
Type(s)A 

Probable 
Impairment 
Source(s)B 

Stillwater River Stillwater 0.3 1, 4, 14 5, 9, 12, 14, 15 
Bad Canyon Creek 4.5 12 2 

Clarks Fork Yellowstone Clarks Fork 0.4 1, 3, 4, 9, 10, 12, 13 3, 4, 12,13 
Silvertip 9.6 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 
SF Bridger 5.2 3, 16 8, 9, 12
 Bear Creek 0.7 1, 2, 3, 4, 12 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Upper Yellowstone Yellowstone 0.3 1, 3, 8 3, 9, 10, 16, 17, 
Boulder 0.14 1,2,4, 2,3,12 

Big Horn Lake Crooked Creek 3.2 13 2 
Middle Musselshell Musselshell 0.9 2, 10, 13 4, 6, 13, 18 

North Willow 3.5 1, 3, 4, 6, 15, 9, 11, 12 
Total  28.7 

A Cause: 
1 Nutrients 6 Specific Conductance 11 Toxic Organics 
2 Alteration of Streamside Vegetation 7 Turbidity 12 Harmful Algae 
3 Sediment 8 Total Dissolved Solids 13 Habitat Alterations 
4 Metals 9 Temperature 14 Cyanide 
5 Oxygen Depletion 10 Flow Alterations 15 Sulfates 

16 Arsenic 
B Source: 
1 Loss of Riparian Habitat 7 Impoundments 13 Streambank Modification 
2 Rangeland Grazing 8 Riparian Grazing 14 Hard Rock Mining 
3 Irrigated Crop Production 9 Natural 15 Post Fire Runoff 
4 Hydrologic Modification 10 Industrial Permitted 16 Feedlots 
5 AML 11 Spills 17 Municipal Discharge 
6 Channelization 12 Unknown 18 Agriculture 
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Table 2-6
 
Primary Causes of Impairments of Streams in the Billings Field Office
 

Pollutant Miles % of Total 

Sediment 
Nutrients 
Specifi c Conductance 
Alt. of Streamside Veg. 
Flow Alterations 
Temperature 
TDS 
Turbidity 
Oxygen Depletion 
Toxic 
Algae 
Arsenic 
Metals 
Habitat Alterations 
Sulfates 
Cyanide 

19.7 
14.8 
13.1 
11.2 
10.9 
10.0 
9.9 
9.6 
9.6 
9.6 
5.6 
5.2 
4.9 
4.5 
3.5 
.3 

69 
52 
46 
39 
38 
35 
35 
34 
34 
34 
20 
18 
17 
16 
12 
1 

Table 2-7
 
Primary Sources of Impairments of Streams in the Billings Field Office
 

Source Miles % of Total 

Natural 
Rangeland Grazing 
Riparian Grazing 
Spills 
Channelization 
Loss of Riparian Habitat 
Industrial Permitted 
Impoundments 
Unknown 
Hydrologic Modifications 
Irrigated Crop Production 
Streambank Modification 
AML
Agriculture 
Hard rock Mining 
Post Fire Runoff 
Feedlots 
Municipal Discharge 

18.9 
18.0 
14.8 
13.1 
10.5 
10.3 
9.9 
9.6 
9.4 
2.0 
1.4 
1.3 
1.0 
0.9 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

66 
63 
52 
46 
37 
36 
35 
34 
33 
07 
05 
05 
03 
03 
01 
01 
01 
01 
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Ground Water 
Ground water is a valuable resource in Montana and is vulnerable to the effects of nonpoint source (NPS) 
pollution. Depending on the setting, ground water can be intricately linked with surface water. Ground 
water is the primary source of drinking water for Montanans who live outside of city boundaries as well 
as those who are on public water systems in smaller towns. In many cases, ground water is also the 
primary source of water in streams and rivers during the fall and winter ʻbaseflow  ̓period and may be the 
primary source of lake water. Additionally, ground water is vital to wetlands and riparian areas. 

The planning area is underlain by sandstones and limestone which provide large quantities of water to 
wells and springs. In the northern portion of the area, wells drilled to the Kootenai Formation yield good 
volumes and quality water.  The Madison Limestone in the Pryor Mountains yields good quantities of 
water that is of quality suitable for domestic and agricultural use. In the Bull Mountains, ground water 
apparently occurs in perched aquifers and springs or seeps and is located near outcrops of the Mammoth-
Rehder coal bed. Water is not as dependable in the Bull Mountains as elsewhere in the region.  Water in 
springs is good quality with calcium, magnesium, and bicarbonate the principal ions. Deeper aquifers 
are present at depths that vary from 20 feet to several hundred feet. Deeper aquifers have water of lower 
quality with sodium and sulfate ions present. 

Wetlands and riparian areas can play a critical role in reducing nonpoint source pollution by intercepting 
surface runoff, subsurface flow, and certain ground water flows. Their role in water quality improvement 
includes processing, removing, transforming, and storing such pollutants as sediment, nitrogen, 
phosphorus, and certain heavy metals. Research also shows that riparian areas control the release of 
herbicides into surface waters (EPA 2005a). Thus, wetlands and riparian areas buffer receiving water 
from the effects of pollutants and/or prevent the entry of pollutants into receiving waters. It is important 
to consider that degradation of wetlands and riparian areas can inhibit their ability to treat NPS pollution, 
and degraded wetlands and riparian areas can also become sources of NPS pollution. Current wetland 
and riparian area conditions and management are described in the riparian section of this document. 

While no current monitoring data is available to assess ground water quality and quantity on BLM public 
lands in the planning area, those factors that affect ground water quality have shown improvement, 
indicating that ground water quality and quantity should also have improved. Factors that have improved 
are range condition, ground cover, and riparian and stream health. 

Indicators 

Surface Water 
Surface water runoff drains into the Yellowstone, Mussleshell, Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, Boulder, 
Stillwater, and Bighorn rivers (Table 2-8).  Each major stream is characterized by a dendritic pattern of 
tributary streams that range from ephemeral to perennial. 

A total maximum daily load (TMDL) is the allowable pollutant loading from all sources (point, nonpoint, 
and natural background) established at a level necessary to achieve compliance with applicable surface 
water quality standards. Streams in the planning area meet these standards except for those listed in 
Table 2-5 showing impaired water bodies.  The majority of impairment sources exist outside of BLM-
administered lands and come from agriculture production and natural sources. Continuing improvement 
in riparian and range conditions will reduce the impact from BLM-administered lands. 

Ground Water 
Ground water is a valuable resource in Montana that is vulnerable to the effects of NPS pollution.  No 
current, comprehensive, quantification, nor quality measurements have been made on ground waters 
occurring on BLM-administered lands. 
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Table 2-8
 
Annual Stream Flow Data
 

River/Stream Site Code Parameter name 
Period of Approved Daily-Mean 
(Water Year) 
From To Count 

BigHorn at St. Xavier, MT 06287000 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1935 2008 27028 

Boulder near Big Timber, Mt 06200000 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1947 2008 22009 

Clarksfork Yellowstone near  
Edgar,MT 

06208500 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1921 2008 25631 

Clarksfork Yellowstone near  
Belfry25631,MT 

06207500 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1921 2008 31838 

Musselshell near Roundup, MT 06126500 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1946 2008 27768 

Mussleshell near Musselshell, MT 06127500 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1928 2009 19642 

Stillwater near Absarokee, MT 06205000 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1910 2008 27135 

Yellowstone near Billings, MT 06214500 
Discharge Cubic feet/ 
sec 

1904 2008 29708 

* USGS National Water Information System:  http://waterdata.usgs.gov/mt/nwis/current?type=flow 

Water Rights 
In 1979, BLM began filing water rights applications and claims with the State of Montana; Department of 
Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC). These water claims are either provisional permits or prior 
use claims. Water right applications have been filed on reservoirs, springs, and wells. The resource area 
will continue to apply for Montana state water use permits on all proposed water developments. 

Dewatering, that occurs from irrigation along rivers and streams and from developed wells, reduces 
available stream fl ows for fisheries and degrades riparian and wetlands. Development of ground water 
wells and springs for human and livestock lower the water table, likely reducing the base levels in streams 
and lakes. 

Trends 

Historical meteorological data, as well as evidence from the geologic record, suggest that climate 
conditions have been highly variable in the region, punctuated by prolonged cycles of drought. Current 
data demonstrates that climate is changing over the earth; however, predictions of regional changes are 
not reliable at this point. The effects on water resources will change with climate change, and adaptive 
management will provide the best strategy for meeting needs and challenges. 

Increased public recreation on public lands may result in a small increased demand for water resources. 
Increased recreational use, including road travel and OHV use, will increase stream bank erosion and 
degradation. Current development of potable water facilities for recreational use is negligible. 

Improved adaptive management of watersheds through multidisciplinary approaches would be expected 
to lead to gradual and widespread improvements in water quality and watershed condition. Water quality 
would be expected to improve as the impacts of surface-disturbing activities on vegetation cover are 
reduced through implementation of best management practices in riparian areas. 
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Ground Water 
As more people build adjacent to public lands, demand for quality water sources, especially ground water, 
will increase. Actions on public lands have the potential to affect ground water availability and quality, 
both on public and private lands. Ground water may travel through aquifers and subsurface layers, 
affecting water quality and quantities for long distances.  The impact on available water for humans as 
well as to small lakes and streams from actions on BLM lands is unknown. The same is true for the 
impacts to BLM-administered lands resulting from actions on private lands. 

As more people move into the areas near BLM public lands, the associated increase in septic systems and 
management actions (insecticides/herbicides, grazing practices, and agricultural use) have the potential to 
impact subsurface water quality and quantity on public lands. 

Coal development is occurring in the Bull Mountains, and the potential exists for development in the 
Joliet/Fromberg, Bridger Field, and Bear Creek areas.  Planned coal mining operations are underground 
and will affect ground water availability and quality in the area. 

Forecast 

Surface Water 
The utilization and management of other resources discussed in this document have a signifi cant impact 
on surface water quality and availability. Most of these resources have some potential for land disturbance 
that could increase erosion and sedimentation to streams, rivers, and/or lakes. Some of the impacts 
to streams include decreased riparian vegetation, increased channel erosion, reduced stream channel 
stability, temperature changes, dewatering, and poor water quality.  Abandoned mine land, hazardous 
materials, and mineral extraction also have the potential to release metals and other chemical constituents 
that could exceed water quality standards. 

Actions on BLM public lands have the potential to affect both surface and ground water qualities and 
availability.  Demand for drinking water supplied by surface sources will increase as the population 
increases along the river corridors. Fisheries, riparian areas, and wetlands may be impacted, both in 
quality and quantity, by an increase in the number of people living near or adjacent to public lands and by 
an increase in recreational uses. 

Prescribed fire and wildland fire will affect water quality for the short term.  The Fuels Management Plan 
EA/Amendment for the MT/DAKs (July 2003) makes the assumption that water quality is less impacted 
by prescribed fire than wildland fire. Increased fuels reduction using prescribed fire will reduce the size 
and intensities of wildland fires and reduce their impacts to water quality. 

The number and intensities of wildland fires would be expected to increase due to conditions related to 
the exclusion of fire and climate change. Recent fires have increased in number, size, and severity over 
the last decade. In the short term, the loss of vegetation due to wildland fires will increase nutrient and silt 
loads in streams, lakes, and ponds. 

The improvement of riparian habitat, stream bank stability, and channel condition through grazing BMPs 
is well-documented in the literature (Mosley et al. 1997). Water quality and availability should remain 
good, and the impacts associated with BLM-administered land actions should be minimized through 
continued project management. Impaired streams and water quality is expected to remain unchanged or 
improve. 

As more people move into the areas near BLM public lands, the associated increase in septic systems and 
management actions (insecticides/herbicides, grazing practices, and agricultural use) have the potential to 
impact subsurface water quality and quantity on public lands. Coal development is occurring in the Bull 
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Mountains and the potential exists for development in the Joliet/Fromberg, Bridger Field, and Bear Creek 
areas. Planned coal mining operations are underground and will affect ground water availability and 
quality in the localized area. 

Ground Water 
Climate change refers to any change in climate over time, whether due to natural variability or as a result 
of human activity (IPCC, 2007). The potential consequences of climate change have been identifi ed as 
major issues facing the availability of groundwater resources in the US (Alley and others, 1999). 

Wildland and prescribed fire have the potential to impact ground water availability both positively and 
negatively by removing ground cover resulting in additional runoff, and by and reducing transpiration 
losses from overstocking thereby increasing ground water levels. Increased use of prescribed fi re will 
reduce the amount ground water lost to excessive runoff due to wildland fire. 

Flood Plains 
Compliance with federal and Montana laws and policies at the project level should minimize effects 
on the flood plains and downstream integrity and water quality. Construction of federal structures and 
facilities to be in accordance with the standards and criteria and to be consistent with the intent of those 
promulgated under the National Flood Insurance Program Lease or conveyance of federal property to 
non-federal entities. 

2.1.5 Vegetative Communities 

Forests and Woodlands 

Current Conditions 
Forested areas in the planning area are a composite of the evergreen conifer and deciduous forest types 
that occur throughout Montana. Species dominance varies with altitude, latitude, slope aspect, or other 
topographical position, soil characteristics, and climatic regime. The important tree species in the 
planning area include: ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, limber pine, Douglas fi r, subalpine fi r, Engelmann 
spruce, aspen, and cottonwoods. Rocky Mountain juniper is the predominant woodland species found 
throughout the planning area. 

Forest and woodland areas were delineated utilizing the Landscape Fire and Resource Management 
Planning Tools Project, also known as LANDFIRE.  There are 22 separate forest and woodland habitat 
communities within the planning area mapped through LANDFIRE and identified as existing vegetation 
types (EVTs) as described in an ecological classification database system known as NatureServe. The 
primary forest and woodland ecological systems comprise 7.6 percent of the planning area and are defined 
in Table 2-9. 

Most public lands exist in scattered ownership patterns, with the exception of the PMWHR in the 
southeast portion of Carbon County and the Twin Coulee WSA in the northern part of Golden Valley 
County.  Much of the timber exists in isolated parcels with limited or no public access. Timber sales are 
generally negotiated sales in response to salvage logging from wildland fires and public demand where 
timber harvest is taking place on adjacent private lands where access and move-in costs can be managed. 
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Table 2-9
 
Forest and Woodland Vegetation Type by Percent and Characteristic Species
 

Forest and Woodland 
Ecological System and 

Community Name 

Total % 
Vegetation Cover 
for Planning Area 

% of Forest/ 
Woodland Cover 
in Planning Area Acreage 

Predominant Woody 
Characteristic Species 

Northwestern Great Plains-
Black Hills Ponderosa Pine 
Woodland and Savanna & 
Associated Ponderosa Pine 
Communities 

3% 42% 13,400 
Pinus ponderosa 
Juniperus scopulorum 

Middle Rocky Mountain 
Montane Douglas fi r Forest 
and Woodland/ Pseudotsuga 
menziesii Forest Alliance 

2% 24% 7,800 

Pseudotsuga menziesii 
Pinus contorta 
Abies lasiocarpa 

Northern Rocky Mountain Dry-
Mesic Montane Mixed Conifer 
Forest 

1% 14% 4,600 

Pinus contorta 
Pseudotsuga menziesii 
Picea engelmannii 
Abies lasiocarpa 

Rocky Mountain Foothill 
Limber Pine-Juniper Woodland 

1% 12% 3,800 
Pinus flexilis 
Juniperus scopulorum 

Other Forest and Woodland 
Ecological Systems and 
Communities 

0.6% 8% 2,500 

Populus tremuloides 
Juniperus scopulorum 
Juniperus osteosperma 
Pinus contorta 
Picea engelmannii 
Populus deltoids 

TOTAL 7.6% 100% 
32,100 
(427,588 BLM Total Veg Acres) 

*NatureServe. 2008 and LANDFIRE National Existing Vegetation Type layer. (2006) 

The following is a list and description of the various tree species which make up the EVTs in the planning 
area. 

Aspen (Populus tremuloides) 
Aspen makes up a small percentage of the vegetative community types in the planning area and are found 
as small groves within the mountain coniferous forest communities. Aspen stands are most abundant 
along the Beartooth and Absaroka mountains.  They usually support a dense understory of mixed grasses 
and forbs with an occasional shrub component. 

Aspen vigorously re-sprout following fire and are often an early seral stage species in forested 
communities. Many of the aspen stands along the Beartooth and Absaroka mountains appear to be climax 
aspen stands. Many show evidence of invasion by shade-tolerant conifers, which may eventually replace 
the aspen. Removal of the conifers would promote aspen regeneration (Howard, Janet L. 1996. Populus 
tremuloides. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online].  USDA, FS, Rocky Mountain Research 
Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory [Producer]). 
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Douglas fi r (Psuedotsuga menziesii) 
Douglas fir occurs on the north slopes in the Pryor Mountain area and throughout the Beartooth and 
Absaroka mountain areas. This forest type is generally found in steep north or northeast facing drainages 
at the middle elevations in the planning area. The soils are usually shallow, and the slopes are colder and 
moister than the surrounding habitat. Douglas fir is found intermixed with limber pine, ponderosa pine, 
lodgepole pine, and aspen. 

Numerous acres of Douglas fir throughout the management area are found to be infested with spruce 
budworm. Most infestation areas are in older stands, decadent stands, or both. (Steinberg, Peter D. 2002. 
Pseudotsuga menziesii var. glauca. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online]. USDA, FS, Rocky 
Mountain Research Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory [Producer]). 

Limber pine (Pinus flexilis) 
Limber pine occurs on warm, dry sites at low and middle elevations primarily in the Pryor, Beartooth, 
and Absaroka mountain areas.  Sparse pockets occur intermingled with shrublands located throughout 
the entire southern portion of the planning area. Limber pine is often found intermingled with other pine 
or shrubs, most commonly Douglas fir and lodgepole pine at the higher elevations, and juniper and/or 
sagebrush at the lower elevations. (Johnson, Kathleen A. 2001. Pinus flexilis. In: Fire Effects Information 
System, [Online]. USDA, FS, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory (Producer). 

Lodgepole pine (pinus contorta) 
Lodgepole pine within the planning area occurs in three different ecological roles: 1) as a seral species 
to more shade-tolerant tree species; 2) as a relatively stable co-dominant with one or more other 
species (persistent); and 3) as the only tree layer dominant (persistent or climax). Found primarily in 
the Absaroka, Beartooth, and Pryor mountain areas, lodgepole pine grows with nearly all of the other 
mountain conifers in its range and often forms dense, nearly pure stands. Pure lodgepole pine stands 
frequently result after repeated fires and where there is no seed source for other species. In pure stands 
of lodgepole pine, there is seldom an understory of reproduction, though in low-density stands there 
may be younger trees in the understory. Mixed stands of lodgepole pine and other species are also 
common, especially stands of lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, and subalpine fir at higher elevations, 
and stands of lodgepole pine and Douglas fir and/or limber pine at mid-to-lower elevations. In mixed 
stands, the overstory may be either pure lodgepole pine or may contain a mix of the above-mentioned 
conifer species, with the more shade-tolerant climax species in the understory.  Lodgepole pine invades 
dry meadows and sites previously dominated by big sagebrush. However, lodgepole pine is primarily 
an aggressive pioneer on disturbed sites, with its occurrence due largely to fire. This is visible in various 
successional stages of homogeneous stands throughout the Beartooth and Pryor mountain areas. 

In fire-generated stands of similar age (seral stands), trees become susceptible to mountain pine beetle 
attack at approximately the same time, resulting in large-scale infestations.  Where lodgepole pine is 
persistent or climax, mountain pine beetle infests and kills most large lodgepole pine.  The openings 
created by beetle kills are seeded by lodgepole pine, and the cycle is repeated as other trees reach the 
size and phloem thickness conducive to beetle populations. Mountain pine beetle and other nonfire 
disturbances effectively thin the larger size classes.  When combined with patchy fire spread, this 
complex disturbance regime results in multi-storied, mosaic stands, consisting of different age and size 
classes. The overall effect is chronic infestations of mountain pine beetle due to the constant food source 
(Anderson, Michelle D. 2003. Pinus contorta var. latifolia. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online].  
USDA, FS, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory [Producer]). 

Subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa) 
Subalpine fir exists at the higher elevations in wetter precipitation zones, generally occupying cold and 
higher mountain forests in the Absaroka, Beartooth, and Pryor mountain areas. 
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Subalpine fir is a middle-to upper elevation mountain conifer.  It generally occupies sites with a short 
growing season caused by cold winters, cool summers, frequent summer frosts, and heavy snowpack. It 
forms extensive forests between warm and dry lower elevation forests of Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, or 
Engelmann spruce, and higher elevation alpine tundra. At its lower elevational limits, subalpine fi r is 
often restricted to stream bottoms, ravines, frosty basins, or north exposures. In the Pryor Mountains, 
subalpine fir is commonly found intermingled with limber pine at mid-to-lower elevations. It increasingly 
occupies westerly and easterly aspects with increasing elevation and may occupy all aspects at upper 
timberline. 

Most subalpine fir stands throughout the planning area are in some stage of infestation of fir beetles and 
spruce budworm. Extended periods of drought and decadent stands contribute to the insect proliferation. 
Subalpine fir is attacked by numerous insects; the most destructive seem to be the western spruce 
budworm. Subalpine fir is one of the most common hosts of the western spruce budworm. This pest 
generally attacks low and middle elevation subalpine fir forests but is largely absent from high elevation 
forests. Other insect pests include the Douglas fir tussock moth, western black-headed budworm, and fir 
engraver beetle (Uchytil, Ronald J. 1991. Abies lasiocarpa. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online]. 
USDA, FS, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory [Producer]). 

Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) 
The interior ponderosa pine/bunchgrass type is the most common association throughout the planning 
area. It is characterized by open grassland interspersed with widely spaced trees. Under pristine 
conditions, the tree canopy usually covers no more than 25 percent of the ground. Throughout the 
planning area, stand structure becomes increasingly savanna-like at lower elevations and forested at 
higher elevations. In the central portions of the planning area, the interior ponderosa pine type merges 
into plains grassland at lower elevations and limber pine at higher elevations. Limber pine, Douglas fir, 
and Rocky Mountain juniper are common overstory associates. 

Interior ponderosa pine is the only forest tree in southeastern Montana and forms several diverse habitats. 
On dry sites, it supports an understory of plains grassland species. Understories are typically dense on 
wetter sites and include species characteristic of Pacific ponderosa pine forests to the west (Arno, Stephen 
F. 1979. Forest Regions of Montana. Res. Pap. INT-218. Ogden, UT: USDA, FS, Intermountain Forest 
and Range Experiment Station. 39 p. [340]). 

Poplar Species (Populas deltoids) 
Cottonwood species are found in the wetter drainage bottoms; the largest concentrations are found along 
the Yellowstone, Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, Boulder, Bighorn, and Musselshell rivers. Many of 
the stands are mature or over-mature and in decline. Regeneration is poor and exacerbated by domestic 
animals, encroachment of noxious and undesirable species and wildlife. (Taylor, Jennifer L. 2001. 
Populus deltoides. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online]. USDA, FS, Rocky Mountain Research 
Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory [Producer]). 

Climate Conditions 
Trees and forests are adapted to specific climate conditions, and as climate warms, forests will change. 
These changes could include changes in species, geographic range, health, and productivity.  If conditions 
also become drier, the current range and density of forests could be reduced and replaced by grasslands 
and pasture. Even a warmer and wetter climate could lead to changes (refer to Figure 2-6, Precipitation 
Trends).  Trees that are better adapted to these conditions, such as fir and spruce, would thrive. Under 
these conditions, forests could become denser. These changes could occur within one or over many 
lifetimes, particularly if change is accelerated by other stresses such as fire, pests, and diseases. Some of 
these stresses would themselves be worsened by a warmer and drier climate. 

With changes in climate, the extent of forested areas in Montana may change little or could decline by as 
much as 15-30 percent. The uncertainties depend on many factors, including whether soils become drier 
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and, if so, how much drier. Hotter, drier weather could increase the frequency and intensity of wildfires, 
threatening both property and forests. Drier conditions could reduce the range and health of lodgepole 
and Douglas fir forests and increase their susceptibility to fire. Grass and rangelands could expand into 
previously forested areas along the eastern slope of the Rocky Mountains and into some of the western 
valleys. Milder winters could increase the likelihood of insect outbreaks and of subsequent wildfi res in 
the dead fuel left after such an outbreak. These changes would affect the character of Montana forests 
and the activities that depend on them. (United States Environmental Protection Agency Office of Policy, 
Planning and Evaluation (2111) EPA 230-F-97-008z, September 1997). 

Figure 2-6 
Precipitation Trends 

Precipitation Trends from 1900 to Present 

Source: Karl et al. (1996) 

Indicators 
Extended drought and wildland fire exclusion have created conditions ideal for insect infestation in large 
portions of the forested areas in the planning area. No quantified data has been collected to document 
insect and disease levels; however, field observations indicate the following: 

• 	 Mountain pine beetle has been identified in the Absaroka and Beartooth mountains. 
• 	 Western pine beetle infestations have been noted in the ponderosa pine north of Billings, 


Montana.
 
• 	 Spruce bud worm infestation has been identified in the Absaroka, Beartooth and Pryor mountains. 
• 	 Dwarf mistletoe has been noted and documented in isolated stands of ponderosa pine on Green 

Mountain in the Boulder River Drainage. 

Present levels of insect infestation are low to moderate, but have the potential to become epidemic under 
present conditions. 

Wind events that result in heavy concentrations of trees blowing over or being damaged is wide- spread 
in the Beartooth and Absaroka mountains, primarily affecting lodgepole pine stands.  Concentrations of 
wind damaged and fallen trees contribute to bark-beetle infestation potential. Beetles from surrounding 
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areas are commonly attracted to such abundant concentrations of dead and down trees (Bark Beetles 
and Wood Borers USDA FS, SW Oregon FHP Service Center; [Online] http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/nr/ 
fid/widweb/wid-bb.shtml . Wind-damaged and fallen trees serve as food sources and over-wintering 
habitat for several bark beetles, including mountain pine beetle, Douglas fir beetle, and spruce beetle. 

Trends 
Overall health is in decline for many conifer stands within the planning area. Prolonged drought and 
overstocking have created an ideal environment for increased mortality caused by insect and disease 
epidemics. An increase in mountain pine beetle activity in lodgepole stands has been noted and spruce 
budworm damage is present in Douglas fir stands along the Beartooth, Absaroka, and Pryor mountain 
areas. 

Many of the stands in the ponderosa pine forests in the lower elevations are overstocked and with an 
increasing understory of juniper. An increase in western pine beetle activity has been noted in ponderosa 
pines throughout the planning area. An infestation of tussock moth appears to have peaked in Stillwater 
County.  Regeneration is encroaching into historic meadows. 

Aspen clones are in decline in many areas due to drought, disease, and conifer encroachment. The 
exception to this trend exists in areas where recent wildland fire has occurred. Aspen regeneration is good 
where fuel loading was low to moderate and poor in areas where heavy fuel loading led to increased fire 
intensities. 

Composition and structural changes are occurring throughout the forested areas. Tree density has 
increased due to growth in the understory, favoring stand replacement fires. Competition for nutrients, 
sunlight, and water is weakening trees of all age classes and decreasing overall forest health. 

Forecast 
Lack of management and the exclusion of fire have left the forests largely decadent and in decline.  Trees 
weakened by extended drought and competition for sunlight and water will continue to be infested by 
insects and disease and could reach epidemic levels. Forest composition and structure will continue to 
change toward decadence and loss of proper function. 

Forest composition and structure will change toward climax species with a denser understory.  The 
continued aging of unmanaged forests will create additional fuels on the ground. If fires occur before the 
fuel loadings are heavy, they may create openings in dense stands for regeneration and improved wildlife 
habitat. This is the natural cycle in uneven-aged timber types, such as spruce/fir, ponderosa/juniper, and 
Douglas fi r forests. 

Where fuel loadings become heavy or extreme, fires will likely be stand- replacing. This is historically 
what occurs in lodgepole pine and aspen stands. The scale of these fires can be thousands of acres, as 
evidenced by the current natural lodgepole pine forests, with a very small age range between the oldest 
and youngest trees in a stand. The continued trend in drought conditions could further upset the diversity 
and health of forests. 

Beetle epidemics in lodgepole pine and Douglas fir are part of a natural cycle encouraged by drought, 
overstocking, and other factors. Since these forests have adapted to disturbance as part of the ecosystem 
process, there is little threat of ecological collapse or loss of ecological function from an epidemic. Short-
term changes can be dramatic and substantial, but forests are anticipated to regenerate and thrive again. 
Disturbance becomes problematic when it threatens the uses for which we manage the forest. 

Large scale forest mortality may increase wildfire hazard and severity which could signifi cantly modify 
water yield or quality, alter key wildlife habitat, and impact local economies and infrastructure. Forest 
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management activities could influence profound shifts in age class structure, species diversity, and the 
amount of live verses dead biomass, either remaining or potentially removed. 

Forest health and timber stand improvement activities will continue to be emphasized. Forest activities 
will be designed to reduce the scope and intensity of existing disease and/or insect epidemics and to 
reduce the hazard of large scale high intensity wildfires. 

As increases in forest density and decadence continue, the probability of insect and disease epidemics 
amplify.  This further stresses the importance of implementing programs to improve timber stands and 
reestablish healthy forest conditions. As wildfires continue to impact forest stands within the planning 
area, there will be the potential for large quantities of saw log and pulpwood products.  

The development of biomass and other markets for dead and/or harvested trees is essential to forest 
management. The economic viability of harvest, transportation, and handling is essential to managing 
maturing forests. The demand for fuelwood within the planning area continues to increase.  Although 
the availability of harvestable fuelwood is also increasing, current management of fuelwood areas is not 
adequate to keep up with demand largely due to the lack of legal public access. 

Rangelands 

Current Condition 
Vegetation communities range from subalpine meadows existing in an annual average precipitation zone 
of 20+ inches on top of the Pryor Mountains to Red desert saltbush communities receiving less than nine 
inches in southern Carbon County.  Due to this diversity, vegetation will be addressed in broad terms. 
Vegetation will vary between and within types due to local factors including soils, aspect, precipitation, 
elevation, slope, and ecological condition. 

Vegetation can be grouped into three broad geographic zones in the planning area.  They are the Eastern 
Sedimentary Plains, Western Sedimentary Plains, and Foothills and Mountains (refer to Map 6-
Vegetation).  

The Eastern Sedimentary Plains zone encompasses the area between the Musselshell and Yellowstone 
rivers and east of the Roundup-Billings highway.  This area includes approximately 110,000 acres of 
public land and is within the 10-14 inch precipitation zone. This is primarily a sagebrush/grassland 
vegetative type consisting of big sagebrush, bunch grasses and western wheatgrass. Also included in this 

zone is a ponderosa pine/grassland type. 

The Western Sedimentary Plains zone includes a variety of vegetative types. This zone takes in 
essentially all of northern Musselshell, Golden Valley, Wheatland, and western Yellowstone counties, 
those portions of Stillwater and Sweet Grass counties north of the Yellowstone River, and the Clarks 
Fork valley and triangle area in Carbon County.  Precipitation ranges from five to 20 inches. Collectively, 
this zone encompasses approximately 260,000 acres of public land. Vegetation consists primarily of 
sagebrush/grassland and grassland types, though it does include the red desert/saltbush type on the 
Wyoming border in southern Carbon County, as well as some areas of ponderosa pine/grassland type 
vegetation. 

The remaining 55,000 acres of public land are located in the Foothills and Mountain zone. This zone 
includes the Pryor Mountains, north face of the Beartooth Mountains, and the south face of the Big 
Snowy Mountains. 
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The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS--formerly the Soil Conservation Service) developed 
site-specific “Technical Range Site Guides” that apply to each of the broad regions. The guides describe 
the expected soil and vegetative characteristics that should be found on individual range sites and the 
expected departure in condition with respect to varying degrees of management. The information 
contained in the guides has been used extensively in local planning efforts, including AMPs.  

Land Cover Types 
The Landscape Fire and Resource Management Planning Tools Project (commonly referred to as 
LANDFIRE) was used to delineate rangelands and identify them as existing vegetation types (EVTs).  
Nomenclature follows that of The Nature Conservancyʼs ecological classification database system known 
as NatureServe. Data will be maintained and updated by the BiFO. 

Vegetation coverage in the planning area consists primarily of grassland and shrublands, making up about 
87 percent of the approximately 427,588 BLM surface acres in the planning area (Table 2-10 and Map 
6). Forests and riparian/wetland vegetation areas are also locally important vegetation cover types in the 
planning area, but only comprise about 11 percent of the area.  The remaining two percent of the planning 
area falls into the Urban and Agricultural Lands typified by crested wheatgrass seedings. 

Table 2-10 
Vegetation Types in the Planning Area 

Vegetation Type Percent Characteristic Species 

Urban and Agricultural Lands 2% Agricultural, Introduced herbaceous grasses. 

Grasslands 31% Wheatgrasses, Gramma grasses, Needle grasses. 

Shrublands 56% 
Wyoming Big Sage, Basin Big Sage, Black 
Sage, Saltbush and Greasewood. 

Forests and Woodlands 7.5% (see forestry/woodland section) 

Riparian/Wetlands 3.5% (see riparian/wetland section) 

Urban and Agricultural Lands 
This land cover type comprises about 8,550 acres (two percent) of the planning area. This land cover type 
is covered by 30 percent or more of non-native species, including introduced and/or noxious weeds. Total 
vegetative cover ranges from 20 to 80 percent. Crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum) and yellow 
sweet clover (Melilotus officianalis) are introduced species that have been widely used for rangeland 
pasture improvement. These areas are often used for early-season livestock grazing. 

Grasslands 
This land cover type comprises about 132,552 acres (31 percent) of the planning area. Of the 13 cover 
types identified in the planning area, 82 percent of the acreage falls into the Northwestern Great Plains 
Mixedgrass Prairie, which is dominated by short and medium height grasses and forbs. Characteristic 
species include bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum), western wheatgrass (A. smithii), blue grama 
(Bouteloua gracilis), little bluestem (Schizachrium scoparium.), green needlegrass (Stipa viridula), 
needleandthread (S. comata), prairie junegrass (Koliria cristata), sun and threadleaf sedge (Carex. spp.) 
Associated forbs include the phlox, buckwheat, vetch and sagewort species. Forage production ranges 
from 800 to 2,200 lbs/acre. This cover type is most representative of the short and mid-grass prairie of the 
northern Great Plains. 

35
 



 

 

 

 

  

Shrublands 
This land cover type comprises 239,449 acres (56 percent) of the planning area. There are 15 different 
shrubland cover types mapped in the planning area; however, the two major land cover types are the 
Inter-Mountain Big Sagebrush Shrubland and the Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe.  
Together, they represent a majority (about 65 percent) of the total shrubland acreage. Shrublands occur 
in monotypic or mixed stands of Wyoming big sage (Artemisia tridentata var. wyomingensis), basin big 
sagebrush (A. tridentata var. tridentata ), mountain big sagebrush (A. vaseyana), and black sagebrush (A. 
nova). Perennial and ephemeral drainages shrub species commonly include silver sage (A. Cana), and 
greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus). Sagebrush is the most important cover type in the planning area. 
Sagebrush species may cover 20 to 80 percent of the land surface. Associated grass species are similar to 
Northwestern Great Plains Mixedgrass Prairie. 

Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines For Livestock Management 

Note: These standards and guidelines apply to the Miles City and Billings Field Offices 

In August 1997, the Montana/Dakotas Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing (S&Gs) became effective for all BLM lands in Montana/Dakotas.  Standards describe the 
conditions needed to sustain public land health and apply to all uses of public lands. Rangeland health is 
the minimum ecological standard, independent of the rangelandʼs use and how it is managed. If rangeland 
health is protected, a variety of uses could be appropriate for any particular rangeland. Standards apply 
to rangeland health and not to the important by-products of healthy rangelands such as more fi sh, higher 
livestock weaning weights, regional social and cultural values, increased timber production, economic 
viability of livestock operations, or higher numbers of game animals. It is the sustainability of the 
processes of rangeland health that produces these social values and commodities. The S&Gs are intended 
to maintain healthy and productive public rangelands that are essential to support long-term grazing and 
stable communities that rely on the land. Standards are measurable levels of resource quality, condition, 
or function upon which management decisions are based. It is the BLMʼs policy to achieve rangeland 
health standards through management of existing uses when feasible. Standards provide the technical and 
scientific basis for measuring progress towards healthy productive rangelands. Standards are not expected 
to recreate theoretical “pristine” rangeland conditions that may have existed before livestock grazing 
began. It is assumed that most areas will be grazed unless thereʼs no way to graze them and still achieve 
standards or that the area is dedicated to other uses such as campgrounds, mining, and cultural/historical 
sites, such as Pompeys Pillar. 

At a minimum, state or regional standards must address: watershed function; nutrient cycling and energy 
flow; water quality; habitat for endangered, threatened, proposed, Candidate 1 or 2 or SSS; and habitat 
quality for native plant and animal populations and communities. 

Guidelines for grazing management are the types of grazing management methods and practices 
determined to be appropriate to ensure that standards can be met or that significant progress can be made 
toward meeting standards. Guidelines are best management practices (BMP), treatments, techniques, 
and implementation of range improvements that will help achieve rangeland health standards. Guidelines 
are flexible and are applied on site-specific situations. Guidelines may be adapted or changed when 
monitoring or other information indicates the guidelines are not effective or a better means of meeting 
applicable standards exist. 

The grazing regulations under 43 CFR 4180.2(e) requires that minimum state or regional guidelines 
developed must address a list of attributes: 

• maintain or promote adequate amounts of vegetative ground cover; 
• maintain or promote subsurface soil conditions; 
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• 	 maintain, improve or restore riparian-wetland functions; 
• 	 maintain or promote stream channel morphology; 
• 	 maintain or promote appropriate kinds and amounts of soil organisms, plants and 

animals; 
• 	 promote the opportunity for seedling establishment; 
• 	 maintain, restore, enhance water quality; 
• 	 restore, maintain or enhance T&E habitat; 
• 	 restore, maintain, enhance T&E candidate and SSS habitat; 
• 	 maintain or promote native populations and their communities; 
• 	 emphasize native species in the support of ecological function; 
• 	 only incorporate the use of non-native plant species when native species are not available 

or are incapable of achieving proper functioning condition. 

Indicators 
Rangelands are assessed according to Land Health Standard 2 – Uplands are in proper functioning 
condition (PFC). This means that soils are stable and provide for the capture, storage, and safe release of 
water appropriate to soil type, climate, and landform. The amount and distribution of ground cover (e.g., 
litter, live and standing dead vegetation, micro-biotic crusts, and rocks/gravel) for identifi ed ecological 
site(s) or soil plant associations are appropriate for soil stability.  Evidence of accelerated erosion in 
the form of rills and/or gullies, erosional pedestals, flow patterns, physical soil crusts/surface sealing, 
and compaction layers below the soil surface is minimal. Ecological processes including hydrologic 
cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow are maintained and support healthy biotic populations. Plants are 
vigorous, biomass production is near potential, and there is a diversity of species characteristic of and 
appropriate to the site. 

As indicated by: 

Physical Environment - erosional flow patterns, surface litter, soil movement by water and wind, 
infiltration, soil crusting and surface sealing, compaction layer, rills, gullies, cover amount, and cover 
distribution. 

Biotic Environment - community diversity, community structure, exotic plants, photosynthesis activity, 
plant status, seed production, recruitment, and nutrient cycle. 

Trends 
The BiFO is in the process of completing land health assessments to evaluate all of the Rangeland 
Health Standards. Land health assessments are done on an allotment by allotment basis and occur on 
all allotments scheduled for grazing permit renewal each year. Table 2.11 identifies allotments that 
have current land health assessments completed and the resulting Standards Conformance Review 
Determinations. 
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Table 2-11 

Standards Conformance Review Determinations
 

Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

30 MILE 05345 NONE Determination Not Complete 
ADOLPH IND 04908 8/10/2004 All Standards Are Met 
ADOLPH IND. 04969 6/20/2002 All Standards Are Met 
AIRPORT FLATS 05555 NONE Determination Not Complete 
ALEC ROY ROAD 04920 6/5/2006 All Standards Are Met 
ALKALI CREEK EAST 04954 8/13/2003 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
ALKALI CREEK WEST 04945 6/5/2007 All Standards Are Met 
ALLEN CREEK 05363 6/7/2000 All Standards Are Met 
ANDERSON IND 09654 6/22/2000 All Standards Are Met 
ARKANSAS SPRING 09844 6/28/2007 Uplands - livestock 
BACHELDER 04122 NONE Determination Not Complete 
BAD CANYON 05585 6/1/2004 All Standards Are Met 
BALLEK INDIVIDUAL 05354 6/3/2004 All Standards Are Met 
BASIN 05340 6/26/2001 All Standards Are Met 
BAUWENS, EVELYN 04117 NONE Determination Not Complete 
BAUWENS, J 04108 6/26/2003 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
BAUWENS, RICK 05206 7/24/2002 All Standards Are Met 
BEAR CHIP COULEE 00955 7/23/2007 All Standards Are Met 
BEAR CREEK 04148 6/6/2006 All Standards Are Met 
BEDFORD 09661 8/2/2000 All Standards Are Met 
BEEHIVE ROCK 05548 7/24/1999 All Standards Are Met 
BEEHIVE SCHOOL 05562 7/19/2007 All Standards Are Met 
BELLION CREEK 05403 NONE Determination Not Complete 
BEQUETTE 05566 1/19/1999 All Standards Are Met 
BIG CANYON 05581 NONE Determination Not Complete 
BIG WALL ROAD 04980 6/12/2006 All Standards Are Met 
BIGYELL 05565 8/4/2004 All Standards Are Met 
BISCHOFF 05203 6/17/2002 All Standards Are Met 
BLACK BUTTE 04131 NONE Determination Not Complete 
BLUEWASH 04115 7/10/2002 All Standards Are Met 
BLUEWATER CREEK 04803 7/10/2006 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
BOLZER 05219 7/8/2000 All Standards Are Met 
BOWLER 04113 7/16/2002 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
BOW-TIE INC 05380 6/22/2006 All Standards Are Met 
BRIDGE COULEE 05520 8/10/2000 All Standards Are Met 
BRIDGER CREEK 00978 7/24/2000 All Standards Are Met 
BRIDGER CREEK 2 04127 7/5/2002 All Standards Are Met 
BROOKS PASTURE 05378 7/8/2003 All Standards Are Met 
BROWN INDIV. 05355 7/27/2006 All Standards Are Met 
BUFFALO HORN 05333 7/30/2001 All Standards Are Met 
BULL MOUNTAIN IND 05330 6/25/2007 All Standards Are Met 
BUNDY 09737 6/26/2006 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
BURK COMMON 05302 7/18/2006 All Standards Are Met 
BURLINGTON 04150 7/10/2002 All Standards Are Met 
BUTCHER CREEK 05404 8/6/2002 All Standards Are Met 
CAIN RANCH 05486 6/4/2003 All Standards Are Met 
CARELESS 04912 7/3/2007 All Standards Are Met 

38
 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

CARLSON 05567 NONE Determination Not Complete 
CARSON COULEE 03114 7/3/2002 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
CASTLE CREEK 05438 6/5/2000 All Standards Are Met 
CEDAR CREEK 05461 NONE Determination Not Complete 
CHARTER RANCH 05309 7/25/2007 All Standards Are Met 
CHARTER RANCH,INC. 09680 7/26/2008 All Standards Are Met 
CHERRY CREEK 04119 7/15/2003 All Standards Are Met 
CHIMNEY BUTTE 09744 6/20/2000 All Standards Are Met 
CHURN DASH CREEK 00960 7/3/2002 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
CLIFF ALLOTMENT 05419 7/31/2001 All Standards Are Met 
COLE CREEK 05586 8/6/2001 All Standards Are Met 
COLONY ROAD 04979 7/3/2002 All Standards Are Met 
CON COAL CO 09682 8/22/2003 Uplands - livestock 
COONEY 04142 7/6/1999 All Standards Are Met 
COREY 04166 7/28/1999 All Standards Are Met 
CORGIAT IND. 04932 7/5/2001 All Standards Are Met 
COSSITT INDIVIDUAL 05357 6/17/2003 All Standards Are Met 
COTTONWOOD 05213 6/20/2006 All Standards Are Met 
COTTONWOOD CREEK 05544 6/28/2001 All Standards Are Met 
COTTONWOOD ROAD 04147 7/13/2004 All Standards Are Met 
COUNTY LINE 09648 8/26/2004 All Standards Are Met 
CREMER IND 09686 7/27/2004 Uplands - livestock 
CREMER RODEO LAND 05409 6/26/2007 All Standards Are Met 
CROOKED CREEK 1 04110 6/14/2002 All Standards Are Met 
CROOKED CREEK 2 04134 6/14/2002 All Standards Are Met 
CROW 04114 6/1/2000 All Standards Are Met 
CROW STUDY 01555 NONE Determination Not Complete 
CUB CREEK 05202 7/9/2007 All Standards Are Met 
CURRANT CREEK 04940 7/11/2007 All Standards Are Met 
CURRANT CREEK WEST 04914 5/19/2000 Uplands - livestock 
CURTIS GULCH 05539 7/22/2004 All Standards Are Met 
DEAD DEER COULEE 05467 9/29/2004 All Standards Are Met 
DEADMAN 04126 6/4/2002 Uplands - livestock 
DEADMAN CREEK 05308 7/2/2001 All Standards Are Met 
DEAN CREEK 04948 7/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
DEER MOUNTAIN 05232 8/1/2006 Uplands - livestock 
DEJAEGHER IND 04989 7/10/2007 All Standards Are Met 
DELPHIA 04986 7/16/2002 All Standards Are Met 
DEVILS BASIN 04971 7/5/2001 All Standards Are Met 
DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 6/23/1999 All Standards Are Met 
D-M DITCH 05004 8/1/2007 All Standards Are Met 
DONALDʼS COULEE 00970 7/3/2002 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
DRY CREEK 05532 6/23/2003 All Standards Are Met 
DRY CREEK EAST 05204 7/18/2001 All Standards Are Met 
DRY CREEK EAST 05204 7/30/2002 All Standards Are Met 
DRY CREEK WEST 04804 7/12/2006 All Standards Are Met 
DRY FORK 09805 5/25/2004 All Standards Are Met 
DUNN MOUNTAIN 05337 7/6/2007 Uplands - livestock 
EAST BLUEWATER 04109 7/3/2002 Uplands - livestock 
EAST DEVILS BASIN 04907 NONE Determination Not Complete 
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Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

EAST END COMMON 05362 8/10/1999 All Standards Are Met 
EAST END COMMON 05362 NONE Determination Not Complete 
EAST FORK 04138 5/28/2009 All Standards Are Met 
EAST FORK - SG CREEK 05534 NONE Determination Not Complete 
EAST FORK FIDDLER CR 05476 6/18/2003 All Standards Are Met 
EAST SILESIA 05454 6/14/2000 All Standards Are Met 
EDGAR SE 04172 7/17/2001 All Standards Are Met 
ELIASSON IND. 04934 8/7/2006 All Standards Are Met 
ELLIS IND. 04935 8/7/2006 All Standards Are Met 
ELLIS ROAD 04931 8/22/2001 All Standards Are Met 
EMORY ROAD 04175 8/28/2001 All Standards Are Met 
EMORY SCHOOL 04938 7/9/2007 All Standards Are Met 
ENGLE RANCH INC 05439 7/12/2007 All Standards Are Met 
ENOS MOUNTAIN 05557 6/8/2006 All Standards Are Met 
F JOHNSON IND 09742 8/13/2007 All Standards Are Met 
FAHLGREN GULCH 05488 6/24/2004 All Standards Are Met 
FATTIG CREEK 09720 6/28/2002 All Standards Are Met 
FISHER PASTURE 05338 6/7/2004 Riparian - Livestock 
FIVE MILE CREEK 05212 7/9/2002 All Standards Are Met 
FIVEMILE CREEK 04121 NONE Determination Not Complete 
FLETCHER CREEK 05516 8/11/2003 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
FOUR MILE CREEK 04987 6/12/2006 All Standards Are Met 
FOUR MILE ROAD 04995 6/26/2006 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
FRANK COSGRIFF 05427 7/21/2003 All Standards Are Met 
FROMBERG DIVIDE 05568 NONE Determination Not Complete 
GAGE DOME 04905 6/15/2006 All Standards Are Met 
GEISE RANCH 04955 6/24/2003 All Standards Are Met 
GLENN F GOLDEN 05451 7/2/2002 All Standards Are Met 
GLENNIE DITCH 04942 8/13/2003 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
GOFFENA 1 04911 7/31/2007 All Standards Are Met 
GOFFENA 2 04993 7/17/2007 All Standards Are Met 
GOFFENA L&L CO 09719 NONE Determination Not Complete 
GOLF COURSE ROAD 04944 8/18/2004 All Standards Are Met 
GOTSCHALL 04154 6/13/2000 All Standards Are Met 
GRASSHAVEN 05341 6/13/2002 All Standards Are Met 
GREEN MOUNTAIN 05414 7/31/2002 All Standards Are Met 
GREYCLIFF 05440 7/7/2006 All Standards Are Met 
GREYCLIFF CREEK 05521 7/25/2006 All Standards Are Met 
GROVE CREEK 05225 6/18/2002 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
GYP SPRINGS 04105 5/29/2003 All Standards Are Met 
GYP SPRINGS 04105 7/22/2004 All Standards Are Met 
GYPSY 04159 6/5/2001 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
H A & B C KEEBLER 05474 7/21/2004 All Standards Are Met 
HANGMANʼS CREEK 05407 7/3/2001 All Standards Are Met 
HANSEN 04106 6/24/2002 All Standards Are Met 
HANSON SPRING 04160 6/8/2000 All Standards Are Met 
HARPER COULEE 09837 9/2/2004 All Standards Are Met 
HARRIS ROAD 04974 7/31/2007 All Standards Are Met 
HARVEY IND 04999 7/5/2007 All Standards Are Met 
HAWK CREEK ALLOTMENT 05348 7/27/2006 All Standards Are Met 
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Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

HAY MEADOW 05460 9/16/2000 All Standards Are Met 
HAYMAKER RANCH INC 09652 8/2/2000 All Standards Are Met 
HAYSTACK COULEE 05560 6/10/2004 All Standards Are Met 
HIBBARD CREEK 05356 NONE Determination Not Complete 
HILL 05215 6/16/2009 Uplands-Livestock 
HOCKMUTH IND. 04975 7/10/2007 Uplands - livestock 
HOLLENBECK 05235 7/18/2001 All Standards Are Met 
HOME PASTURE 1 05233 NONE All Standards Are Met 
HOPPY GULCH 05580 NONE Determination Not Complete 
HORSETHIEF CREEK 04933 7/22/2002 All Standards Are Met 
HOWARD COULEE 05000 5/18/2000 All Standards Are Met 
HOWIE ROAD 05523 7/12/2006 All Standards Are Met 
HRM 04903 NONE Determination Not Complete 
HUNT, MERLE 04952 5/31/2006 All Standards Are Met 
J BAR F 05201 7/7/2003 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
J GOFFENA IND 04994 7/22/2002 Uplands - livestock 
J. K. & A. SCHOLTEN 05540 7/22/2003 All Standards Are Met 
JACK CREEK 05217 7/15/2002 All Standards Are Met 
JACK STONE CREEK 05512 7/23/2007 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
JAMES PASTURE 05371 6/19/2007 All Standards Are Met 
JASBECK IND. 04976 7/17/2002 Uplands - livestock 
JENNAWAY IND 09740 6/7/2004 Riparian - Livestock 
JENSEN IND 04913 7/3/2007 All Standards Are Met 
JIM COULEE 04992 8/6/2001 All Standards Are Met 
JOE HILL CREEK 05504 7/13/1999 All Standards Are Met 
JOE STENE 05546 6/7/2006 All Standards Are Met 
JOHANSON INDIVIDUAL 05322 6/8/2000 All Standards Are Met 
JONES CREEK 05549 7/3/2000 All Standards Are Met 
JUNCTION CITY 04152 7/23/2007 All Standards Are Met 
KEEBLER 1 05453 8/9/2007 All Standards Are Met 
KEEBLER 2 05582 8/2/1999 All Standards Are Met 
KEEBLER 3 05569 8/9/2001 All Standards Are Met 
KEEWAYDIN RANCH 05477 6/2/2003 All Standards Are Met 
KEGGY 05007 8/15/2000 All Standards Are Met 
KELLER COMMON 05310 8/3/2000 All Standards Are Met 
KEMBEL INDIVIDUAL 05324 8/4/2000 All Standards Are Met 
KENT LAKE 05472 6/22/2004 All Standards Are Met 
KEYSER CREEK CO. 05222 8/7/2006 All Standards Are Met 
KOMBOL IND. 04978 7/15/2002 Uplands - livestock 
LAKE 04141 NONE Determination Not Complete 
LAKE MASON 04941 8/26/1999 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
LAKE MASON EAST 05547 7/18/2002 All Standards Are Met 
LIMESTONE 04132 6/4/2007 All Standards Are Met 
LITTLE BASIN CREEK 05535 6/19/2006 All Standards Are Met 
LITTLE HIBBARD 04805 7/29/2003 All Standards Are Met 
LITTLE WALL 04101 6/24/2002 All Standards Are Met 
LONE INDIAN BUTTE 04156 7/31/2000 All Standards Are Met 
LOOKOUT POINT 05361 6/14/2000 All Standards Are Met 
LOWELL CREEK 05458 7/16/2002 All Standards Are Met 
LOWER BLUEWATER 04120 7/31/2001 All Standards Are Met 
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Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

LOWER DEER CREEK 05437 7/19/2001 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
LOWER GREYCLIFF CRK 05510 5/21/2004 All Standards Are Met 
LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 7/19/2006 All Standards Are Met 
LOWER SAGE CREEK 04118 6/20/2003 All Standards Are Met 
LOWER TWO BEAR RIDGE 04171 7/10/2006 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
LYLE K. JONES 05471 6/7/2001 All Standards Are Met 
MACK IND 05008 6/13/2000 All Standards Are Met 
MAGPIE CANYON 05492 7/7/1999 All Standards Are Met 
MAILBOX RD. 05347 8/14/2003 All Standards Are Met 
MARLO 05329 6/28/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MARLYN DRANGE 05434 7/18/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MAVERICK 04151 7/22/2002 All Standards Are Met 
MC KENZIE FLATS 05533 7/24/1999 All Standards Are Met 
MCCORMICK SPRINGS EAST 03130 7/11/2001 All Standards Are Met 
MCCORMICK SPRINGS WEST 05314 NONE Determination Not Complete 
MCLEAN COULEE 04904 6/8/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MEHLING IND. 04943 8/19/2004 All Standards Are Met 
MENDENHALL CREEK 05498 7/24/2007 All Standards Are Met 
MERCER IND 04916 8/24/2004 All Standards Are Met 
MEREDITH INDIVIDUAL 05332 6/29/1999 All Standards Are Met 
MID WILLOW CRK 04968 NONE Determination Not Complete 
MIDDLE FORK 5 MILE 04107 NONE Determination Not Complete 
MIDNIGHT CANYON 05485 7/26/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MILL CREEK 1 05307 7/22/2004 All Standards Are Met 
MILL CREEK 2 05372 8/11/2003 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
MILLIGAN CREEK 05508 7/10/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MONTAQUA 05553 6/18/2000 All Standards Are Met 
MONTROY RANCH IND 05501 7/6/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MORRISY COULEE 09789 7/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
MOUNTAIN 04135 6/5/2007 All Standards Are Met 
MUD BUTTE 05228 6/26/2006 All Standards Are Met 
MUIR IND 09781 7/27/2007 All Standards Are Met 
MUSPET 04143 7/18/2002 All Standards Are Met 
N. WILLOW CREEK 04808 NONE Determination Not Complete 
NADERMAN BUTTE 04951 7/18/2002 Uplands - livestock 
NATURE CONSERVANCY 05505 6/8/2004 Uplands - livestock 
NEWSTATIONHOUSEGULCH 05435 8/16/1999 All Standards Are Met 
NICELY GULCH 05543 7/16/2003 All Standards Are Met 
NORRIS JOHNSON 05470 8/6/1999 All Standards Are Met 
NORTH FORK 04100 NONE Determination Not Complete 
NORTH JACKSON 09791 6/7/2002 All Standards Are Met 
NORTH K HENRY 01460 7/7/2003 All Standards Are Met 
NORTH OTIS ALLOTMENT 05318 7/7/2006 All Standards Are Met 
NORTH POMPEY 05377 6/21/2000 All Standards Are Met 
NORTH STANLEY 04165 8/18/2003 All Standards Are Met 
O S & G K STENBERG 05545 8/15/2001 All Standards Are Met 
OʼCONNOR DITCH 04103 6/19/2007 All Standards Are Met 
OIL WELL 04144 7/18/2002 All Standards Are Met 
ORCHARD CANAL 05571 6/26/2002 All Standards Are Met 
ORSON COULEE 05426 NONE Determination Not Complete 
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Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

OSTRUM, HUBERT 05511 7/13/2000 All Standards Are Met 
OVERFELT GULCH 05522 8/15/2001 All Standards Are Met 
P GOFFENA IND 1 04924 6/20/2002 All Standards Are Met 
P GOFFENA IND 2 04996 7/22/2002 All Standards Are Met 
PACIFIC 09712 7/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PACKSADDLE BUTTE 05503 6/22/2000 Uplands - livestock 
PALISADES 04168 6/21/2006 All Standards Are Met 
PAPEZ 05205 6/6/2006 All Standards Are Met 
PARADISE 04111 8/5/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PARROT CREEK 04145 7/14/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PAUL E. HEDRICK JR 05466 7/21/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PEARLIE LEE & CO 05515 6/29/1999 All Standards Are Met 
PECK GULCH 05405 6/6/2000 All Standards Are Met 
PETERSON FARMS 2 05221 6/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PFEIFER IND 04129 6/3/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 7/6/1999 All Standards Are Met 
PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 7/13/2000 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
PINEY CREEK 04136 NONE Determination Not Complete 
PIPELINE 04137 6/20/2003 All Standards Are Met 
PLOTTS & SWANSON IND 05342 7/27/2007 All Standards Are Met 
PROKOP 04153 8/15/2001 All Standards Are Met 
PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6/12/2006 All Standards Are Met 
PUMPKIN 05331 6/15/2000 All Standards Are Met 
QUEBEC ALLOTMENT 05449 6/28/2007 All Standards Are Met 
R GOFFENA IND 1 04926 7/15/2002 Uplands - livestock 
R GOFFENA IND 2 04997 8/1/2007 All Standards Are Met 
RAILROAD 04133 6/20/2001 All Standards Are Met 
RATHS IND. 1 04936 8/19/2003 All Standards Are Met 
RATHS IND. 2 04947 7/31/2007 All Standards Are Met 
REHDER COULEE 09843 8/3/2004 All Standards Are Met 
REHDER CREEK 04157 6/20/2003 All Standards Are Met 
RIMROCK 05207 NONE Determination Not Complete 
RIVER 05483 9/3/2003 All Standards Are Met 
ROBERTS CREEK 09765 7/10/2002 All Standards Are Met 
ROBERTS INDIVIDUAL 05346 NONE Determination Not Complete 
ROBINSON DRAW ROAD 05229 6/6/2006 All Standards Are Met 
ROCK CREEK 05220 8/9/2006 Uplands - livestock 
ROCKY HILL 05424 7/31/2001 All Standards Are Met 
RONALD M. SANNES 05537 6/29/2000 All Standards Are Met 
ROUND BUTTE 04163 8/2/2006 Uplands - livestock 
RUCKAVINA 04123 7/19/2006 All Standards Are Met 
RUDI SPR & W.E. CAMP 05353 7/31/2002 All Standards Are Met 
S FORK DRY CREEK 05208 8/19/2003 All Standards Are Met 
SAGE HEN 04921 6/27/2006 All Standards Are Met 
SAND CREEK 05200 7/3/2000 All Standards Are Met 
SANDO INDIVIDUAL 05335 6/3/2003 All Standards Are Met 
SCHULTZ 05375 8/5/1999 All Standards Are Met 
SCOTHERN ROAD 04170 NONE Determination Not Complete 
SECTION 1 05344 8/10/1999 All Standards Are Met 
SECTIONHOUSE CREEK 05417 7/20/2000 All Standards Are Met 

43
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Allotment Name Number Date Assessed Determination 

SEVENMILE FLAT 05326 7/28/2006 All Standards Are Met 
SHANE CREEK 05432 7/3/2001 All Standards Are Met 
SIGNAL HILL 09845 NONE Determination Not Complete 
SILVER CREEK 2 05552 6/21/2001 All Standards Are Met 
SILVER CREEK EAST 05502 7/17/2001 Habitat - Noxious weeds 
SILVER SAGE RANCH 04949 8/8/2007 All Standards Are Met 
SKUNK CREEK 04112 6/28/2001 All Standards Are Met 
SMITH COULEE 04937 9/7/1999 All Standards Are Met 
SNOWY ROAD 04140 6/15/2006 All Standards Are Met 
SOURDOUGH ROAD 04169 7/5/2000 All Standards Are Met 
SOUTH DELPHIA 09660 8/5/2004 All Standards Are Met 
SOUTH DRY CREEK 05224 6/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
SOUTH JACKSON 04929 NONE Determination Not Complete 
SOUTH K HENRY 05312 8/4/1999 All Standards Are Met 
SOUTH MC LEOD 05416 6/26/2007 All Standards Are Met 
SOUTH POMPEY 05304 NONE Determination Not Complete 
SOUTH SILVER CREEK 05550 6/13/2006 All Standards Are Met 
SOUTHLAND ESTATES 05517 NONE Determination Not Complete 
SOUTHWEST END 05311 7/7/2000 All Standards Are Met 
SPRAGUE IND. 04982 8/13/2003 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
SPRING CLIFF 09667 NONE Determination Not Complete 
SPRING CREEK 09768 7/14/2000 All Standards Are Met 
STAG RUN 09736 6/7/2004 Riparian - Livestock 
STANLEY AMP 04988 8/13/2001 All Standards Are Met 
STANLEY CREEK 04939 8/8/2006 Uplands - livestock 
STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 9/4/2001 All Standards Are Met 
STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 7/31/2002 All Standards Are Met 
STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 NONE Determination Not Complete 
STEFFANS IND 09824 6/16/2003 Uplands - livestock 
STEINMETZ 05572 6/25/2003 Uplands - livestock 
STENSVAD INC IND 05012 8/26/2004 All Standards Are Met 
STEPHENSON 05573 6/19/2007 All Standards Are Met 
SUDAN 04930 7/11/2002 All Standards Are Met 
SWEET-GOLDEN 05444 8/10/1999 All Standards Are Met 
SWITCHBACK 05223 7/11/2006 All Standards Are Met 
SYSTEM RANCH 05339 8/3/2000 All Standards Are Met 
TEINI INDIVIDUAL 04970 5/25/2000 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
TEN MILE CREEK 05524 8/9/2001 All Standards Are Met 
T-HANGING HEART 05379 6/7/2006 Riparian - Livestock 
THE BIG SLIDE 05209 8/2/2002 All Standards Are Met 
THOMAS G. FLANAGAN 05446 6/2/2003 All Standards Are Met 
THREE CROSS RANCH 05559 7/11/2001 All Standards Are Met 
TIMBER BUTTES 04950 7/18/2002 All Standards Are Met 
TONY CREEK 05500 5/20/2009 All Standards Are Met 
TROUT CREEK 05558 NONE Determination Not Complete 
TULLY IND 09840 7/5/2002 Riparian - Livestock 
TWIN COULEE 04915 7/19/2007 All Standards Are Met 
TWO WALLS 04983 7/31/2003 All Standards Are Met 
UPPER ANTELOPE CK 03155 6/26/2003 All Standards Are Met 
UPPER BLUEWATER 04104 6/19/2007 All Standards Are Met 
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Allotment Name 	 Number Date Assessed Determination 

UPPER BUFFALO COMMON 05300 7/21/2000 All Standards Are Met 
UPPER BUFFALO COMMON 05300 7/21/2000 All Standards Are Met 
UPPER GRAY CLIFF CREEK 04173 7/10/2002 All Standards Are Met 
UPPER SAGE CREEK 04125 NONE Determination Not Complete 
UPPER TWO BEAR RIDGE 04116 6/18/2002 Uplands - livestock 
W & R PLAGGEMEYER 05525 6/13/2006 All Standards Are Met 
W. & H. M. EWAN 05441 NONE Determination Not Complete 
W. KEGGY COULEE 05020 5/22/2000 Uplands - livestock 
WACKER IND. 2 04984 7/6/2004 Riparian - Livestock 
WACKER INDIVIDUAL 04922 NONE Determination Not Complete 
WADE ALLOTMENT 05214 6/21/2001 All Standards Are Met 
WARD 05231 6/26/2006 All Standards Are Met 
WARREN 04124 6/24/2002 All Standards Are Met 
WEATHERMAN 04167 8/1/2006 Uplands - livestock 
WEGNER INDIVIDUAL 05349 7/12/2007 All Standards Are Met 
WELBORN ROAD 05350 7/23/2001 All Standards Are Met 
WEST ALLOTMENT 04998 5/22/2000 All Standards Are Met 
WEST BELFRY 04161 7/29/1999 All Standards Are Met 
WEST MUSSELSHELL 04953 6/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
WEST PARROT CREEK 09734 7/30/2003 All Standards Are Met 
WEST SILESIA 04162 8/4/1999 Habitat – Crested wheatgrass 
WHITEBIRD 05556 8/2/2000 All Standards Are Met 
WILLIAMS BASIN 05210 8/1/2001 All Standards Are Met 
WILLIAMS BASIN 05210 7/5/2000 All Standards Are Met 
WILLIAMS BASIN 05210 7/30/2007 All Standards Are Met 
WILLIS COULEE 09792 6/25/2007 All Standards Are Met 
WILLOW COULEE 05002 9/6/2004 All Standards Are Met 
WILLOW CREEK 04919 7/5/2007 All Standards Are Met 
WILSON COULEE 05006 7/17/2007 All Standards Are Met 
WOLF CANYON 05490 6/28/2000 All Standards Are Met 
WORK CREEK 05418 NONE Determination Not Complete 
Y BAR COULEE 09678 7/14/2000 All Standards Are Met 
YEDLICKA 04128 6/3/2003 All Standards Are Met 
YELLMUS 04158 8/16/2001 All Standards Are Met 
ZIMMERMAN IND. 04985 3/23/2004 All Standards Are Met 

Rangelands - Observed Trend 
Of the allotments with completed assessments, 16 allotments had at least some portions that were not 
meeting Standard 5 for healthy plant and animal communities, and 36 allotments were not meeting 
Standard 1 the upland standard. Causes for failing to meet include the following: 

• 	 Historic overgrazing:  contributed to reduction in cover of herbaceous plants; loss of native 
plants, perennial grasses, and forbs; increase in noxious weeds; and encroachment of conifer 
trees. 

• 	Lack of fire: increase in density and cover of sagebrush, sometimes leading to reduction in cover 
of grasses and forbs and encroachment of conifer trees. 

• 	 Drought: reduced vigor of vegetation, some mortality, some reduction in recruitment of young 
plants. 
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• 	 OHV and other human recreation use:  destruction of vegetation, habitat fragmentation, and 
introduction of noxious weeds. 

• 	 Oil and gas development and ROWs: direct loss of vegetation; change in species composition 
to early seral stage; introduction of noxious weeds and other undesirable, aggressive, nonnative 
grasses; and habitat fragmentation. 

• 	 Grazing: heavy livestock grazing combined with heavy big game winter use on some sagebrush 
and salt desert shrub communities resulting in poor vegetative vigor, decadent sagebrush with 
poor recruitment, as well as reduction of native perennial grasses and forbs. 

• 	 Development of private lands: physical loss/fragmentation of habitats on private lands due to 
subdivision and development, thus reducing the connectivity and continuity of habitat on BLM 
lands. 

The BLM can help improve the trends discussed above by monitoring and controlling livestock use 
of allotments to sustain vegetative health, monitoring and regulating recreational uses, including and 
enforcing protective stipulations in leases and permits for energy development and other uses of BLM 
land, and identifying habitat problems related to unbalanced animal populations and working with the 
appropriate managing agency to resolve them. 

In addition, the energy industry must become a major partner in the BLMʼs efforts to maintain land 
health. This may require new and innovative approaches to developing natural gas, oil, and coal 
resources. It will require more focus on implementing BMPs in the construction of natural gas facilities 
and associated ROWs, increased monitoring of reclamation results, and adaptive management to respond 
appropriately when desired outcomes are not being achieved. 

Increased knowledge of the vital role of fire in many ecosystems may contribute to changes in the use and 
management of fire to return to a more normal fire regime which may assist in sustaining the health of the 
planning areaʼs vegetative communities. 

Forecast 
Although the condition of rangelands in the planning area has generally improved, a number of trends/ 
changes (including regional and global changes/trends) could cause a decline in the conditions of 
rangelands. These could include the following: 

• 	 Increased urbanization of the West; 
• 	 Increase in human population; 
• 	 Increased recreational use/activities (e.g., OHV use); 
• 	 The establishment and spread of noxious weeds (salt cedar invasion probably being the major 

current threat); 
• 	 Increased oil, gas, and coal development and the demand for other natural resources; 
• 	 Increased demand for ROWs (e.g., roads and utilities); 
• 	 Increased big game (elk) populations; 
• 	 Increased demand and supply for water; and 
• 	 Global climatic change and possible continuation of the drought. 

Increased monitoring efforts and PFC requirements for riparian areas and wetlands should promote a 
general improvement in riparian-wetland conditions throughout the planning area. Drought and increased 
utilization are going to put more pressure on managers to closely monitor riparian resources, as many of 
the assessment areas are in a functioning-at-risk (FAR) upward or unknown trends, making them very 
vulnerable to any impacts. 
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 Riparian Areas and Wetlands 

Current Condition 
The importance of the riparian zone regarding water quality and wildlife habitat is widely recognized and 
is defined as “a form of wetland transition between permanently saturated wetlands and upland areas.” 
These areas exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics reflective of permanent surface or subsurface 
water.  Lands along, adjacent to, or contiguous with perennially and intermittently flowing rivers and 
streams, glacial potholes, and the shores of lakes and reservoirs with stable water levels, are typical 
riparian areas. Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do not exhibit the presence of 
vegetation dependent upon free water in the soil (BLM Manual 1737). 

Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support, under normal circumstances, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life 
in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands include marshes, shallows, swamps, lakeshores, bogs, muskegs, 
wet meadows, estuaries, and riparian areas (BLM Manual 1737). Even though riparian and wetland areas 
occupy only a small percentage of land, these areas provide a wide range of functions critical to many 
different wildlife species, water quality, scenery, and recreation (Brimson, 2001). 

Jurisdictional wetlands, those that are regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under 
Section 404, must exhibit all three of the following characteristics: hydrology, hydrophytes, and hydric 
soils (USACE 1987). It is important to note that some areas that function as wetlands ecologically, but 
exhibit only one or two of the three characteristics, do not currently qualify as USACE jurisdictional 
wetlands, and thus activities in these wetlands are not regulated under the Section 404 program. However, 
these wetlands may still perform valuable functions. This situation prompted the development of the 
Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990s, which established the goal to restore and maintain riparian-
wetland areas so that 75 percent or more were PFC by 1997. 

Most of the planning area is a particularly dry zone relative to other Montana regions; therefore, riparian 
areas comprise about 3.5 percent (LANDFIRE data) of the vegetative community. In the southern portion 
of the planning area, there is a small desert region that receives an average of five inches of precipitation 
per year. However, several springs and intermittent streams in this area support a lush riparian zone.  
These narrow bands of lush vegetation and free water are invaluable to the wildlife in the area. This 
elevates the value of the riparian area due to its rarity and importance for wildlife habitat and water 
quality. 

The riparian diversity of the planning area is extensive, ranging from subalpine to prairie and desert 
community types. Vegetative species common to riparian areas vary widely from site to site.  Riparian 
communities along the larger perennial drainages are often dominated by cottonwood and willow with 
occasional stands of box elder or green ash. In the mountain streams, riparian communities are dominated 
by willow, water birch, red osier dogwood, cottonwood, and conifers such as Douglas fir and lodgepole 
pine. The understory often consists of woody plants such as buffaloberry, snowberry, Woods  ̓rose, and 
grasses and forbs. 

Along many of the prairie and desert streams, the infestation of noxious plants such as Russian olive and 
salt cedar is becoming more prevalent. The control of these invasive species is difficult since riparian 
segments on public land are very limited and fragmented. To effectively remove Russian olive and 
salt cedar from a riparian zone, the ability to manage/treat all the adjacent areas, upstream and down, is 
critical to control seed dispersal and other dispersion methods. 

Smaller intermittent systems, with a limited availability of free water, seem to be the most susceptible 
and slowest to recover from negative impacts. These streams are significantly affected by seasonal 
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precipitation patterns, making them less resilient. The ongoing drought, which started in 1997 (NOAA, 
NCDC) has resulted in a number of new ephemeral streams that do not support riparian obligates. Past 
surveys and observations have recorded running water and riparian vegetation in pre-drought conditions; 
however, the areas have since become dry washes where water is only available during brief periods of 
wet weather (personal communication). 

Information on the condition of these riparian areas and wetlands is available from PFC assessments 
conducted from 1989 to the present (available at the Billings Field Office). All riparian habitats are 
dependent on a balanced combination of physical (stream bank, channel, and soil characteristics), 
hydrologic (regular occurrence of surface water), and vegetative (hydrophytic communities) components. 
When any of these three components (soil, water, and vegetation) are negatively affected, the functional 
capacity of a riparian habitat may be degraded. A PFC assessment evaluates these components then rates 
the riparian area as either: PFC; Functioning at Risk, Upward Trend (FAR U); Functioning at Risk, Trend 
Not Apparent (FAR NA); Functioning at Risk, Downward Trend (FAR D); and Non-Functional (NF). 

Since the purpose of the PFC assessment is to evaluate most of the indicators for land health Standard 
2, the resultant functional rating (PFC, FAR, NF) for each riparian area determines whether the standard 
is being achieved. A PFC rating means most or all of the indicators (within the systemʼs potential) have 
been met, and therefore Standard 2 has been achieved. A FAR-UP rating generally means that several 
indicators have not been met but that significant progress is being made toward achieving them. A FAR
DOWN or FAR-NA rating means several indicators have not been met and generally, Standard 2 will 
not have been achieved. Similarly, an NF rating means that critical indicators have not been met and 
consequently, Standard 2 has not been achieved. 

For lotic (swift flowing) systems, a riparian-wetland area is considered to be in PFC when adequate 
vegetation, landform, or large woody debris is present to accomplish the following: 

• 	 Dissipate stream energy associated with high water flow, thereby reducing erosion and improving 
water quality; 

• 	 Filter sediment, capture bed load, and aid fl oodplain development; 

• 	Improve floodwater retention and groundwater recharge; 

• 	 Develop root masses that stabilize stream banks against cutting action; 

• 	 Develop diverse ponding and channel characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth, 
duration, and temperature necessary for fish production, waterfowl breeding, and other uses; and 

• 	 Support greater biodiversity (Technical Reference BLM-RS-ST-99-001+1737). 

For lentic (still or slow flowing) systems, riparian-wetland areas are functioning properly when adequate 
vegetation, landform, or debris is present to accomplish the following: 

• 	 Dissipate energies associated with wind action, wave action, and overland flow from adjacent 
sites, thereby reducing erosion and improving water quality; 

• 	 Filter sediment and aid floodplain development; 

• 	Improve floodwater retention and groundwater recharge;  

• 	 Develop root masses that stabilize islands and shoreline features against cutting action; 
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• 	 Restrict water percolation; 

• 	 Develop diverse ponding characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth, duration, and 
temperature necessary for fish production, waterbird breeding, and other uses; and 

• 	 Support greater biodiversity (Technical Reference BLM-RS-ST-99-001-1737). 

Each riparian-wetland area has to be judged against its capability and potential (Technical Reference BLM
RS-ST-98-001-1737). 

The planning area contains a very limited amount of lentic riparian habitat. The extended drought, 
coupled with soil and geographic characteristics, has created minimal ponding features and many 
reservoir attempts throughout the planning area have failed. The lentic areas that do exist are playa-type 
closed systems that have a high alkaline constituent, limiting riparian obligates to a few species that can 
adapt to such conditions. These communities offer very little beneficial riparian wildlife habitat. Due 
to the limited number of lentic areas, and especially with the loss of climatic moisture from the drought, 
many of these areas have not been inventoried. The BiFO lentic areas are identified in Table 2-13.  
Additional inventories may provide additional information about the lentic status in the planning area. 

The most recent results of the PFC assessments are identified in Tables 2-12 and 2-13 and are shown on 
Map 7. Causal factors for a FAR and NF rating are listed in table 2-14.  The lotic table represents those 
riparian areas that occur along streams and rivers within the planning area, including riparian areas not 
surveyed, which are indicated with an unknown. 

It is difficult to directly correlate changes in lotic and lentic riparian condition over the years. As streams 
and wetlands are inventoried and assessed, stream miles and wetland acres are sometimes added or 
removed from the inventory.  Using geographic positioning system (GPS) technology will make accurate 
measurements easier, allowing for a higher standard of data and repeatability.  The current inventory 
of the PFC data allows for development of a general trend in most riparian areas and a definite trend in 
others. Methods to improve this data set will be discussed in Chapter 4. 

Table 2-12 
Functional Condition of Lotic Systems by County 

County 
Proper Functioning 
Condition (miles) 

Functioning at 
Risk (miles) 

Non-Functioning 
(miles) 

Unknown (miles) 

Big Horn MT 0 .05 0.1 0.25 

Carbon 19.23 20.1 7.8 8.0 

Golden Valley 0 0 0 0 

Musselshell 4.25 14.7 3.45 0 

Stillwater 5.95 2.5 1.35 1.75 

Sweet Grass 0.75 1.75 0.25 3.75 

Wheatland 0 0 0 0.45 

Yellowstone 10.9 14.9 6.95 0.4 

All Counties 41.08 54.0 19.9 14.6 

Percentages 31.7% 41.7% 15.3% 11.3% 
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Table 2-13
 
Lentic Inventory in Planning Area
 

Functional Condition of Lakes/Ponds by County
 

Wetland Name Acres or Shoreline County Type Assessed PFC 

Devils Basin Musselshell Playa 9/08 FAR-U 

Dry Lake Musselshell Playa 8/08 Dry 

Willow Res Musselshell Reservoir 8/08 FAR-U 

Donaldson Res Wheatland Reservoir Not surveyed 

Big Lake Stillwater Lake Not surveyed 

Sage Creek Carbon Reservoir 8/08 PFC 

Reed Point S. Sweet Grass Playa 8/08 PFC 

The Clean Water Act requires states to compile a list of water bodies that do not fully support beneficial 
uses such as aquatic life, fisheries, drinking water, recreation, industry, or agriculture.  These inventories 
are known as 303(d) lists and characterize waters as fully supporting, impaired, or in some cases 
threatened for beneficial uses. The planning area has 14 segments of stream, river, or lake shoreline listed 
as impaired on the DEQʼs 303(d) list. Not every segment has a causal factor related to riparian health, 
but it is very important to monitor and restore riparian zones on impaired water bodies to help minimize 
impacts. 

Table 2-14 
DEQ Impaired Waters List in Planning Area (2006) 

Stream Name 
Miles 
On 

BLM 
Causal Factors 

Big Lake 0.25 BLM administers .76 miles of ~19 total miles of shoreline, on a 320 acre lake 

Bad Canyon Creek 4.49 Chlorophyll-a, probably from rangeland grazing 

Bear Creek 0.69 Multiple impairments, from grazing, agriculture and abandoned mine land impacts 

Boulder River 0.14 Multiple impairments, from agriculture, grazing and unknown sources 

Bridger Creek, SF 5.22 Arsenic, iron, sedimentation, from natural sources and rangeland grazing 

Clarks Fork Yellowstone 0.44 
Multiple impairments, from grazing, agriculture, development and unknown 
sources 

Crooked Creek 3.15 
Physical substrate habitat alterations, from agricultural practices (lower Crooked 
Creek) 

Musselshell River 0.85 Flow alterations and riparian veg. impacts from agricultural impacts 

North Willow Creek 3.5 Multiple impairments, from natural and unknown sources, and storage tank leaks 

Silvertip Creek 9.61 
Multiple impairments, from rangeland grazing and petroleum/natural gas 
extraction 

Stillwater River 0.25 Multiple impairments, primarily from abandoned and current mining activities 

Yellowstone River 0.04 
Ammonia, siltation, TDS, from industrial and point source discharge and 
agricultural impacts 

Yellowstone River 0.04 Multiple impairments, from agricultural practices and development 

Yellowstone River 0.18 Riparian vegetation impacts/loss from land development 
Source: Montana DEQ-Clean Water Act Information Center 
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Indicators 
Riparian-wetland areas are subject to Land Health Standard 2. Indicators that relate to this standard are as 
follows: 
-	 Vegetation is dominated by an appropriate mix of native or desirable introduced species; 

-	 Vigorous desirable plants are present; 

-	 There is vegetation with diverse age class structure, appropriate vertical structure, and adequate 
composition, cover, and density; 

-	 Streambank vegetation is present and is composed of species and communities that have root systems 
capable of withstanding high streamflows; 

-	 Plant species indicate maintenance of riparian moisture characteristics; 

-	 Stream is in balance with the water and sediment being supplied by the watershed (e.g., no 
headcutting, excessive erosion, or deposition); 

-	 Vegetation and free water indicate high water tables; 

-	 Vegetation colonizes point bars with a range of age classes and successional stages; 

-	 An active floodplain is present; 

-	 Residual floodplain vegetation is available to capture and retain sediment and dissipate fl ood energies; 

-	 Stream channels have appropriate size and meander patterns for the streams  ̓position in the landscape 
and parent material; and 

-	 Woody debris contributes to the character of the stream morphology. 

Trends 
With limited reassessment data in many riparian areas, determining trends is diffi cult. Table 2-15 
shows specific assessment areas that have been surveyed at least two times since PFC development/ 
implementation. Many other areas may have been surveyed twice; however, the surveys lack detailed 
location descriptions and prevent confidence in repeatability. Additional research is needed to address 
trends. 

Table 2-15 
Initial and Current Functional Rating Data

Functional 
Rating 

 Current Assessment Data

 Initial Assessment Data Reassessment 

Miles Percent Miles Percent 

PFC 18.82 37% 28.01 51%
 
FAR 24.42 48% 17.1 31%
 
NF 7.19 15% 9.75 18%
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Forecast 
Although rangelands conditions have generally improved in the planning area, a number of trends/ 
changes (including regional and global changes/trends) could cause a decline in the conditions. These 
could include the following: 

• 	 Increased urbanization of the West; 
• 	 Increase in human population; 
• 	 Increased recreational use/activities (e.g., OHV use); 
• 	 The establishment and spread of noxious weeds (salt cedar invasion probably
 

being the major current threat);
 
• 	 Increased oil, gas, and coal development and the demand for other natural
 

resources;
 
• 	 Increased demand for ROWs (e.g., roads and utilities); 
• 	 Increased big game (elk) populations; 
• 	 Increased demand and supply for water; and 
• 	 Global climatic change and possible continuation of the drought. 

Increased monitoring efforts and PFC requirements for riparian areas and wetlands should promote a 
general improvement in riparian-wetland conditions throughout the planning area. Drought and increased 
utilization are going to put more pressure on managers to closely monitor riparian resources, as many 
of the assessment areas are in an FAR-upward or unknown trends, making them very vulnerable to any 
impacts. 

Weeds  

Current Condition 
Noxious and invasive plant species in the planning area are currently managed using an integrated weed 
management (IWM) approach. This approach includes prevention, early detection and rapid response 
strategies; priority inventory and treatment areas; and covers a three- year timeframe. Management of 
vegetation for resources and habitat enhancement is accomplished using a variety of treatment methods, 
including, but not limited to: herbicides, prescribed fire and wildland fire use, manual and mechanical 
methods, and biological controls such as insects, pathogens, and domestic grazing animals. 

Noxious and invasive species move across jurisdictional boundaries and property lines; therefore, 
coordination and partnerships with local, state, tribal governments, and other federal agencies, as well as 
with interested organizations and individuals, is a critical component of management. 

Noxious weeds, designated by state law and county weed boards, are non-native species that invade 
areas of native vegetation and replace native species. Most invasive plants currently known to occur in 
south central Montana were originally introduced to North America from Europe and Asia (Sheley and 
Petroff, 1999).  Introductions occurred both intentionally for various reasons or unintentionally brought 
in as contaminants of feed, seed and ship ballast. Once established, these plants spread rapidly by natural 
(wind, water, and wildlife) and artificial (roads, equipment, and the movement of contaminated feed 
and seed) means. These plants generally invade disturbed soils and stressed plant communities. Once 
established, many of these plants can invade healthy plant communities and significantly alter healthy 
plant systems. These aggressive invaders decrease habitat value for wildlife, reduce range productivity for 
livestock, and increase cost for other land management activities. 

An invasive plant attains a “noxious” status by legislation only.  This designation usually places the 
burden to control, contain, or inhibit reproduction of a listed species occurring on any given parcel to 
that land owner.  Noxious plant lists are established on the federal, state, and county levels. The State 
of Montana currently designates 32 noxious plants which are divided into four categories based on the 
management priorities described below. 
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Category 1: Noxious weeds are weeds that are currently established and generally widespread in many 
counties of the state. Management criteria include awareness and education, containment and suppression 
of existing infestations and prevention of new infestations. These weeds are capable of rapid spread and 
render land unfit or greatly limit beneficial uses. 

(a) Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) 
(b) Field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) 
(c) Whitetop or hoary cress (Cardaria draba) 
(d) Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula) 
(e) Russian knapweed (Centaurea repens) 
(f) Spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa) 
(g) Diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa) 
(h) Dalmatian toadfl ax (Linaria dalmatica) 
(i) St. Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum) 
(j) Sulfur (erect) cinquefoil (Potentilla recta) 
(k) Common tansy (Tanacetum vulgare) 
(l) Oxeye-daisy (Chrysanthemum leucanthemum L.) 
(m) Houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale L.) 
(n) Yellow toadfl ax (Linaria vulgaris) 
(o) Hoary alyssum (Berteroa incana) 

Category 2: Noxious weeds have recently been introduced into the state or are spreading rapidly from 
current infestation sites. These weeds are capable of rapid spread and invasion of lands, rendering 
lands unfit for beneficial uses. Management criteria include awareness and education, monitoring and 
containment of known infestations, and eradication where possible. 

(a) Purple loosestrife or lythrum (Lythrum salicaria, L. virgatum, and any hybrid crosses thereof). 
(b) Tansy ragwort (Senecio jacobea L.) 
(c) Meadow hawkweed complex (Hieracium pratense, H. floribundum, H. piloselloides) 
(d) Orange hawkweed (Hieracium aurantiacum L.) 
(e) Tall buttercup (Ranunculus acris L.) 
(f) Salt cedar [tamarisk] (Tamarix spp.) 
(g) Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) 
(h) Rush skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea) 
(i) Yellowflag iris (Iris pseudacorus) 
(j) Blueweed (Echium vulgare) 

Category 3: Noxious weeds have not been detected in the state or may be found only in small, scattered, 
localized infestations. Management criteria includes: awareness and education, early detection, and 
immediate action to eradicate infestations. These weeds are known to be established pests in nearby 
states, are capable of rapid spread, and render land unfit for benefi cial uses. 

(a) Yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis) 
(b) Common crupina (Crupina vulgaris) 
(c) Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) 
(d) Dyerʼs woad (Isatis tinctoria) 
(e) Flowering rush (Butomus umbellatus) 
(f) Japanese knotweed complex (Polygonum cuspidatum, sachalinense & polystachyum) 

Category 4: Noxious weeds are invasive plants and may cause significant economic or environmental 
impacts if allowed to become established in Montana. Management criteria include prohibition from sale 
by the nursery trade. Research and monitoring may result in the plant being listed in a different category. 
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(a) Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius) 

In addition, under the County Noxious Weed Control Act and Administrative Rules of Montana, each 
county is allowed to designate plant species as ”noxious” within that county.  The purpose of this list is 
to gather more information on suspect weeds as well as monitor for occurrence or spread. Information 
collected may be used to justify future inclusion on the state noxious weed list. There is no regulatory 
aspect to this list. The following are designated noxious weeds within planning area by each county:  

Big Horn County (MT): Burdock (Arctium aminus), Poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), Black 
henbane (Hyoscyamus niger) 

Big Horn County (WY): Field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis L.); Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense 
L.); Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula L.); Perennial sowthistle (Sonchus arvensis L.); Quackgrass 
(Agropyron repens (L.) Beauv.); Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba & Cardaria pubescens (L.) 
Desv.); Perennial pepperweed (giant whitetop) (Lepidium latifolium L.); Ox-eye daisy (Chrysanthemum 
leucanthemum L.); Skeletonleaf bursage (Franseria discolor Nutt.); Russian knapweed (Centaurea 
repens L.); Yellow toadfl ax (Linaria vulgaris L.); Dalmatian toadfl ax (Linaria dalmatica (L.) Mill.); 
Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium L.); Musk thistle (Carduus nutans L.); Common burdock (Arctium 
minus (Hill) Bernh.); Plumeless thistle (Carduus acanthoides L.); Dyers woad (Isatis tinctoria L.); 
Houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale L.); Spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa Lam.); Diffuse 
knapweed (Centaurea diffusa Lam.); Purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria L.); Saltcedar (Tamarix spp.); 
Common St. Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum); Common Tansy (Tanacetum vulgare); Russian olive 
(Elaeagnus angustifolia L.). 

Carbon County: Milk thistle (Silybum marianum), Musk thistle (Carduus nutans), Absinth wormwood 
(Artemisia absinthium), and Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) 

Golden Valley County:  None 

Musselshell County:  Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) 

Stillwater County:  Common burdock (Arctium minus) 

Sweet Grass County: Musk thistle (Carduus nutans), Urban spurge (Euphorbia agraria), Black henbane 
(Hyoscyamus niger), woodland sage (Salvia nemorosa) 

Wheatland County: None 

Yellowstone County: Poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), Common teasel (Dipsacus fullonum), 
Puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris), and Common mullein (Verbascum Thapsus). 

Although Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) is not listed as noxious or under the designated County 
weed list, the BiFO is applying integrated weed management to this species. The Salt Cedar and Russian 
Olive Control Demonstration Act was signed into public law October 11, 2006.  This Act will help to 
gain funding to assess the extent of the infestation, demonstrate long term management, and to assess 
economic means to dispose of biomass created when removing salt cedar and Russian olive. The NRCS 
took Russian olive off its preferred list of plants for the state of Montana.  Invasion Potential: Russian 
olive is invasive due to high seed production and viability, seed longevity, seed dispersal by birds and 
mammals, vegetative reproduction following injury, drought and salt tolerance, and the ability to establish 
in the absence of disturbance in late successional communities. Russian olive site inventory is currently 
in the process and some management of these species is being conducted. 
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Distribution of Noxious and Invasive Plants 
Noxious and invasive plant species are for the most part associated with areas experiencing natural or 
manmade disturbances such as waterways, roads, recreational destinations, over-utilized rangeland, 
pipelines, drilling pads, rights-of-ways, and livestock/wildlife paths and congregation areas. 

Table 2-16 indicates the presence of noxious and invasive plant species in the planning area. Acreage was 
calculated using data collected for the presence of invasive/noxious weeds, acres of treatment evaluation, 
and acres of applied weed treatments. A majority of the data was derived from historical data that may or 
may not have included metadata, and other data was digitized from various maps. A site may include an 
overlap of data. Therefore, a site may calculate three times more acres than actual acreage. The BLM is 
currently building a national mapping database, the National Invasive Species Information Management 
System (NISIMS). This will be an information management system used to map, treat, and monitor 
invasive species. 

Table 2-16 
Noxious and Invasive Plants Occurring in the Planning Area 

Common Name Scientifi c Name Symbol* 
BLM Acre 

Class** 

Canada Thistle Cirsium arvense CIRAR High 

Field Bindweed Convolvulus arvensis CONAR High 

Whitetop (Hoary cress) Cardaria draba CADDR Moderate 

Leafy Spurge Euphorbia esula EPHES High 

Russian Knapweed  Acroptilon repens  CENRE  Low 

Spotted Knapweed Centaurea maculosa CENMA High 

Diffuse Knapweed Centaurea diffusa CENDI Rare 

Dalmatian Toadflax Linaria genistifolia LINDA Low 

Sulfur Cinquefoil Potentilla recta PTLRC Low 

Houndstongue Cynoglossum officinale CYWOF Moderate 

Orange Hawkweed Hieracium aurantiacum HIEAU Rare 

Salt cedar [Tamarisk] Tamarix ramosissima TAARA High 

Common Crupina Crupina vulgaris CJNVU Low 

Bull Thistle Cirsium vulgare CIRVU Low 

Common Burdock Arctium minus ARFMI Low 

Common Mullein Verbascum thapsus VESTH Low 

Musk Thistle Carduus nutans CRUNU Low 

Poison Hemlock Conium maculatum COIMA Low 

Scotch Thistle Onopordum acanthium ONRAC Low 

*Symbol from USDA plant database
 
**BLM Class Values: None = 0; Rare = <1 acre; Trace = 1 to 5 acres; Low = 5 to 50 acres; 

Moderate = 50 to 500 acres; High = > 500 acres.
 

Non-Native Invasive Plant Species 
Non-native invasive plant species are located throughout the planning area and are common in Montana 
(Table 2-17).  Management of these species is dependent on the loss of desirable vegetation and 
wildlife habitat. Most are undesirable, but are so widespread in Montana that they are tolerated in most 
management practices. 
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Cheatgrass invasion has the potential to alter public land forage quality and seasonal availability. It 
also has the potential to increase fire frequency beyond the range of natural variation. This may, in turn, 
adversely impact wildlife habitat and water quality, among other resources. 

Drought has the potential to permanently alter rangeland vegetation composition to favor invasive plant 
species, including cheatgrass. Cheatgrass is prevalent in lower-elevation rangelands; however, it has 
increased its density in those areas and is now invading higher-elevations. 

Crested wheatgrass was planted as a reclamation planting to protect farmed areas from erosion after many 
Bankhead-Jones (LU) lands were not proved-up by homesteaders. Approximately 29,727 acres of crested 
wheatgrass stands exist on BLM lands, primarily in Musselshell and Yellowstone counties.  Many of these 
crested wheatgrass stands remain monocultures of crested wheatgrass with very little vegetation diversity 
and little wildlife habitat value. As a result, crested wheatgrass has expanded beyond the planting and has 
become invasive in various wildlife habitats. 

Table 2-17 
Commonly Occurring Non-Native Plant Species 

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientifi c Name 

Crested Wheatgrass Agropyron cristatum Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare 

Downy brome Bromus tentorum Halogeton Halogeton glomeratus 

Cheatgrass  Bromus arvensis spp Kochia Kochia spp 

Pigweed Amaranthus spp Clasping pepperweed Lepidium perfoliatum 

Absinth wormwood Artemisia absinthium Yellow sweetclover Melilotus officianalis 

Annual/biennial mustards Brassica spp Curly dock Rumex spp 

Common Lambsquarter Chenopodium album Russian thistle Salsola spp 

Tumble mustard Sisymbrium spp Sowthistle Sonchus spp 

Common dandelion Tarazacum officinale Field pennycress Thlaspi arvense 

Common mullein Verbascum thapsus 

Indicators 
The BiFO currently cooperates with the county weed boards in Yellowstone, Musselshell, Carbon, 
Stillwater and Sweet Grass Counties through assistance agreements for the management and control 
of noxious weeds. Golden Valley and Wheatland counties do not have a weed board or a county weed 
department. Cooperation with the counties consists of providing BLM funding to map, treat, and monitor 
noxious/invasive species, exchange of data and information, and provide education to the general public. 
However, the BLMʼs involvement is limited and is based on federal weed control funding. The BiFO 
does not have the facilities to clean and store herbicide and equipment; therefore, reliance on individual 
counties is critical to the management and control of invasive/noxious weeds. 

 Trends 
In 1996, the BLM estimated that across the lands it administers nationwide, invasive plant species 
were spreading at about 2,300 acres per day or a rate of about 14 percent annually for most species 
(BLM, 2006). Vectors for weed spread are expanding due to increased use on public lands and adjacent 
lands. General observations throughout the planning area are based on historical overgrazing, increased 
recreation on public lands and energy development. This trend will likely continue to increase without 
increased weed control funding. 
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Data collection and metadata standards are currently being developed for consistency and will be 
incorporated into a weed database. The database will improve data collection, storage, analysis, and 
reduce discrepancies. This will help land managers understand current conditions and trends of various 
noxious weed communities. Future directions for management and prioritization can be established and 
will eventually help resolve land health concerns. 

Mitigation measures will continue to be incorporated into grazing permits, NEPA documents, O&G 
stipulations, and other documents. Best management practices and evolving practices will be 
incorporated into weed management plans. 

Forecast 
The expansion of invasive species in the planning area will likely continue to increase at its present rate 
(14 percent). This rate may increase with the expansion of energy exploration and development and 
increasing outdoor recreation, specifically OHV use on public lands and climate change. 

Legislation may continue to be enacted in order to limit the introduction and spread of invasive species. 
Several new laws, executive orders, and initiatives have resulted in increasing weed awareness and the 
impacts associated with noxious/invasive species. Cooperative efforts among local, state, and federal 
entities will continue to be strengthened. 

Treatment costs will continue to increase; therefore, control and containment along more easily accessible 
areas (e.g. roads, campgrounds, and facilities) should occur first. However, the spread of noxious weeds 
along trails and other less accessible areas will continue to increase and will be difficult to detect and 
monitor.  Overall long-term costs, however, may be reduced if biological control methods become more 
widely used and become more successful. 

Given the potential for the continued spread of invasive species, it is critical to incorporate mitigation 
measures and best management practices into conditions of approval for any surface disturbing activities. 
Climate is changing over the earth however current regional predictions are not reliable. The effects 
of climate change on invasive and noxious weed species could negatively change therefore adaptive 
management would provide the best strategy for meeting these changes and challenges. 

2.1.6 Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Current Conditions 

Terrestrial Wildlife 
Wildlife species populations in the planning area are managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MTFWP).  The BLM works cooperatively with these 
agencies to manage wildlife habitats on the public lands. Therefore, the BLM is directly responsible 
for managing fish and wildlife habitat on public lands and is indirectly responsible for the health and 
wellbeing of fish and wildlife populations that are supported by the habitats that public lands provide. 
This section addresses the existing conditions and management of wildlife habitat in the planning area. In 
addition, the BLM is mandated by the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Bureau policies to ensure that 
SSS are protected. Special status species are discussed in Section 2.1.7. 

The distribution and abundance of wildlife in the planning area are primarily functions of habitat 
conditions. Wildlife habitat is best characterized by the various vegetation types found in the planning 
area (refer to Vegetation - Section 2.1.5).  The diversity of vegetation/habitat types in the planning area 
is high (37 types) and ranges from moderate/high cover grasslands to Douglas fir forests (Table 2-18).  
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These 37 vegetation/habitat types can be grouped into the following primary vegetative communities: 
grasslands, shrublands, forests, riparian/wetlands, badlands, and other (including mixed barren sites). The 
most common vegetation community is grasslands, which represents approximately 47 percent of the 
planning area, and the rarest community type is mixed barren, which represents less than one percent of 
the planning area. 

The diversity and populations of fish and wildlife throughout the planning area provide considerable 
recreational opportunity and economic benefit. The species listed in Table 2-19 characterize the fi sh and 
wildlife resources of the planning area. These include game species, species vulnerable to impacts, and 
species with high economic or recreational value. 

Special emphasis areas or habitats include those vegetation types that are either rare, support threatened or 
otherwise sensitive or declining wildlife species, or support a high diversity of native wildlife. The 1984 
Billings RMP identified five special emphasis areas or habitats in the planning area, including: crucial 
habitats for big game, upland game birds and waterfowl; crucial habitats for non-game species of special 
interest and concern to state or other federal agencies; wetland and riparian habitats; existing or potential 
fisheries habitat; and habitat for state or federally listed threatened and/or endangered species (refer to 
Table 2-18).  These habitats are generally distributed across the planning area. Specific locations of the 
most valuable priority habitat areas are unknown and have to be identified. For example, winter ranges 
for most populations of greater sage-grouse have not been identified. 

Table 2-18
 
Potential Priority Habitats and Associated Wildlife in the Planning Area
 

Habitat Key Associated Wildlife Total Acres 

Sagebrush Steppe 

Native grasslands 

Riparian and wetlands 

Big game crucial winter 
ranges 

Sage-grouse, big game, loggerhead shrike, Brewerʼs 
sparrow, sage thrasher, and lark sparrow 

Black-tailed prairie dog, mountain plover, ferruginous hawk, 
northern harrier, burrowing owl, Spragueʼs pipit, Bairdʼs 
sparrow, sharp-tailed grouse 

Bald eagle, piping plover, mountain plover, amphibians 

Mule deer, white-tailed deer, pronghorn antelope, bighorn 
sheep, Rocky Mountain elk, Moose 

243,000
 
(56%)
 

134,600
 
(31%)
 

15,196
 
(3.5%)
 

336,329
 
(all ownerships)
 

Existing Conditions for Priority Wildlife Species 
This section describes the existing conditions for priority wildlife species which include game animals and 
non-game species of special interest. The latter includes those that are considered to have a unique role in 
the ecosystem, are of public interest, have a low abundance or declining population, are associated with 
rare habitats, or may be sensitive to management activities. However, availability and quality of data vary 
for individual species. Refer to Map 9 through Map 17 for the priority wildlife species. 

Big Game 
Big game species in the project area include mule deer, white-tailed deer, pronghorn antelope, Rocky 
Mountain elk, bighorn sheep, and moose. These animals are considered priority species due to the publicʼs 
interest in them for hunting and aesthetic enjoyment. 
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Mule Deer 
Mule deer are the most abundant big game species in the planning area and use the greatest variety of 
habitats (refer to Tables 2-19 and 2-20 and Map 14).  Areas of year-round mule deer distribution total over 
8 million acres in the planning area, with about 5 percent on BLM public lands.  An important limiting 
factor for mule deer, as well as other big game in the area, is the availability of winter range.  Spring 
and summer drought, which reduces forage abundance, can also affect mule deer and other big game 
populations in the area. Hunting pressure can also affect deer and other big game.  The MTFWP regulates 
the amount of hunting allowed and, therefore, prevents hunting from having an undesirable effect on mule 
deer and other big game in the area. Only a small area of mule deer winter range is documented in the 
MTFWP database. 

White-tailed Deer 
Although less abundant than mule deer, white-tailed deer are common in the planning area (Table 2-20).  
White-tailed deer prefer riparian drainage bottoms and conifer areas, but will also use a variety of other 
habitats. Approximately 2 percent of the over 3 million acres of white-tailed deer habitat in the planning 
area occurs on public lands (Table 2-20).  Areas of the highest white-tailed deer concentration (greater than 
30 deer per square mile) total close to a half million acres, with approximately 3 percent of BLM public 
land. The public lands provide approximately 2 percent of the over 1.3 million acres of white-tailed deer 
winter range in the planning area (Table 2-20). 

Pronghorn Antelope 
Pronghorn antelope are the second most abundant big game species in the planning area (Table 2-20).  
The animals are generally associated with grasslands and shrublands, but will also use agricultural fields. 
Approximately 4 percent of the more than 4.8 million acres of pronghorn antelope habitat in the planning 
area occur on BLM public lands (Table 2-20).  Public lands also provide approximately 8 percent of the 
more than 450,000 acres of winter range for the species in the planning area. The documented winter 
range of pronghorn antelope is most abundant in Sweet Grass, Golden Valley, Musselshell, Yellowstone 
and Carbon counties. Antelope populations reached record high numbers in 1990-1994, declined from 
1995-1997, and generally have increased since 1998. Habitat conditions for antelope are unknown, other 
than the extensive drought may have decreased forage availability.  Fences not meeting BLM standards 
may need modification for wildlife passage in some areas. 

Rocky Mountain Elk 
Rocky Mountain elk are associated with grasslands, shrublands, woodlands/forests, and riparian/wetlands 
(Table 2-19).  The species is common in the Bull Mountains and Beartooth foothills area of the planning 
area. Recently, there has been an increase in elk populations into new areas of more open sagebrush/ 
grassland and open timber types. Seasonal habitat data indicate that there are more than 550,000 acres 
of Rocky Mountain elk winter range and more than 7.7 million acres of year-round distribution in the 
planning area, with BLM public lands providing about 2 percent and 1 percent, respectively, of this habitat 
(Table 2-20).  Summer habitat is documented primarily in the mountain/foothills portion of the planning 
area including the Bull Mountains. Winter habitat is concentrated on the Beartooth Mountain foothills 
and south aspect of the Bull Mountains. There are 14 elk herds in the planning area. The 2008 population 
trends were up in seven elk herds and down in the other seven elk herds compared to 2007 population 
levels. 
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Table 2-20
 
Wildlife Habitat and Distribution 


Species Habitat/Distribution BLM Total 

Mule Deer 

White-tailed deer 

Pronghorn 

Rocky Mountain elk 

Bighorn sheep 

Moose 

Gray Wolf3 

Lynx 

Grizzly Bear 

Year-round distribution 
Winter range 
1Crucial winter range 

Year-round distribution 
Winter range 
1Crucial winter range 

Year-round distribution 
2Winter range 
1Crucial winter range 

Year-round distribution 
Winter range 
1Crucial winter range 
Parturition & calving 

Year-round distribution 
 Winter range 

1Crucial winter range 

Year-round distribution 
Winter range 
1Crucial winter range 

Year-round distribution 

Year-round distribution 

428,896 (5%) 
93,099 (3%) 
72,432 (5%) 

70,673 (2%) 
25,439 (2%) 
6,076 (3%) 

179,690 (4%) 
-------------------

35,086 (8%) 

79,353 (1%) 
12,240 (2%) 
13,567 (6%) 
7,905 (35%) 

13,875 (4%) 
0 
0 

12,595 (2%) 
3864 (1%) 

* 

34,457 (2%) 

0 

0 

8,506,948 
2,942,431 
1,335,622 

3,208,637 
1,295,443 

205,530 

4,859,757 
--------------

454,789 

7,734,652 
586,235 
229,393 
22,836 

358,368
115,126 

0 

791,814 
278,996 

* 

1,529,493 

528,367 

140,674 

1 Crucial winter range values taken from Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks Historic (1970s) inventory data. 

2 Antelope winter range data pending funding and conditions.
 
3 Data from FWP wolf hunting district information.
 
* None identified. 
All other data obtained from the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks website: http://fwp.mt.gov/doingBusiness/reference/gisData/default. 

html/ Last accessed 01/14/2010. 

Bighorn Sheep 
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep occur as a single herd and occupy areas on Forest Service (FS), 
National Park Service (NPS), BLM, state, and private lands surrounding east and west Pryor Mountains. 
Historically, there was a herd along the Boulder River which died out due to disease. Approximately 
4 percent of the occupied area occurs on BLM public lands. Habitats commonly used include cliffs, 
mountain slopes, and rolling foothills. A 2008 survey for bighorn sheep indicated the second highest 
population count since 1997. 

Moose 
Moose are associated with forested and riparian/wetland areas of the Beartooth Mountains. Populations 
have remained static. Seasonal habitat data indicate that there are over 270,000 acres of moose winter 
range and very little summer range in the planning area. 
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Game Birds 
Upland game birds common to the planning area include sharp-tailed grouse, greater sage-grouse, blue 
grouse, ruffed grouse, wild turkey, ring-necked pheasant, Hungarian, and chukar partridge (Table 2-21).  
Greater sage-grouse is considered a SSS and is addressed further in Section 2.1.7. Similar to big game 
species, upland game birds are considered priority species due to the publicʼs interest in them for hunting. 
The primary threats to upland game bird populations in the planning area include habitat loss, habitat 
fragmentation, possibly West Nile virus, and adverse weather conditions.  Hunting pressure can also affect 
upland game bird populations. However, as with big game, MTFWP regulates the amount of upland 
game bird hunting, thereby preventing undesirable effects on these bird populations from hunting. 

Waterfowl species common in the planning area include Canada and snow geese and 18 species of ducks 
(Table 2-22).  The presence of open water is the most important factor for waterfowl production. Open 
water habitat in the planning area includes rivers, streams, and natural potholes, as well as artificial 
reservoirs. The total area of open water is about 241,079 acres. Availability of grassland habitats 
adjacent to open water is also important for many of the waterfowl in the area. Natural and constructed 
islands on reservoirs are important to Canada geese and some duck species because they provide security 
from predators during nesting and brood rearing. In addition to the breeding season, waterfowl use the 
planning area during spring and fall migrations, seeking agricultural fields and wetlands, as well as the 
major rivers such as the Yellowstone, for roosting, cover, and feeding. 

Islands, specifically the Bundy Island area, and other river bottom riparian areas provide brood rearing 
habitat for Canada geese and other waterfowl species. Other wildlife inhabits the island, such as bald 
eagles, white-tailed deer, ring-necked pheasants, numerous furbearers, and various non-game species.  
Bundy Island is located in Yellowstone County ¼ mile west of Pompeys Pillar.  It is one of the few 
islands in the Yellowstone River managed by the BLM. 

The main threats to waterfowl in the planning area are loss and degradation of wetlands and other riparian 
habitats. Hunting pressure also can affect waterfowl populations.  However, MTFWP and the USFWS 
regulate the amount of waterfowl hunting allowed, thereby preventing undesirable effects on these bird 
populations. 

Table 2-21
 
Upland Game Bird Habitat and Distribution by ownership in the Planning Area
 

Species Habitat/Distribution BLM Acres2,5 Total Acres2,5 

Sharp-tailed grouse1 

Wild turkey2,3,4 

Ring-necked pheasant3 

Hungarian partridge2 

Chukar (gray partridge) 
Blue grouse2 

Ruffed grouse2 

Overall distribution 

Good/excellent habitat 
Fair habitat 
Total pheasant habitat 
Overall distribution 
No data available 

307,236 (4%) 
74,044 (4%) 
9094 (2%) 
2081 (1%) 
11,175 (2%) 
292,975 (3%) 
No data 
97,649 (4%) 
139,107 (8%) 

8,263,040 
2,055,715 
438,250 
219,139 
637,389 
8,584,264 
No data 
2,354,033 
1,837,558 

Totals may not add up due to rounding errors.
 1 Data are from BLM 200a.
 2 Data from MTFWP. 
3 Distribution & habitat for wild turkey and ring-necked pheasant on tribal land incomplete. 

 4 There are no areas designated as potential (unoccupied) turkey habitat in the planning area.
 5 Numbers in parentheses are the percent of habitat located on BLM- administered land. 
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Table 2-22
 
Waterfowl Species Known to Occur in the Planning Area
 

Dabbling Ducks Diving Ducks Other Waterfowl 

American widgeon Bufflehead Canada goose 

Barrowʼs goldeneye Canvasback Snow goose 

Blue-winged teal Common goldeneye 

Cinnamon teal Common merganser 

Green-winged teal Redhead 

Gadwall Ring-necked duck 

Harlequin duck Ruddy duck 

Mallard Lesser scaup 

Northern pintail 

Northern shoveler 

Wood duck 

Source: BLM 2000a. 

Non-game Animals 
Various non-game priority species occur in the planning area.  Also occurring are an undetermined 
number of small mammals such as ground squirrels, mice, chipmunks, rabbits, skunks, and raccoons 
that provide the main prey for raptors and larger carnivores.  Those species that are also federally listed 
or are considered BLM sensitive species are discussed in Section 2.1.7. Other priority animals include 
amphibians which are considered a priority group of species due to their association with rare habitats 
(wetlands and riparian areas), their sensitivity to environmental conditions, global population declines 
for some species, and the limited knowledge regarding their occurrence and distribution in the planning 
area. Amphibians that are known or expected to occur in the planning area include the tiger salamander, 
plains spadefoot, Great Plains toad, Woodhouseʼs toad, boreal chorus frog, and northern leopard frog 
(Table 2-19).  Key threats to amphibians in the planning area include loss of riparian and wetland habitats, 
alteration of these habitats (through fragmentation, changes in hydrology, erosion, and changes in riparian 
and aquatic vegetation), and effects from environmental contaminants. 

Indicators 
Primary indicators for the health of terrestrial animals are their population numbers, the condition of the 
individuals that make up these populations, the age structure represented within the population, and the 
populationʼs distribution relative to its historic range. The MTFWP tracks this type of information for 
species of game animals and, increasingly, for key non-game species.  In managing the habitat of these 
populations, the BLM uses a different set of metrics, such as the condition of shrubs, forbs, and grasses 
that comprise the habitat used by key animal species. Indicators of condition include estimates of overall 
vegetative cover, in absolute terms, or a relative comparison between portions of the habitat that are 
available and unavailable to foraging animals. The vigor and production of individual plants and various 
plant indicators may also be evaluated. In evaluating plant indicators, species composition and the form 
of forage plants is assessed. The assessment of Standard 3 considers the presence of noxious weeds and 
other undesirable species, species composition, successional stage diversity, age, spatial distribution, 
habitat connectivity and fragmentation for native plant and animal communities. 
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Trends 
The current trends exhibited by wildlife habitat are reflected in the Standards and Guidelines (S&G) 
assessments completed on permit renewals for grazing allotments. The majority of the allotments were 
found to be meeting Standard 1 and Standard 5. Findings from the assessments of those allotments failing 
to meet either standard include: 

- Energy development:  habitat fragmentation, loss of habitat, increased human use; 
- Physical loss of habitats on private lands in the area due to development, thus reducing 	the 

continuity and value of habitat located on BLM lands; 
- Lack of fire or wildfire impacts, conifer encroachment and loss of sagebrush habitat; 
- Ungulate grazing: 	heavy livestock grazing in some areas resulting in loss of vegetative 

diversity and productivity; 
- Drought: poor productivity and vigor of vegetation due to a prolonged period of drought; 
- Dominance of vegetation by undesirable/weedy species: 	most notably Russian olive, salt 

cedar, and noxious weeds.  The undesirable/weed problem is primarily in riparian areas. 

Forecast 
Without marked interagency cooperation and adequate funding, the above trends are likely to continue.  
To some degree, these trends are a result of naturally occurring factors, such as drought and disease, and 
are usually beyond management or regulatory control. However, these trends can be better understood 
and potentially aided through improved data on population trends, better understanding of epidemiology 
and antidotes, continually improving cooperation among responsible agencies, and increased involvement 
of the public. The BLM can contribute toward improving the trends discussed above by: 

• Continue to collect data in response to the S&Gs; 
• Control livestock use of allotments to sustain habitat health; 
• Monitor and regulate recreation activities, including OHV use; 
• Include protective stipulations in leases and permits for development uses of public land; and 
• Continue to identify animal population problems with the appropriate managing agency. 

Aquatic Wildlife/Fisheries 

Current Conditions 
Management of fish species and populations in the planning area is directed and overseen by the MTFWP. 
The USFWS is responsible for providing regulatory oversight for all species that are listed, proposed for 
listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
The BLM is charged with conserving and/or enhancing aquatic habitat and riparian areas as well as 
protecting water quality that is necessary to support the fish and aquatic wildlife populations (amphibians 
and aquatic insects). Aquatic resources, including fish populations, are directly or indirectly affected by 
land-use activities throughout the planning area, particularly activities that affect water quality/quantity 
and erosion/sedimentation. 

The BiFO management direction is to work cooperatively with USFWS and MTFWP to establish 
programs that are consistent with ecologically sound and sustainable practices, conserve and enhance 
high quality aquatic habitat, protect native aquatic species, and enhance game fishing opportunities. In 
the planning area, the USDA Custer National Forest is also an integral partner in managing sensitive 
species on shared aquatic habitats. The continuity between managing fish populations and aquatic habitat 
requires a close working relationship between all the agencies with connections to the resource in order to 
be effective. 

The aquatic resources of the planning area include fish and aquatic macro-invertebrates and their 
habitats. These habitats consist of rivers and streams, springs, seeps, and lakes or reservoirs that 
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provide year-round (perennial) or seasonal (intermittent) habitat for a variety of fish species, aquatic 
macro-invertebrates, and aquatic plant communities. Water quality is a key indicator of environmental 
conditions for fish and aquatic habitats. Other elements critical to aquatic habitat and suitable fi sh habitat, 
including riparian habitat, are water volume, water temperature, and the presence/absence of non-native 
competitors. The BLM uses its surveys and those done by DEQ and MTFWP to assess the abundance, 
distribution, and health of fish populations and aquatic habitat within the planning area. 

According to MTFWP surveys, 47 species of fish are present in the planning area (Table 2-23).  Of these 
species, 32 are indigenous and 15 species are introduced. Most are warm water species that live in the 
lower Yellowstone and Musselshell rivers; only a few are coldwater species that live in the mountain 
streams. 

Coldwater Species. Higher elevation waters located in the Pryor Mountains and Beartooth Mountain 
front support coldwater fish, including the Yellowstone cutthroat trout (YCT), classified as a sensitive 
species by the BLM and an S2 state classification (at risk of local extinction). The emphasis of BLM 
habitat management is to protect and enhance native species habitat, such as for the YCT.  In the planning 
area, Crooked Creek, Bad Canyon Creek, and Piney Creek are strongholds of isolated, genetically pure 
populations of YCT. Table 2-24 shows the total miles of fish bearing water in the planning area. The 
Yellowstone, Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, Stillwater, and Boulder rivers are other water bodies within 
the planning area that support coldwater fish. 

Warmwater Species. The lower elevation streams across the planning area support a diverse population 
of warm and cool water fish. Sauger, walleye, smallmouth bass, and channel catfish are the prized game 
fish of the system. Several species of concern, including the ESA-listed pallid sturgeon, and BLM-
sensitive sauger, blue sucker, paddlefish, burbot, and sturgeon chub are rare occupants of the Yellowstone 
River and the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone in the planning area. 

Due to the fragmented nature of BLM ownership in the planning area, fisheries management activities 
are limited to providing the best riparian conditions possible and maintaining high levels of aquatic 
and riparian protection from other resource uses, including recreation, grazing, and fuels extraction. 
State water quality laws dictate planning within these disciplines, and the BLM-adopted Standards and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management help to ensure riparian PFC. 

Riparian vegetation is an important factor in maintaining aquatic resource conditions. Riparian vegetation 
provides in-stream habitat for fish, adds structure to the banks, reduces erosion, moderates water 
temperatures, and is a source of organic nutrients for the system.  Riparian vegetation moderates flows 
by reducing runoff to the stream and stores water for later release.  As riparian habitats degrade, erosion 
and sedimentation increase and streams widen and become shallower.  Temperature fl uctuations increase 
and oxygen content can reach critically low levels. These factors collectively reduce or degrade available 
fish habitat. Protecting riparian habitats and restricting water quality degradation on BLM lands does not 
ensure aquatic health, because the majority of the streams are flowing through multiple ownerships before 
they reach BLM parcels. 

The BiFO has very limited aquatic resources. Fish-bearing streams, lakes, and reservoirs are rare, with 
only 15 perennial fish bearing streams and no lakes or reservoirs on public lands that support game 
fish (MFISH website) (refer to Table 2-24).  There are only a handful of reservoirs, with partial BLM 
ownership, that support populations of non-game fish; however, the Montana Fisheries Information 
System reports no lakes or reservoirs in the planning area that support sport fisheries. The small, 
unnamed reservoirs that support small non-game fish populations are not listed in the Table 2-24, because 
they are impoundments of the streams that are listed. However, the importance of these resources does 
not diminish due to their limited stature, but actually increases due to the rarity.  Aquatic resources 
(fisheries or non-fisheries related) are very important natural resources, especially in the arid or semi-arid 
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environments found in the planning area. Wildlife, livestock grazing and farming are all dependent on 
water or riparian habitat, which make up a very small percentage of the landscape. Therefore, the limiting 
factors of these land uses are riparian and aquatic resources. 

Table 2-23
 
Native and Non-Native Fish Species Occurring in the Planning Area
 

Native Non-Native 
Bigmouth buffalo Ictiobus cyprinellus Blackhead bullhead Ictalurus melas 
Blue sucker Cycleptus elongatus Black crappie Pomoxis nigromaculatus 
Brassy minnow Hybognathus hankinsoni 
Brook stickleback Culaea inconstans Brook trout Salvelinus fontinalis 
Burbot Lota lota Brown trout Salmo trutta 
Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus 
Emerald shiner Notropis atherinoides Common carp Cyprinus carpio 
Fathead minnow Pimephales promelas 
Flathead chub Hybopsis gracilis Green sunfish Lepomis cyanellus 
Freshwater drum Aplodinotus grunniens 
Goldeye Hiodon alosoides 

Largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides 
Lake chub Couesius plumbeus 

Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus 
Longnose dace Rhinichthys cataractae Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Longnose sucker Catostomus catostomus 
Mottled sculpin Cottus bairdi 
Mountain sucker Catostomus platyrhynchus Smallmouth bass Micropterus dolomieu 
Mountain whitefish Prosopium williamsoni Spottail shiner Notropis hudsonius 
Northern pike Esox lucius 
Northern red-bellied dace Phoxinus eos 

White crappie Pomoxis annularis 
Paddlefish Polyodon spathula Yellow bullhead Ictalurus natalis 
Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Yellow perch Perca flavescens 

Walleye (unknown) Stizostedion vitreum 
Plains minnow Hybognathus placitus 
River carpsucker Carpiodes carpio 
Sand shiner Notropis stramineus 
Sauger Stizostedion canadense 
Shorthead redhorse Moxostoma macrolepidotum 

Smallmouth buffalo Ictiobus bubalus 
Stonecat Noturus flavus 
Sturgeon chub Macrohybopsis gelida 
Western silvery minnow Hybognathus argyritis 
White sucker Catostomus commersoni 
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Table 2-24
 
Fish Bearing Streams in the Planning Area
 

Stream Name Miles Sensitive Cold/Warm 

Bad Canyon Creek 5.1 YCT Cold 

Bear Creek 2.4 Warm 

Boulder River (MF) 0.25 Cold 

Boulder River (WF) 0.5 Cold 

Bridger Creek SF 2 Warm 

Bridger Creek Spring 0.5 Warm 

Clarks Fork River 3.85 Warm 

Crooked Creek 3.5 YCT Cold 

Musselshell River 0.5 Warm 

Piney Creek 0.33 YCT Cold 

(unnamed Creek at PP) 0.5 Sauger Warm 

Sage Creek 3.78 Warm 

Stillwater River 1 Cold 

Willow Creek 1 Warm 

Yellowstone River 18.25 Sauger/Pallid Warm/Cold 

Fisheries Management 
Management of fish species and populations is directed and overseen by MTFWP. The BiFO is charged 
with conserving and/or enhancing aquatic habitat and riparian areas as well as protecting water quality 
that is necessary to support the fish and aquatic wildlife populations (amphibians and aquatic insects). 
Management guidance for enhancing riparian and wetland ecosystems has contributed to fisheries 
management, just as riparian health and water quality are directly related to fisheries health. In the past 
decade, several projects have been designed to specifically enhance sensitive fish species populations on 
public lands in the planning area: 

Bad Canyon Creek 
The BLM partnered with MTFWP and the Custer NF to stabilize and enhance a fish barrier on Bad 
Canyon Creek. The barrier would isolate a genetically pure YCT population in BLM and FS waters, 
blocking the upstream passage of non-native brown trout that thrive in lower Bad Canyon Creek and the 
Stillwater River. 

Crooked Creek 
In 2007, the BLM partnered with MTFWP and the Custer NF to protect eight miles of pristine YCT 
habitat from invasion by non-native brown trout which are present in the lower reaches of Crooked Creek. 
The project included an engineered barrier designed to block fish passage and withstand 100-year flood 
events for an indefinite time. A subsequent MTFWP project removed all brown trout from the isolated 
reach, allowing the aboriginal YCT population to expand uninhibited from non-native competition. 

Piney Creek 
The MTFWP implemented a project on the BLM-administered Piney Creek waters to enhance pool 
and over-wintering habitat for an imperiled, isolated population of YCT.  This population is limited to 
approximately 1 ¼ miles of cold, clean spring water that runs from the Custer NF through BLM and 
private and then onto state land where it is diverted into an irrigation system. Barring dewatering and 
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upstream pollution sources, riparian health is the most significant limiting factor to aquatic resources and 
good water quality. 

Indicators 
The BLM issued management guidance that established the goal to restore and maintain riparian-wetland 
areas so that 75 percent or more are in PFC by 1997 (Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990s).  This 
initiative, coupled with the S&Gs, is among the most important riparian and fi sheries conservation 
movements to date, ensuring that riparian zones are in PFC. The implementation and effectiveness of this 
monitoring decision is discussed in Chapter 4. 

Water quality is a key indicator of environmental conditions for fish and aquatic habitats. Other elements 
critical to aquatic habitat and suitable fish habitat, including riparian habitat, are water volume, water 
temperature, and the presence/absence of non-native competitors. The BLM uses its surveys and those 
done by DEQ and MTFWP to assess the abundance, distribution, and health of fish populations and 
aquatic habitat within the planning area.

 Trends 
Some native fish species populations and habitats have declined in the past due to natural disturbances 
(e.g., drought), habitat alteration, poor water quality, lack of water quantity, and hybridization with or 
competition from with non-native species. Several projects have been designed specifically to enhance 
sensitive fish species populations in the planning area. Cooperative efforts like this will likely continue as 
increased public awareness and interest in native fish species continues. 

 Forecasts 
Current management within the BLM, other agencies, and private landowners seems to be improving 
trend for fisheries. Habitat improvement projects, changes in land management, increased monitoring, 
and changes in harvest regulations should improve both native and sport fishery populations and habitats. 
Development of new or improved cooperative enhancement projects should continue in the future. 

Non-Native Invasive (Nuisance) Aquatic Species 

Current Condition 
Aquatic Nuisance Species (ANS) are non-indigenous plant or animal species that threaten diversity and 
abundance of native species, the ecological stability of aquatic systems, or 
commercial, agricultural, and recreational activities dependent on said systems. 

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks has assembled and prioritized a list of aquatic nuisance species that 
are either established in Montana or have a high potential to invade Montana waters. MT FWP has 
also developed the Aquatic Nuisance Species Management Plan (2002) which addresses prevention of 
invasion, mitigation of impacts for species already present, and other measures to control aquatic nuisance 
species (ANS). 

There are currently 26 species of plants and animals on the MT FWP ANS list, with only 7 listed as 
present in Montana. MT FWP classified ANS into 4 categories by priority: 

Priority Class 1: These species are not known to be present in Montana, but have a high potential to 
invade and there are limited or no known management strategies for these species. Appropriate action for 
this class includes prevention of introductions and eradication of pioneering populations. 

Priority Class 2: These species are present and established in Montana and have the potential to spread 
further and there are limited or no known management strategies for these species. These species can be 
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managed through actions that involve mitigation of impact, control of population size, and prevention of 
dispersal to other waterbodies. 

Priority Class 3: These species are not known to be established in Montana and have a high potential for 
invasion and appropriate management techniques are available. Appropriate management for this class 
includes prevention of introductions and eradication of pioneering populations. 

Priority Class 4: These species are present and have the potential to spread in Montana but there are 
management strategies available for these species. These species can be managed through actions that 
involve mitigation of impact, control of population size, and prevention of dispersal to other waterbodies. 

There are 6 groups of organisms with a total of 26 aquatic nuisance species: 

Fish  Category

  BigHead Carp Hypophthalmichthys nobilis  1


Crustaceans


Molluscs


Mammals


Parasites/Pathogens


  Grass Carp Ctenoparyngodon idella 1

  Black Carp Mylopharyngodon piceus 1

  Silver Carp Hypophthalmichthys molitrix 1

  Round Goby Neogobius melanostomus 1

  Ruffe Gymnocephalus cernuus 1

  Tench Tinca tinca  1


 Zander Sander lucioperca 1

  Northern Snakehead Channa argus 1
 

  Rusty Crayfish Orconectes rusticus 1

  Spiny Waterflea Bythotrephes cederstroemi 1
 

  Zebra Mussel Dreissena polymorpha 1

 New Zealand Mud Snail Potamopyrgus antipodarum  2
 

Nutria Myocastor coypus 1
 

  Whirling disease 2

 Heterosporosis 1


  IHN Virus 1

  Asian Tapeworm Bothriocephalus acheilognathi 3
 

Plants
 
Egeria Egeria densa 1


 Hydrilla Hydrilla verticillata  1

  Eurasian Watermilfoil Myriopyllum spicatum 3

  Curley Pondweed Potamogeton crispus 4

  Flowering Rush Butomus umbellatus 4

  Purple Loosestrife Lythrum salicaria  4

  Salt Cedar Tamaricaceae spp.  4
 

Yellow Flag Iris  Iris pseudacorus 4 


**Data compiled from: Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks; [Online) http://fwp.mt.gov/fishing/fishingmontana/ans/default.html. 
Last accessed 9/14/2009. 

All of the species listed above can have profound ecological impacts, generally disrupting the natural 
food chain or impairing ecosystem and native species health. Riparian systems and water bodies are 
very vulnerable to nuisance species invasion due to the transport of boats, road runoff, human associated 
activities and other mechanisms. The spread of nuisance species is usually rapid and hard to control 
because of the connectivity and movement associated with rivers and aquatic systems in general. 

Indicators 
MTFW, Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Environmental Quality and County Weed Departments 
are currently monitoring and mapping water bodies for presence and abundance/spread of aquatic 
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nuisance species. Through cooperative efforts BLM managers are notified of threats and appropriate 
measures are taken. 

Trends 
The spread of aquatic nuisance species is an ongoing threat. The trend of increased recreational lake and 
river use correlates with higher risk of infestations by human transport from infested waters both in and 
out of state. Once ANS are introduced, most, Category 1 and 2, have little or no known management 
strategies. 

Forecast 
MTFWPʼs management strategy focuses on education and prevention of introduction of ANS. BLM 
cooperation with MT 

FWP, County Weed Department and other agencies and groups could help promote recreational user 
education, minimizing the possibly of spread of ANS throughout Billings Field Office and Montana 
waters. 

Even with preventative measures, ANS are likely to spread through many aquatic systems throughout 
Montana and especially through warm water environments of the Billings Field Office. 

Most species, if established have limited management strategies. Prevention of introductions and 
eradication of pioneering populations are the only effective management for category 1 and 2 aquatic 
nuisance species. 

2.1.7 Special Status Species 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

Current Conditions 
Eleven special status wildlife species that occur in the planning area (Table 2-25).  In addition, migratory 
birds are considered BLM sensitive species and are a special status group. Two federally listed species 
historically occurred in the planning area but are no longer present (the black-footed ferret and grizzly 
bear). The grizzly bear recovery zone has been identified along the FS/BLM boundary in the Beartooth 
Mountain foothills. Lynx exist along the perimeter of the planning area on FS lands; however, there are 
no Lynx Analysis Units identified on public lands within the planning area. Lynx may be occasional 
migrants onto public lands. Whooping cranes may also be an occasional migrant into the planning area. 
Because black-footed ferrets and gray wolves may be considered for reintroduction into portions of the 
planning area, they are included in this section. Sources of information include GIS data from the BLM, 
MTFWP, the 1984 Billings RMP, communications with regional biologists (BLM, USFWS and MTFWP), 
and a literature review. 

Mammals 

Black-Tailed Prairie Dog 
The USFWS recently evaluated the status of the black-tailed prairie dog and determined that the species 
does not meet the ESA definition of threatened; therefore, the species was removed from the USFWS 
candidate species list (USFWS 2004a). In its evaluation, the agency stated that there are approximately 
1,842,000 acres of occupied habitat in the United States. Ongoing threats to prairie dogs include disease, 
recreational shooting, and chemical control. According to the USFWS evaluation, however, recent 
information illustrates the prairie dogʼs resilience to short-term, site-specific population declines, and the 
species is more able to persist over time in light of ongoing impacts than originally considered. 

71
 



According to the Montana Prairie Dog Working Group (2002), the black-tailed prairie dog population in 
Montana is fragmented, and prairie dogs have been extirpated from local areas such as Richland County, 
most of Carter County, and portions of other counties.  Despite this reduction in prairie dog distribution, 
the state still has substantial numbers of black-tailed prairie dogs. 

In the planning area, black-tailed prairie dogs occur in grassland habitats, which cover approximately 
12,159,081 acres (all ownerships) or about 47 percent of the area. One hundred and sixty-six prairie dog 
towns are known to occur in the planning area; 69 (41.6 percent) of which occur on public lands (Table 2
26). Long-term trends in prairie dog abundance in the area are unknown. 

Table 2-25
 
Special Status Wildlife Species that Occur in the Planning Area
 

Species USFWS Status BLM Status 

Mammals 

White-tailed prairie dog 

Black-tailed prairie dog 

Black-footed ferret* 

Gray wolf 

Swift fox 

Townsendʼs big-eared bat 

Spotted bat 

Fringe-tailed myotis bat 

Long-legged myotis bat 

Long-eared myotis bat 

Pallid bat 

Birds 

Interior least tern 

Bald eagle 

Long-Billed Curlew 

Whooping crane 

Mountain plover 

Greater sage-grouse 

BLM sensitive raptors (peregrine falcon, burrowing 
owl, ferruginous hawk, Swainsonʼs hawk) 

Migratory birds 

Reptiles/ Amphibians 

Greater short-horned lizard 

Milk snake 

Northern leopard frog 

Spiny softshell turtle 

Western hog-nosed snake 

Fish 

Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout 

Sauger 

None 

None 

Endangered 

Threatened (experimental pop.) 

None 

Endangered 

Endangered 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

*Not currently present in the Billings Planning Area 
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Table 2-26
 
Black-tailed Prairie Dog Acreage within the Planning Area
 

Year/Source BLM State Private / Other National 
Wildlife 
Refuges 

Total

 2004 Survey 7,098 3,364 15,412 1,399 27,273 

* % of 2004 
Taken from 
ARCGIS data 

26% 12% 57% 5% 100% 

The values listed for the Billings Field Office (updated with 2004 surveys) were derived from ARCGIS software to intersect 
each prairie dog colony map with land ownership maps supplied by Montanaʼs Natural Resource Information System. 
Surveys from 1999 and 2000 were compared to the 2004 black-tailed prairie dog mapping. 

Table 2-27
 
White-tailed Prairie Dog Acreage within the Planning Area
 

Colony Size 
1975-1977 

Colony Size 
2003 

Colony Size 
2005 

2-4 (5-10) 

0.8 (2) 

30-34 (74-84) 

8 (20) 

UnDocumented 

1 (2.5) 

28-40 (69-99) 

4-8 (10-20) 

32 (79) 

20-32 (49-79) 

16-24 (39.5-59) 

8-20 (20-9) 

1 (2.5) 

0.4-1 (1-2.5) 

1-4 (2.5-10) 

16.4 (40.5) 

5.1 (13) 

5.9 (15) 

9.1 (22.5) 

7.5 (18.5) 

4.2 (10) 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

16.2 (40) 

5.0 (12) 

9.2 (23) 

4.2 (10) 

7.5 (18.5) 

5.9 (14.6) 

1.7 (4.2) 

29.1 (72) 

2.3 (6) 

21.4 (53) 

-

-

-

-

-

15 colonies
 280 (692) 

6 colonies
 48 (120) 

10 colonies 
102.5 (253) 

White-tailed Prairie dog colonies located during surveys 1975-1977 and compared to those located in 2003 and 2005. The 
list for each survey year is in no particular order.  Measurements are in hectares (acres). 

Threatened and Endangered Species ConsultationSources: 1984 Billings RMP and Backlog Consultation dated May 8, 2008 
with the USFWS. Available from: Billings Field Office BLM, 5001 Southgate, Billings, Mt.. 
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Gray Wolf 
The threatened gray wolf is present within the planning area and will be addressed because of the 
presence of wolves on public lands. Wolves are considered a nonessential experimental population in this 
area. Two identified wolf packs may occasionally range onto public lands along the Beartooth Mountain 
front. 

On January 29, 2007, the USFWS announced the proposal to remove the Northern Rocky Mountain 
population of gray wolves from the T&E list.  Gray wolves in the Northern Rockies exceeded recovery 
goals to the point where the USFWS considered them biologically ready to be delisted. In February 
2008, gray wolves were determined recovered by the USFWS and were removed from the list of 
federally endangered and threatened species on March 28, 2008. The U.S. Federal District Court in 
Missoula, Montana, issued a preliminary injunction on July 18, 2008, that immediately reinstated the ESA 
protections for gray wolves in the northern Rocky Mountains. Therefore, the gray wolf is again listed as 
endangered or nonessential experimental depending on location. The BLMʼs activities will not jeopardize 
the nonessential experimental populations of wolves in the planning area.

 Grizzly Bear 
The planning area is not within the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) Recovery Zone, but the perimeter of the 
grizzly bear range is adjacent to public lands along the Beartooth Mountain front or foothills. There have 
been no grizzly bear observations on public lands within the planning area. 

Lynx 
There have been no lynx (Lynx canadensis) Analysis Units designated on public lands in the planning 
area. However, there is some potential habitat above the 6,000-foot elevation in the Meeteetse Spires and 
Pryor Mountain areas adjacent to the USFS lands. Only lynx linkage habitat areas are identified on Map 
17. 

Black-footed Ferret 
The black-footed ferret was listed as an endangered species in 1967, under a precursor to the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA 1973).  The main causes of the species decline included habitat conversion for farming, 
intentional efforts to eliminate prairie dogs (black-footed ferrets depend almost exclusively on prairie 
dogs for food and shelter), and disease (USFWS, 2000). A captive breeding and reintroduction program 
has been established for the animals, and the current goal of the USFWS is to establish 10 free-ranging 
populations of ferrets, spread over the widest possible area within their former range. Prairie dog town 
concentrations or complexes large enough to support black-footed ferret populations are not present in the 
planning area. Black-footed ferrets are not documented in this area. 

Birds 

Bald Eagle 
Bald eagle numbers have been increasing in the US in recent years, and the bird has been delisted under 
the ESA (8/2007).  Bald eagles generally occur along rivers and lakes with abundant fish and waterfowl 
prey and with adjacent large trees for nesting and roosting.  Bald eagles commonly nest along the 
Yellowstone, Clarks Fork, and Stillwater rivers in the planning area. 

There is one nest site on BLM lands in the planning area. This nest site is the Nibbe bald eagle nest 
territory, #040-034-01, near Pompeys Pillar, upriver from Bundy Bridge.  According to MTFWP and 
BLM maps, there are 10 nest sites along the Yellowstone, Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, and Stillwater 
rivers adjacent to or within one mile of BLM lands. 
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There are no special designations in the fi eld office area affecting bald eagles.  A wintering concentration 
of bald eagles was noted near Pompeys Pillar in the early 1990s but has not been observed since. 

Whooping Crane 
The whooping crane was listed as an endangered species in 1967, under a precursor to the ESA (1973).  
The main cause of the species decline was conversion of pothole and prairie habitat for agriculture and 
shooting. Current threats to wild cranes include collisions with manmade objects such as power lines and 
fences, shooting, predators, disease, habitat destruction, severe weather, and a loss of two thirds of the 
original genetic material. Risk of contamination from potential oil spills along the Texas coast, which is 
the wintering ground for the only self-sustaining wild whooping crane population, is also a threat. The 
total whooping crane population as of February 2006 was 338 birds, 123 of which included captive birds 
and 215 of which included wild birds (USFWS, 2006). 

The whooping crane occurs as a transient/migrant species known to fly through Montana during both the 
spring and fall migrations. Whooping cranes are not known to breed in the Planning Area or any other 
portion of Montana. Data on whooping cranes in the state is limited. Sightings of the birds have generally 
been in marshy areas and grain and stubble fields as well as wet meadows and wet prairie habitat 
(Montana Field Guide. 2009). Appropriate wetland habitat is not available to attract them to the planning 
area. 

Mountain Plover 
The mountain plover is associated with short-grass prairie/grasslands (especially those that are heavily 
grazed and are on level or gently sloping areas) and regularly occupies prairie dog towns. Intensive 
grazing is thought to be beneficial to the birds, because they prefer areas with extremely short vegetation 
and a high percentage of bare soil. Records indicate that mountain plovers have declined in abundance in 
Montana over the past century, possibly due to increased irrigated agriculture and/or prairie dog control 
(Montana Field Guide. 2009). Limited mountain plover surveys have been conducted in the planning 
area. It has been documented that mountain plovers are nesting in the shortgrass prairie in the foothills 
south of the Snowy Mountains. The other documented nesting attempts have been at two locations in 
southern Carbon County. 

Long-billed Curlew 
Long-billed curlews are found across Montana between March and September. They nest in native 

shortgrass prairies and are found on wetlands and around reservoirs during migration.
 
There are no specific monitoring, conservation, research or management actions currently directed at 

curlews within the state.
 

Putnam and Kennedy (2005) identify shortgrass prairie, mid-grass prairie, sage-steppe, and prairie 

potholes as preferred breeding habitats in the state. Long-billed curlews prefer expansive, open, level to 

gently sloping or rolling grasslands with short vegetation, such as shortgrass or recently grazed mixed-

grass prairie. During migration, birds use agricultural fields, grazed pastures, wetlands, and mudflats 

(Fellows, S. D., and Jones, S. L. , 2009). 


Analysis of the North American Breeding Bird Survey trends and abundance data (BBS) data trends map 

suggests the species is declining in the eastern third of the state, while increasing in the western portion 

of the state. The results in the central portion of the state are less clear. Credibility of the BBS is marginal, 

with a BBS Credibility Indicator equal to Yellow (data have a deficiency such as low abundance, low 

sample size, or significantly different sub-interval trends (Sauer et al. 2008).
 

Conservation concerns include habitat loss (e.g. sodbusting, weed invasion, general conversion of 

prairie land to other uses), breeding habitat within the state that is either fragmented, unprotected, 
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or mismanaged, and/or human-directed disturbance to grassland habitats (e.g., impacts of cattle 
grazing, roads, and adjacent land activities, pesticide application, and draining of wetlands) (Montana 
Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy, 2005). 

The recent increase in demand for renewable energy resources may present an additional threat since 
much of the area targeted for wind power development is within the central prairies and western grassland 
and shrublands that comprise the primary breeding range of Long-billed Curlews (U.S. Department of 
Energy 2008). Threats to Long-billed Curlews from wind energy may be due to either or both the loss 
and fragmentation of breeding habitat or due to direct hits on the wind towers. The intensity of the threat 
could be related to wind farm location and times of operation (Stewart et al. 2007). 

The long-billed curlews had a Conservation Plan prepared to preclude any possible listing, but have not 
been petitioned to be listed as T &E under ESA. 

Greater Sage-grouse 
In a recent status review, the USFWS (2005) determined that the greater sage-grouse was not warranted 
for listing under the ESA, given the generally improving population trends, existing habitat availability, 
and the large species range. Greater sage-grouse use a variety of shrub-steppe habitats throughout their 
life cycle and are considered obligate users of several sagebrush species (USFWS 2005). Nest sites are 
generally under sagebrush cover. In the early brood-rearing period, the birds remain near the nest site, 
and they typically move to moister habitats (e.g., riparian areas, wet meadows) during the late brood-
rearing period. During winter, the birds rely exclusively on sagebrush for forage and cover.  In the state 
of Montana, the greater sage-grouse population declined sharply from 1991 to 1996, then increased 
through 2000 (Montana Sage Grouse Work Group 2004).  Primary ongoing threats to greater sage-grouse 
include loss and deterioration of habitat from such factors as the spread of noxious weeds, infrastructure 
development, O&G development, wildfire, and conifer invasion (USFWS 2005). 

The planning area includes approximately 3.68 million acres (all ownerships) of great sage-grouse 
habitat, which includes approximately 336,000 acres (9 percent) on BLM public lands (Table 2-28; Maps 
18 – 19). This habitat, which includes areas of inconsistent use by greater sage-grouse, is categorized into 
four population classes: High, Medium, Low, and Very Low. 

Table 2-28
 
Greater Sage-grouse Habitat and Lek Sites by Land Ownership


 in the Planning Area
 

Habitat/Distribution1 
BLM2 

(acreage) 
State 

(acreage) 
Private 

(acreage) 

Other 
Miscellaneous 

(acreage) 

Total 
(acreage) 

*Occupied Habitat 

Population Class HIGH 230,866 90,265 1,051,911 24,519 1,397,561 

Population Class MEDIUM  37,572 32,345 581,382 2,691 653,990 

Population Class LOW 53,739 43,188 579,403 10,817 687,147 

Population Class VERY LOW 14,302 53,401 865,483 15,196 948,382 

Total occupied habitat: 336,479 219,199 3,078,179 53,223 3,687,080 

**Number of known active lek sites 19 (27 Total – 8 inactive) 11(15) 220 3 265 
1Acreage Data derived from draft habitat maps from MTFWP.   
2Lek site data is from MTFWP. 
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BLM-public lands comprise nine percent of the total occupied greater sage-grouse habitat in the planning 
area and 16 percent of the highest quality (High Population Class) occupied habitat. Using long term 
averages of male counts on 20 leks from 1981-2007, the average male count was 672. The 2008 count 
was 19.5% below the long term average or about 542 males. Other BLM GIS data indicate that the 
planning area contains 265 known active greater sage-grouse lek sites, of which 19 active (27 total) are 
located on public lands. 

BLM-Listed Sensitive Raptors 
BLM-listed sensitive raptors in the planning area include the peregrine falcon, burrowing owl, ferruginous 
hawk, and Swainsonʼs hawk. Burrowing owls are widely distributed across eastern Montana where they 
occur in open grasslands and use abandoned mammal burrows (primarily prairie dog and badger) for 
nesting (Montana Field Guide. 2009). Ferruginous hawks breed in central Montana but rarely occur in 
the area during winter.  Habitat for these hawks includes grasslands, sagebrush, and other brush lands. 
The Swainsonʼs hawks breeds throughout Montana, generally nesting in river bottom forests, brushy 
coulees, and shelterbelts. They hunt in grasslands and agricultural areas, especially along river bottoms 
(Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks, 2005).  Peregrine falcons have five known nest sites within the 
planning area--three of these known nest sites are on BLM public lands. Peregrines were delisted from 
the ESA (USFWS, 8/1999), and therefore remain in the population monitoring phase of delisting from the 
ESA. 

Migratory Birds 
As per Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, federal 
agencies are required to address migratory birds in their management activities. A wide variety of 
migratory birds occurs in the planning area, and species are generally associated with particular habitat 
types. Migratory birds of the greatest conservation concern are those with declining population trends 
and/or those associated with uncommon habitats. As identified through the Montana Partners In Flight 
Bird Conservation Plan (Casey, 2000), migratory birds in the planning area of the greatest conservation 
concern are the: piping plover, mountain plover, interior least tern, burrowing owl, Spragueʼs pipit, 
and Bairdʼs sparrow. The piping plover, mountain plover, interior least tern, and burrowing owl are 
addressed in the earlier part of this section. Both the Spragueʼs pipit and Bairdʼs sparrow are associated 
with grasslands, especially native prairie (Casey, 2000). The Spragueʼs pipit appears to prefer prairies 
with grasses of medium/intermediate height and may require relatively large areas (approximately 170 
acres in a study in Saskatchewan) of appropriate habitat (Montana Field Guide. 2009). Information on the 
locations of Spragueʼs pipit and Bairdʼs sparrow primary use areas and concentrations in the planning area 
is not available. 

Montana Audubon has identified one Important Bird Area (IBA) in the planning area at Bear Canyon in 
the foothills of West Pryor Mountain, near the Wyoming border.  The area is four square miles, and the 
Utah juniper supports breeding populations of more than a dozen species on the Montana Priority Bird 
Species List. The area also has the highest known number of nesting blue-gray gnatcatchers among the 
foothill canyons in the area. 

Limiting factors for special status wildlife species 
Although there are some limiting factors (i.e., factors that limit species distribution and abundance) 
specific to individual wildlife species, there are a variety of factors that are shared by most species. 
The principle factors that limit or affect wildlife in the planning area include habitat fragmentation and 
degradation, adverse weather (i.e., severe winter, summer drought), disease, and disturbance from human 
activities 

Indicators 
Primary indicators for special status wildlife species are their population numbers, population viability, 
and habitat stability. For most of the special status wildlife species, habitat loss and fragmentation have 
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been and remain the primary cause of their imperiled status. Some of these species have also suffered 
from historic efforts to extirpate them, and some suffer competition or predation from species that have 
expanded their range or that have been introduced. Inventory data is lacking for several of these nongame 
species and future studies will be required to determine population numbers and trends. 

Trends 
By definition, the populations of all special status wildlife species have historically suffered downward 
trends. Management efforts by the BLM, USFWS, MTFWP, and others have reversed the downward 
trend for a number of these populations, but none of the populations are near their historic levels, 
and most remain at levels that are biologically insecure, regardless of their legal status. In addition to 
continued threats from habitat loss and fragmentation, variability in habitat condition is an ongoing factor 
in the distribution and density of these special status wildlife species. 

For example, population viability for special status plant, fish, and amphibian species varies with 
hydrologic conditions. The recent drought has reduced the amount or quality of habitat in some areas, 
further stressing populations of these species. 

Forecast 
The future of most of the special status wildlife species depends on the degree to which their habitat can 
be maximized and kept in good condition and their populations can be protected from competition and 
predation that exceed the levels at which these species evolved. Further, more complete information on 
the location of special status wildlife species within the planning area and monitoring of these populations 
will facilitate timely and focused management responses to factors that affect them. 

Fisheries 

Special status species are native taxa that are at-risk due to declining population trends, threats to their 
habitats, restricted distribution, and/or other factors. The Billings Planning area is home to several 
species of fish that have been designated special status by the BLM, State, USFS and/or USFWS. When 
researching distribution of these species, it became clear that some of their ranges are not well defined. 
Further information is noted in the following species description. The SSS include: 

Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhyncus albus) 
The pallid sturgeon is a Montana Species of Concern and was classified as endangered by the USFWS 
in 1990. Its historic range included the middle and lower Mississippi River, the Missouri River, and 
lower reaches of the Platte, Kansas, and Yellowstone rivers.  In Montana, pallids have been found in the 
Missouri River between the mouth of the Marias River and Fort Peck Reservoir between Fort Peck Dam 
and the North Dakota border and in the 70 miles of the Yellowstone River below the mouth of the Powder 
River.  Their preferred habitat is the bottom of large, turbid, relatively warm and free-fl owing rivers. 

A recent release of 50 healthy 14- to 18-inch yearling pallid sturgeon below the Huntley Diversion Dam 
and 50 near Two Leggins on the Bighorn River has potentially, or at least temporarily, created a new 
population of pallids above the fish passage blocking irrigation diversion known as “intake” in the lower 
Yellowstone River. 

It is believed that pallid sturgeon will become extinct by 2018 (MTFWP http://fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/ 
tande/pallid.html ) without signifi cant changes in the way dams and water are managed in the Missouri 
and Yellowstone rivers. 

Sauger (Sander Canadensis) 
Sauger populations throughout Montana have fallen dramatically.  In the mainstem Yellowstone River, 
distribution is now considered limited to downstream of Rosebud Creek and is considered rare or absent 
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in other portions of the river and its major tributaries. The planning area falls into this category with 
sauger being rare or absent. 

Sauger are heavily dependent on unimpeded access to the wide diversity of physical habitats present in 
large river systems and are known to be a very migratory species.  The Yellowstone River system has 
many barriers impeding fish passage, some within the mainstem and many throughout the tributaries. 
The need to travel throughout a system to find suitable habitats for various life stages, coupled with 
competition from non-native walleye (Sander vitreum), are likely the two dominating factors in the 
saugerʼs decline. 

Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout (Onchorynchus clarkii bouvieri) 
Within its historical range, this subspecies is considered a “species of special concern” or a “sensitive 
species” by many state and federal agencies and organizations. In 1998, it was petitioned for listing as a 
threatened species under the ESA, but this petition was rejected in February 2001. 

Yellowstone cutthroat trout numbers have declined in distribution and abundance throughout its range.  A 
survey of biologists (May 1996) concluded that in Montana, Yellowstone cutthroat trout occupied 32% of 
their historical range. Most remaining indigenous populations in Montana inhabit headwater streams and 
the upper Yellowstone River.  It is also estimated that only 10 percent of the historically occupied fluvial 
habitat still contains genetically pure populations (May and Anonymous, 1998). From: (Montana Chapter 
of the American Fisheries Society). Available at: http://www.fi sheries.org/units/AFSmontana/Yellowstone. 
html. 

Non-native fish species are generally considered the greatest threat to their persistence. Displacement of 
native fish species by brown trout, brook trout and hybridization with rainbow trout have been thoroughly 
documented in the region. Habitat fragmentation from irrigation diversion, culvert barriers, and other 
manmade obstacles has also contributed to the downfall of YCT. 

Northern Redbelly X Finescale Dace (Phoxinus eos x P. neogaeus) 
This fish was placed on the SSS list due to its rarity and unusual form of genetic reproduction (MFISH). 
In Montana, northern redbelly dace are fairly widespread east of the Continental Divide. Finescale dace 
have a similar range, but there are no official records of finescale dace in the state. Finescale dace have 
been found in the Milk River drainage in the Cypress Hills, just north the Canadian border, well-removed 
from the planning area (MFISH). 

Further inventory is needed to better define Phoxinus spp. distribution in Montana. Due to diffi culties of 
field differentiation, it is likely that some waters thought to contain only northern redbelly dace may also 
have the hybrid. Phoxinus spp. are not extremely common in Montana. Dr. Robert Bramblett (MFISH) 
has conducted surveys on 43 prairie streams of the Missouri and Yellowstone rivers and identified 
Phoxinus spp. at just three sites, one of which contained the hybrid. Few prairie streams in Montana have 
the clear pool-type habitat preferred by Phoxinus spp. Due to the limited distribution and knowledge of 
this species, it is important to reduce impacts to its known habitat. 

Blue Sucker (Cycleptus elongatus) 
Very little is known about this fish species in Montana. The species appears to inhabit only the larger 
streams, primarily the Missouri and Yellowstone rivers. Montana populations appear to be stable and 
fairly abundant with a healthy size structure. Although the blue sucker populations appear to be healthy 
and stable, special recognition is warranted because this species may be susceptible to population declines 
due to its unique biological characteristics (longevity, low recruitment, migratory nature, and reliance on 
high flows in tributary streams for spawning). Montana has some of the finest habitat for blue suckers 
found in their range, and losses of Montana populations would be significant to the overall gene pool 
(Montana Chapter of the American Fisheries Society website (2003). 
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Most of these fish occur in the lower Yellowstone River near the eastern boundary of the planning area. 
BLM ownership and influence on the mainstem Yellowstone, Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, Boulder, 
and Musselshell rivers is very fragmented. For example, of 147 Yellowstone river miles in the planning 
area, BLM manages 18.55 miles, the majority of which is a single river bank and an average of one 
mile long. Managing this riparian habitat to conserve and enhance water quality has very little impact 
on the system as a whole. The management can significantly enhance wildlife habitat and at least not 
have a negative impact on fisheries. Water management on BLM lands may affect aquatic habitats on 
larger rivers through increased sedimentation and transportation of invasive species and contaminants. 
Management actions to ensure riparian health and water quality standards are further discussed in the 
riparian and wildlife sections. 

Trends and Forecast 
The impacts of flow diversion, agricultural development, logging, mining, recreation, and other land 
uses have applied pressure to many fish populations over many decades. Recent recognition of impacted 
species and mandated recovery plans will help to slow declines, but without massive conservation efforts, 
most SSS will continue to decline or become locally extinct. Conservation efforts required to help 
populations recover will be controversial among user groups, possible slowing the effort, and may prove 
detrimental to these species and possibly others that arenʼt classified as special status. 

Political environment and available funding will dictate the future of these species in the planning area. 
Recovery to historical status is unlikely because ownership fragmentation and multiple use interests make 
system-wide restoration very unlikely. 

Special Status Plants 

Current Conditions 
Special status plant species are those species that require particular management attention due to 
population or habitat concerns. These include species that are federally listed as threatened and 
endangered (T&E) species or habitats designated as critical, federally proposed species, proposed critical 
habitats, federal candidate species, state-listed as T&E, and Montana BLM sensitive species.  The BLM 
accomplishes its special status plant management through coordination with the USFWS and the Montana 
Natural Heritage program (MNHP). 

Bureau sensitive species are those species designated by the state director, usually in cooperation with 
the state agency responsible for management of the species, and state natural heritage programs. BLM 
sensitive species are those species that: 

• 	 could become endangered in or extirpated from a state, or within a significant portion of its 
distribution, 

• 	 are under status review by the USFWS and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 
• 	 are undergoing significant current or predicted downward trends in habitat capability that would 

reduce a species  ̓existing distribution, 
• 	 are undergoing significant current or predicted downward trends in population or density such 

that federally listed, proposed, candidate, or state-listed status may become necessary, 
• 	 typically have small and widely dispersed populations, 
• 	 inhabit ecological refugia or other specialized or unique habitats, or 
• 	 are state listed but which may be better conserved through application of BLM sensitive species 

status. 

No known sites of federally listed or proposed plant species are in the planning area. Twenty-three BLM 
sensitive plant species are known to occur in the planning area. Table 2-29 identifies the species and their 
global and state rank. 
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Table 2-29
 
Special Status Plant Species in the Planning Area
 

Common Name Scientific Name Global/State Status 

Beartooth large-fl owered goldenweed 
Pyrrocoma carthamoides v. subsquarrosa 
(Haplopappus c. v. s.) 

G4G5T2T3S2 

Daggett rock cress Arabis demissa v. languida 
G5S1 

Dwarf mentzelia Mentzelia pumila 
G4S2 

Geyerʼs milkvetch Astragalus geyeri 
G4S2 

Grayʼs milkvetch Astragalus grayi 
G4?S2 

Leafy nama Nama densum 
G5S1 

Long-styled thistle Cirsium longistylum 
G2S2 

Mat prickly phlox Leptodactylon caespitosum 
G4S2 

Minerʼs candle Cryptantha scoparia 
G4?S1 

Obscure evening-primrose Camissonia andina (Oenothera andina) 
G4S2 

Persistent-sepal yellow-cress Rorippa calycina 
G3S1 

Platte cinquefoil Potentilla platensis 
G4S1 

Pryor Mountain bladderpod Lesquerella lesicii 
G1S1 

Short-leaved bluegrass Poa arnowiae (P. curta) 
G4S1 

Shoshonea Shoshonea pulvinata 
G2G3S1 

Small camissonia Camissonia parvula (Oenothera parvula) 
G5S1 

Small yellow ladyʼs-slipper Cypripedium parviflorum 
G5S2S3 

Smooth buckwheat Stenogonum salsuginosum (Eriogonum s.) 
G4?S1 

Spiny hopsage Grayia spinosa 
G5S2 

Sweetwater milkvetch Astragalus aretioides (Orophaca aretioides) 
G4S2 

Torreyʼs desert dandelion Malacothrix torreyi (M. sonchoides v. torreyi) 
G4S1 

Wind River milkvetch Astragalus oreganus 
G4?S1 

Yellow bee plant Cleome lutea 
G5S1 
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The international network of Natural Heritage Programs employs a standardized ranking system to denote global (G) 
(range-wide) and State (S) (Nature-Serve 2006) status. Species are assigned numeric ranks ranging from 1 
(highest risk, greatest concern) to 5 (demonstrably secure), reflection the relative degree of risk to the speciesʼ 
viability, based upon available information. 

G1 S1 	 At high risk because of extremely limited and/or rapidly declining numbers, range, and/or habitat, making it 
highly vulnerable to global extinction or extirpation in the state. 

G2 S2	 At risk because of very limited and/or declining numbers, range, and/or habitat, making it vulnerable to global 
extinction or extirpation in the state. 

G3 S3 	 Potentially at risk because of limited and/or declining numbers, range, and/or habitat, even though it may be 
abundant in some areas. 

G4 S4 	 Uncommon but not rare (although it may be rare in parts of its range), and usually widespread. Apparently not 
vulnerable in most of its range, but possibly cause for long-term concern. 

G5 S5 	 Common, widespread, and abundant (although it may be rare in parts of its range). Not vulnerable in most of its 
range. 

The majority of the sensitive plant species in the planning area are associated with the Pryor Mountains 
and the Pryor Mountain foothills. This geographic area is at the edge of three eco-regions and, as such, 
contains several species which are at the edge of their range. They are common elsewhere, but reach the 
most northern extent of their range just inside the Montana border.  Additionally, five species are endemic 
to the Pryor Mountains or the Bighorn Basin. They are: Beartooth large-flowered goldenweed, Pryor 
Mountain bladderpod, Shoshonea, Sweetwater milkvetch, and Wind River milkvetch. 

The 1984 RMP only mentions Eriogonum lagopus (rabbit buckwheat) and Rorippa calycina as being 
under review for T&E listing and designated as MT BLM sensitive and known or suspected to occur in 
the planning area. Rabbit buckwheat was dropped from the BLM sensitive list in 2005, and Rorippa 
calycina is known in Montana only from historical records. 

Beartooth large-flowered goldenweed (Pyrrocoma carthamoides var. subsquarrosa) occurs in eight places 
on public lands in the planning area. It is a regional endemic that is restricted in Montana to the eastern 
front of the Beartooth Mountains and the foothills of the Pryor Mountains. It typically occurs in grassland 
and sagebrush habitats dominated by bunchgrasses or bunchgrass with sagebrush. It is most frequently 
found on cooler moderate-to-steep slopes. Threats have not been assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Daggett rock cress (Arabis demissa var. languid, also known as nodding rockcress) is found in two places 
in the planning area. It is known only from the vicinity of the Pryor Mountains and foothills and the 
Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area.  It grows in canyon bottoms and on outwash plains with dry, 
stony soils derived from limestone. Threats have not been assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Desert dandelion (Malacothrix torreyi) is known in Montana from three occurrences on the south side of 
the Pryor Mountains. It grows on sandy alluvium below 5,000 feet. Threats have not been assessed, and 
trends are unknown. 

Dwarf mentzelia (Mentzelia pumila) is found in 16 occurrences in the Pryor Mountain foothills. The 
habitat is open, usually sandy soil in desert shrubland and woodland valley and foothill zones. Threats 
have not been assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Geyerʼs milkvetch, Astragalus geyeri, occurs in four sites in the Pryor Mountain foothills. It grows 
on loose sandy soil with little or no organic matter in alluvial plains and terraces.  Threats are low to 
moderate, trends area unknown and the species  ̓intrinsic vulnerability is moderate. 
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Grayʼs milkvetch (Astragalus grayi) is known from three occurrences in the Pryor Mountain foothills. It 
grows on open soil in sagebrush steppe in the valley zone. Threats and trends are unknown. 

Leafy nama (Nama densum) is found in Montana from one site in the Pryor Mountain foothills. It grows 
in sandy soil weathered from outcrops of calcareous sandstone. Threats have not been assessed, and 
trends are unknown. 

Mat prickly phlox (Linanthus caespitosus, aka Leptodactylon caespitosum), is known from 16 
occurrences. In Montana, this species is found only in the foothills of the Pryor Mountains where it 
is usually found on north or east-facing slopes in dry, open sandy breaks confined to outcroppings of 
Chugwater sandstone. Threats have not been assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Minerʼs candle (Cryptantha scoparia) is known in Montana from one location in the Pryor Mountains. It 
grows at about 4,500 feet in dry, sandy, limestone uplands.  Threats have not been assessed, and trends are 
unknown. 

Obscure evening primrose (Camissonia andina) is known in the planning area from seven occurrences 
on the south side of the Pryor Mountains. It is found in exposed sandy soil of dry prairie slopes, flats, 
and depressions; in moist swales on south-facing hillsides with big sagebrush and curl-leaf mountain 
mahogany; and occasionally in Douglas fir-Utah juniper woodlands.  It is found at 4,000 to 6,200 feet. 
Threats are low to moderate. Trends have not been assessed.  The intrinsic vulnerability of the species is 
moderate. 

Persistent-sepal yellow-cress (Rorippa calycina) is known from one historic site. It has not been seen 
since the turn of the 20th century.  It grows in sparsely vegetated, moist sandy to muddy banks of streams, 
stock ponds, and man-made reservoirs near the high water line. Threats are moderate and the long-term 
trend appears to be down. The species has moderate intrinsic vulnerability. 

Platte cinquefoil (Potentilla plattensis) is known in the planning area from one site in the Pryor 
Mountains. It grows in grasslands and the sagebrush steppe in the valley and montane zones. Threats and 
trends have not been assessed. 

Pryor Mountain bladderpod (Lesquerella lesicii) is found in the planning area in 10 occurrences. It is 
endemic to the Pryor Mountains and is restricted to a few areas of limestone outcrops in the eastern Pryor 
Mountains. It occurs in two distinct vegetation types. One is woodlands with a sparse overstory of 
Rocky Mountain juniper-mountain mahogany on moderate-to-steep, usually warm slopes between 5,300 
and 6,300 feet. The other habitat type is in bunchgrass/cushion plant fell fields. These are usually open, 
south-facing, gentle slopes of exposed ridge crests surrounded by forests. There are moderate threats, 
trends are unknown, and the species has moderate to high intrinsic vulnerability. 

Short-leaved bluegrass (Poa arnowiae) is known from one occurrence in the Pryor Mountains. It grows 
on sparsely vegetated soil of Douglas fi r forest floors in the montane zone. Threats have not been 
assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Shoshonea (Shoshonea pulvinata) is a species regionally endemic to the Absaroka, Owl Creek, and Pryor 
Mountains of Park and Fremont counties in Wyoming and Carbon County in Montana.  It is found on six 
occurrences in the planning area. It grows on open, exposed limestone outcrops, ridgetops, and canyon 
rims in thin rocky soils. Threats are low, intrinsic vulnerability is moderate, and trends are stable. 

Small camissonia (Camissonia parvula) is only known in Montana on the southern edge of the Pryor 
Mountains. There are two occurrences known on BLM in the planning area. It grows in sandy soil 
weathered from calcareous sandstone in ecotonal areas between the juniper woodland and the sagebrush 
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steppe. Threats are low to moderate, trends have not been assessed and the intrinsic vulnerability is 
moderate. 

Small yellow ladyʼs-slipper (Cypripedium parviflorum) is known from two sites in the planning area. It 
grows in fens, damp mossy woods, seepage areas, and moist forest-meadow ecotones in the valley to 
lower montane zones. Threats are low to moderate, trends are unknown, and intrinsic vulnerability is 
moderate to high. 

Smooth buckwheat (Stenogonum salsuginosum) has been documented in Montana from only two small 
areas on the south side of the Pryor Mountains. This species grows on bentonite in dry, open slopes of 
breaklands at about 4,700 feet. Threats have not been assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa) is found in 10 occurrences in the planning area. It occurs in the Pryor 
Mountain foothills in the dry shrublands in the valleys and foothills usually on sandy-textured alkaline 
soils at elevations below 5,000 feet. Threats and intrinsic vulnerability are low, and trends are unknown. 

Sweetwater milkvetch (Astragalus aretioides) is a regionally endemic species known mainly in Montana 
from the Pryor Mountains area with three known occurrences. It grows in the foothills and montane 
zone (4,400 to 7,800 feet) on exposed ridges and slopes in thin soil usually derived from limestone or 
calcareous sandstone in openings of Douglas fir. Threats have not been assessed and trends are unknown. 

Wind River milkvetch (Astragalus oreganus) is a regional endemic of southcentral Montana and central 
Wyoming.  In Montana, it is only know from the Pryor Mountain foothills. There are fi ve occurrences 
known in the planning area. It forms large colonies in sandy soil below 5,000 feet and it most often 
occurs on the Chugwater Formation. Threats have not been assessed, and trends are unknown. 

Yellow bee plant (Cleome lutea) is known in the planning area from four occurrences. It grows in open, 
often sandy soil of sagebrush steppe in the valleys of the Pryor Mountain foothills. Threats have not been 
assessed, and trends are unknown.

 Indicators 
According to the Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management 
for Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota (1997), the primary indicators that SSS and their habitats 
are being maintained or enhanced are that the spatial distribution of the species is suitable to ensure 
reproductive capability and recovery, a variety of age classes are present, there is connectivity of habitat, 
and that plant communities are in a variety of successional stages across the landscape. 

 Trends 
Persistent-sepal yellowcress is apparently extirpated in the state (Heidel, B. 2001). Monitoring of 
Shoshonea between 1991 and 1999 showed a generally stable trend. Formal monitoring has not been 
conducted on other sensitive plant species. The MNHP has been developing threat assessments for 
species of concern in Montana. Assessments have not been completed for most bureau-sensitive species 
in the planning area. Species that have been assessed show threats to be low to moderate. Trend has 
been established for two species. Trend appears to be down for Rorippa calycina, and trend is stable for 
Shoshonea pulvinata. 

Forecasts 
Several sensitive plant populations are inside the boundaries of ACECs.  Inside these areas, plants are 
generally adequately protected. Outside of these designated areas, especially in the Pryor Mountain 
foothills, there is high potential for adverse impacts from energy development and OHV use. 
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2.1.8 Wild Horses and Burros 

Current Conditions 
The BiFO protects, manages, and controls wild horses and burros under the authority of the 1971 Wild 
Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act (as amended by Congress in 1976, 1978, and 2004) to ensure 
that healthy herds thrive on healthy rangelands. One of the BLMʼs key responsibilities under the 1971 
law is to manage for a “thriving natural ecological balance” (TNEB). The RMP addresses decisions to 
provide for the long term maintenance and sustainability of wild horses. This includes identifying the 
original herd area (HA) from which the subsequent herd management area (HMA) will be determined. 
The RMP also identifies habitat conditions and deficiencies, the initial and estimated herd size that could 
be managed while still preserving a (TNEB) and multiple use relationships, guidelines and criteria for 
the maintenance and adjustment of the herd size and appropriate management level (AML), along with 
areawide restrictions needed in order to obtain objectives. 

In addition, the area utilized by the wild horses encompasses private, state, FS, NPS, and BLM lands 
(refer to Map 20 – Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range).  Also, within the area utilized by wild horses, 
are entire areas or portions of WSAs (three BLM, one FS and one NPS WSA).  This complex situation 
requires special management consideration in order to resolve resource conflicts, be consistent with other 
agencies  ̓policies or plans, and conform to regulations and laws set forth in the Interim Management 
Policy and Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness Review. 

Indicators, Trends and Forecast 
The appropriate management level (AML), as well as developing prescriptions for habitat limitations 
and stabilization of ecological conditions, is addressed through range evaluations. Determination of 
specific herd structure, population management objectives, and other resource objectives to stabilize 
ecological condition and functions and halt range deterioration are addressed at the activity-level plan 
(implementation-level) and not through the RMP process.  Addressing AML and other implementation-
level actions allow management flexibility to address changing range conditions and natural ecological 
processes, including drought conditions and fire. Public interest in the management of the PMWHR 
continues to draw regional and national attention. 

2.1.9 Wildland Fire Ecology and Management 

Current Conditions 
Between 1984 and 2003, 149 fi res occurred on public lands in the planning area.  Approximately 60 
percent of the fires were lightning-caused, and 40 percent were human-caused.  These fi res typically 
occur between May and August.  Human-caused fires are usually associated with main travel 
corridors and can occur year-round at various intensities.  Multiple fires have occurred on the same 
day. 

The number of fires varies from year to year and is dependent on the amount of moisture associated 
with lightning-producing thunderstorms. The size of fires fluctuates from year to year depending on 
the availability of the primary fire carrier.  Annual grasses and brush are the primary fire carriers in 
the lower-to-middle elevations, and their growth is dependent upon precipitation received during the 
late winter and spring months. At the higher elevations, primary fire carriers are pine needles and 
litter. 

Table 2-30 identifies fires by class size by year.  While the majority of the planning area experiences 
primarily Class A, B, and C fires, the area has a history of large fire activity.  Ten Class E and F fires 
ranging from 300 to 54,000 acres have been recorded. 
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Table 2-30
 
Fires by Class Size*


 1984-2008 
SIZE CLASS NUMBER OF FIRES 

A  <.25 acres 55 
B .25-10 acres 102 
C 10-100 acres 69 
D 100-300 acres 26 
E 300- 1,000 acres 17 
F 1,000-5,000 acres 13 
G > 5,000 acres 6 
No control acres reported 11 
TOTAL 299 

*Only shows those fires that started on BLM public lands 

FIRES BY 1984-2008 
CAUSE NUMBER OF FIRES 

HUMAN 137 
NATURAL 162 
TOTAL 299 

Current Wildland Fire Management 
The BiFO FMP outlines the following wildland fire management goals: 

• 	 Firefighter and public safety are the highest priority in every fire management activity. 

• 	 Provide appropriate management on all wildland fires, with emphasis based on risks to fire fighter 
and public safety, consistent with resource objectives, weather and fuels conditions, threats and 
values to be protected, cost efficiencies, and standards and guidelines. The AMR allows land 
managers to tailor pre-planned wildland fire responses to meet objectives established in RMPs 
and their associated implementation plans. 

• 	 Work with communities to assess risk in terms of direct wildland fire impacts and implement 
programs to mitigate that risk through collaborative planning and projects. 

• 	 Establish partnerships with all interagency cooperators to facilitate coordinated fi re management 
activities. 

• 	 Encourage close coordination and collaboration among specialists within the planning area 
and among the BLM, interested organizations, private landowners, and federal, state, and local 
partners. 

• 	 Help develop and use the best scientific information available to provide technical guidance and 
community assistance in support of ecological, economic, biological, physical, and social fi re and 
fuels related issues. 
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The National Fire Plan (NFP) and Fire/Fuels Management EA/Amendment for Montana and the Dakotas 
(2003) describe a range of five suppression responses dependent on analysis and need. Management in the 
planning area falls under the two categories described below. 

Category B 
These are areas where unplanned fire (natural or human-caused) is likely to cause negative effects 
(e.g., risks to private lands, urban interface, cultural resources, visitor-use areas, and federally owned 
facilities), but these effects can be minimized or avoided through fuels management (e.g., prescribed 
fire), prevention of human caused fire, or other strategies. Prevention and mitigation programs to reduce 
unwanted fire ignitions and resource threats would be emphasized. Fire suppression would be the 
objective for unplanned wildland fire. Fire and non-fire fuels treatments reduce the effects of unplanned 
wildland fire. Restoration treatments will consist of multiple non-fire treatments before the use of fi re will 
be considered. 

Category C 
These are areas where wildand fire and prescribed fire are desired to manage ecosystems, but there are 
substantial constraints that must be considered for use. These constraints include important wildlife 
habitat, air quality, or threatened and endangered species. Consideration of resource constraints will also 
include maximum acreage burned under wildland fire for resource benefit, time of year or number of acres 
burned per decade from all types of fires. These areas will receive lower suppression priority in multiple 
wildand fire situations. Fire and non-fire fuels treatments will be utilized to insure constraints are met or 
to reduce any hazardous effects from unplanned wildand fire. 

Counties within the planning area have developed community wildfire protection plans (CWPPs) as a 
supplement to their Pre-Disaster Mitigation Plans (PDMs). As directed by the Healthy Forests Restoration 
Act of 2003 (HFRA), plans identify and prioritize areas for hazardous fuel reduction treatments 
that protect at-risk communities. In addition, the plans recommend measures that homeowners and 
communities can take to reduce the ignitability of structures throughout the counties. Through these 
CWPPs, HFRA legislation enables communities to influence how and where BLM implements fuels 
reduction projects. 

Indicators 
Since 1988 there has been a marked increase in the number of large fire events within the planning area. 
The lower elevations of the planning area are short grass prairie, ponderosa dry savannah and shrublands. 
Years of fire exclusion has encouraged encroachment into historic meadows and increased fuel loading, 
especially in ponderosa pine and shrubland areas. Stress from competition, compounded by extended 
drought left the area susceptible to insect and disease increasing fire intensity and potential for large fires. 

The fire season of 2000 is represented as a benchmark fire season for eastern Montana regarding fi re size, 
complexity, and fire behavior.  Prior to 1999, fire size ranged from a few acres to several thousand acres. 
The Hawk Creek fire, north of Billings, Montana, which burned approximately 180,00 acres in 1984, 
exhibited characteristics similar to fire behavior noted since 1999. 

Table 2-31 provides information on large-scale fire activity within the planning area from 1999-2008. 
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Table 2-31
 
Fire Activity in the Planning Area since 2000
 

Year 
(all ownerships) Fire Name Acres 

1999 Fischel Creek 28,155 
2000 Twin Coulee 3000 
2002 Steamboat Butte 3000 
2002 Cow Creek 5500 
2002 Red Waffle 6000 
2003 Hobble 36,180 
2004 Pine Hill 2022 
2005 Cottonwood Creek 3485 
2006 Bundy Railroad 91,897 
2006 Suanders 3150 
2006 Emerald Hills 3900 
2006 Pine Ridge 121,687 
2006 Jungle 36,000 
2006 Derby 199,500 
2007 Chi Chi 17,954 
2008 Dunn Mountain 102,383 

Statistics from http://dnrc.mt.gov/FireReports and https://www. 
nifc.blm.gov/cgi/nsdu/FireReporting.cgi 

According to measurable statistical data (http://drought.unl.edu/dm/monitor.html), drought conditions 
have affected most, if not all, of the planning area since at least 2000.  Multiple years of drought has 
contributed to an increase in the susceptibility of forested areas to insect and disease. 

Fuels Treatments 
Fuels treatments are developed to reduce fuels and meet resource objectives in wildland urban interface 
(WUI) areas and non-WUI areas. A combination of mechanical, hand, and fire treatments are used to 
accomplish project objectives. Table 2-32 summarizes fuels reduction work in the planning area since the 
beginning of the program in 2003. 

Table 2-32 
Fuels Treatments from 2003-2008 

Treatment Type 
Acres/year 
(2003-2008) 

Contract/Federal Cost/acre Totals/Year 

Mechanical treatment (WUI & 
Non-WUI) 

651 
50 % Contract 
50% Federal 

$400/acre 
$300/acre 

$130,200 
$ 97,650 

Prescribed Fire WUI 395 Federal $15 $ 5,903 

Prescribed Fire Non-WUI 1,095 Federal $20 $ 21,900 

Totals 2,141 $255,653 
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Trends 
Increased forest and woodland densities, attributed to years of build-up from fire exclusion and reduced 
thinning practices coupled with drought conditions and increased insect and disease activities, are 
contributing to intense and environmentally destructive fires within the planning area (K.D. Klement, 
R.K. Heitschmidt, and C.E. Kay USDA). The continuing trend towards severe wildfires within the 
planning area will have increased environmental consequences. 

Development (e.g.: recreational facilities and residential housing) in areas bordering BLM administered 
lands has resulted in an increase in human ignitions, more homes lost and greater demands for resources 
necessary to suppress fires. 

Forecast 
High severity wildfires could become more common due to conditions such as increasing densities in 
forests, conifer and shrub expansion into grass/shrubland areas, invasive plant species, prolonged drought, 
and climate change. Development in forested areas will continue to place greater demands on fire 
management resources and increase risk to human life and property. 

The need for management actions that include vegetation treatments which would reduce the threat of 
high severity fire, especially in forested settings, will increase. Mechanical and fire treatments could 
improve the status of plant communities relative to their historic fire regime and could restore a more 
natural fire behavior and effects. 

2.1.10   Cultural and Heritage Resources 

Current Condition 
Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic archaeological and architectural structures, features, 
and objects, as well as Native American traditional cultural and religious properties.  Prehistoric 
properties include lithic scatters, temporary camp sites, occupation sites, hunting/kill/butchering sites, 
processing areas, eagle traps, vision quest sites, caves/rockshelters, rock art panels, trails, corrals, and 
isolated finds. Historic properties include homesteads/farmsteads, trails and roads, irrigation ditches, 
reservoirs, mining sites (coal), corrals, cairns, campsites, trash scatters, and isolated finds. Together these 
properties represent human use of the area by Native American and Euro-American cultures, covering a 
timeframe from the PaleoIndian period (12,000 BP) through the present. 

For the past 30 years various cultural projects, both large and small, have been conducted in the planning 
area. The number of inventories completed and cultural resources identified continue to expand as a 
result of continued commodity extraction on public land. Increases in recreation use by the public have 
also fueled the need for cultural resource inventories. Lands/realty actions and fuel reduction projects 
have also increased, which also require cultural resource inventories. 

Indicators 
Cultural resources are manifested by discovery of exposed artifacts, features, and/or structures that are 
50 years of age or older.  All together, these resources are represented by sites, landscapes, or places of 
traditional use. 

Trends 
The condition of cultural resources varies considerably as a result of the diversity of terrain, 
geomorphology, access, visibility, as well as past and current land use patterns.  Adherence to Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Montana State Protocol, and the BLM policy of 
avoiding cultural resources provides for the continued identification and preservation of cultural resource 
sites. The majority of the sites recorded in the planning area have occurred as a result project-related 
activities rather than where sites are likely to occur.  
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There are a few exceptions. First, during the late 1960s and early 1970s, portions of the Pryor Mountains 
were inventoried as part of a masterʼs thesis/PhD dissertation. However, this effort was not a systematic 
inventory, as areas were inventoried where sites were expected to occur.  

The other exception is the Weatherman Draw area.  There have been almost 80 years of work in the 
Weatherman Draw area.  This work had the goal of finding and recording rock art. In that period, 
most of the large panels were recorded and Loendorf focused his famous studies on the Valley of the 
Shields. As a result, other archaeologists began studying the rock art. The focus on rock art tended to 
skew the data set towards that one aspect of the prehistoric use of the area. In 2003, the BLM began a 
systematic inventory of the area. Since 2003, the inventory of the Weatherman Draw area has focused 
on determining the nature of the cultural landscape. The effort has focused on the settlement and spatial 
patterns of the area. While there is more work to be done, the Western Wyoming Community College 
(WWCC) hopes to begin a more rigorous testing of sites in mixed vegetation zones. Specifi cally, the 
WWCC would like to test those sites in limber pine areas that are next to stands of grasses. The WWCC 
believes that while faunal material in the area was critical to the areaʼs inhabitants, floral resources may 
have been equally important. 

Additionally, due to limited site monitoring and protection, site conditions are considered to be declining. 
Because cultural resources are manifested by discovery of exposed artifacts, features, and/or structures, 
they are easily disturbed by natural elements such as wind and water erosion, natural deterioration and 
decay, animal and human intrusion, and development and maintenance activities.  Indications of active 
vandalism or collecting (unauthorized digging) have been observed in limited instances in the past. 

Many tribes have at one time or another occupied the planning area. Those tribes include the Crow, 
Northern Cheyenne, Northern Arapahoe, Eastern Shoshone, Oglala Sioux, Rosebud Sioux, Spirit Lake 
Sioux, Standing Rock Sioux, Blackfeet, Cheyenne River Sioux, Lower Brule Sioux, Ft. Peck Sioux, 
Assiniboine, Gros Ventre, Chippewa Cree, Three Affiliated Tribes, and Turtle Mountain Band of 
Chippewa. 

Forecast 
Cultural resources are known to be deteriorating from a variety of causes. Collectively, these agents have 
adversely affected many known and undiscovered cultural resources.  This trend will likely continue due 
to the scattered land ownership pattern in the planning area, the continued development of private lands 
adjacent to public lands, the increased use by recreationists, energy development, communication (right
of-way) actions, and other associated activities that require the use of public lands. 

2.1.11   Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources constitute a fragile and nonrenewable scientific record of the history of life on 
earth. The BLM policy is to manage paleontological resources for scientific, educational, and recreational 
values and to protect or mitigate these resources from adverse impacts. To accomplish this goal, 
paleontological resources must be professionally identified and evaluated, and paleontological data must 
be considered as early as possible in the decision making process. Paleontological resources are managed 
according to the BLM 8270 Handbook and BLM manual for the Management of Paleontological 
Resources and any interim information memoranda (IMs) and information bulletins (IBs). 

Current Conditions 
Paleontological resources are integrally associated with the geologic rock units (i.e., formations and some 
members) in which they are located. If extensive survey or excavation on a certain formation in one 
geographic area results in significant paleontological resources, surveys or excavations throughout the 
extent of the formation could produce fossil material as well. Caution must be exercised when comparing 
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fossils to rock units. 

Classification 
Following IM 2008-009, and as part of this RMP, a potential fossil yield classification (PFYC) will be 
done. This system will be used to classify paleontological resource potential on public lands in order to 
assess possible resource impacts and mitigation needs for federal actions involving surface disturbance, 
land tenure adjustments, and land-use planning. The classification system is based on the potential for the 
occurrence of significant paleontological resources in a geologic unit, and the associated risk for impacts 
to the resource based on federal management actions. 

The PFYC identifies five classes with Class 1 being Very Low Potential and Class 5 being Very High 
Potential. Although granite, lava beds, and other igneous or metamorphic rock types are usually 
considered to be void of any fossils, outcrops of these rocks may have fissure fillings, cave-like structures, 
sinkholes, and other features that may preserve significant paleontological resources or information, so 
the potential is not classified as zero; therefore Class 1 is applied to these rock types usually considered 
not to contain fossil resources. 

It is intended that this system replace the current Condition Classification in the Handbook (H-8270-1), 
for Paleontological Resource Management. In general, Table 2-33 shows a comparison of the condition 
classification rankings to the new PFYC classes. 

Table 2-33
 
Potential Fossil Yield Classification Condition Classifi cation Comparisons
 

Condition (from H-8270-1) PFYC Class (IM 2008-009) 

Condition 1 – Areas known to contain vertebrate 
fossils or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or 
plant fossils. (Note: this refers to known localities 
or groups of localities) 

PFYC Class 4 (High) or Class 5 (Very High), based 
on geologic unit. 

Condition 2 – Areas with exposures of geological 
units or settings that have high potential to contain 
vertebrate fossils or noteworthy occurrences of 
invertebrate or plant fossils. 

PFYC Class 3 (Moderate), Class 4 (High), or Class 
5 (Very High), based on geologic unit. 

Condition 3 – Areas that are very unlikely 
to produce vertebrate fossils or noteworthy 
occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils. 

PFYC Class 1 (Very Low) or Class 2 (Low). 

Paleontological localities are areas of known paleontological resources with defi ned boundaries, 
usually associated with excavation and data recovery efforts (e.g., Motherʼs Day Site, Crooked Creek 
Natural Area, Crooked Creek Natural Area National Natural Landmark, Bridger Fossil Area ACEC, 
and Bridger Fossil Area National Natural Landmark).  A comprehensive paleontological inventory has 
not been carried out for the planning area; nevertheless, academic and private industry personnel have 
studied paleontological resources in various contexts, but principally in relation to surface-disturbing 
development. At least 40 groups and institutions from the 1850s to present have collected fossils in the 
planning area. Fossils recovered from these localities represent a diverse array of plants, invertebrates, 
and vertebrates. Scientific activity has occurred during the past several years, and there are currently 
active paleontological use permits issued for the public lands within the planning area. 

Indicators 
Paleontological resources are indicated by both the presence of and potential for these resources. 
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Trends and Forecast 
The current trend of paleontological resource use permits and scientific activity is likely to continue or 
increase slightly in the future. Clearances and monitoring of surface-disturbing activities, land tenure 
adjustments, and scientific research are anticipated to be the primary means of identifying paleontological 
localities. As part of the RMP process, a PFYC system for paleontological resources will be developed 
for the BiFO-managed public lands (Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2008-009). 

2.1.12 Wilderness Characteristics 

The BiFO does not manage any congressionally designated wilderness areas. However, all public 
lands within the planning area will be analyzed to determine whether or not they possess wilderness 
characteristics based on: (1) at least 5,000 contiguous acres of public lands without roads; (2) the imprint 
of peoples work must be substantially unnoticeable; and, (3) an outstanding opportunity for solitude or 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation. 

2.1.13 Visual Resources 

Current Condition and Characterization 
Visual resources are the visible physical features in a landscape defined by landforms, water, vegetation, 
animals, structures, and other natural or manmade features. Visual resource management (VRM) consists 
of ensuring that changes in a landscape are in harmony with the physical features of the landscape. The 
VRM process provides opportunities to analyze potential visual impacts on public lands. The public lands 
are evaluated according to three factors: scenic quality/visual appeal, sensitivity/public concern for scenic 
quality, and distance from the observer.  After the evaluation, they are then placed into one of four VRM 
inventory classes (Table 2-34). 

Scenic quality is an essential component of most recreation activities. Recent studies conducted by 
The University of Montanaʼs Institute for Tourism and Recreation Research (ITRR) indicate Americans 
enjoy a wide variety of outdoor activities. Recreation/tourism activities are a major component of the 
local, regional, and statewide economy.  Many of these activities are dependent upon high quality visual 
resources. The ITRR conducted a survey of out-of-state visitors, and over 50 percent of the respondents 
indicated the reason for making Montana their vacation destination was for the uncrowded, wide-open 
spaces and the mountains and streams. Of those surveyed, driving for pleasure (45 percent) was the 
primary attraction, and wildlife viewing was close behind at 30 percent. 

The four VRM classes (2-34) describe the value of an areaʼs visual quality, its anticipated future land 
uses, and the maximum amount of landscape alteration and surface disturbance that could occur.  The 
VRM classes identify scenic value objectives and determine the appropriate level of management for 
public lands. Protection of visual resources is frequently associated with recreational opportunities 
because the highest quality recreational experiences often depend on natural setting and scenic views. 
Management objectives and visual design techniques can ensure that surface-disturbing activities are in 
harmony with their surroundings. 

A Class I VRM designation is assigned to areas such as national wilderness areas, WSAs, the wild 
section of a Wild and Scenic River (WSR), and other congressionally and administratively designated 
areas where decisions have been made to preserve a natural landscape. The VRM Class II, III, and IV 
designations are assigned based on a combined evaluation of scenic quality, sensitivity level, and distance 
zones. Generally, the lower the class number, the more sensitive the area is to visual intrusions. 
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Table 2-34
 
Visual Resource Management Class Objectives
 

VRM 
Class 

Management Objectives 

I The primary management objective is preservation of the landscape. This class provides for natural 
ecological changes; however, it does not preclude very limited management activity. The level of change to 
the characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention. 

II The objective is to retain the existing character of the landscape. Activities or modifications of the 
environment should not be evident or attract the attention of the casual observer. Changes should repeat 
the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the 
characteristic landscape. 

III The objective is to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract attention, but should not 
dominate the view of the casual observer. Changes caused by management activities may be evident, but 
should not detract from the existing landscape. 

IV The objective is to provide for management activities that require major modification of the existing 
character of the landscape. Changes may attract attention and be dominant landscape features, but should 
reflect the basic elements of the existing landscape. A Class IV rating is generally reserved for areas where 
the visual intrusions dominate the viewshed, but are in character with the landscape (areas such as rural 
communities, multiple subdivisions, mining developments, etc.). 

The BLM conducted a visual resource inventory for the planning area during the summer of 2007. VRM 
inventory classes were assigned based on an evaluation of scenic quality, sensitivity level, and distance 
zones (refer to Map 27). Table 2-35 displays the number of acres for each class. 

Table 2-35 
Visual Resource Management Class Acreage 

VRM Class Acres 

I 29,843 

II 12,108 

III 388,490 

IV 974 

The VRM Class I areas occur in the four WSAs in the planning area and total approximately 29,953 acres. 
In these areas, there are no developed facilities, areas are remote, and access is limited. For VRM Class I 
areas, modifications to the landscape should not be evident or attract attention, and the natural appearance 
of the landscape should be preserved. 

Some areas adjacent to the WSAs in the Pryor Mountains maintain a VRM Class II management class.  
These areas usually have been rated very high in the inventory process because of their scenic qualities. 
Three other areas in the planning area, the Weatherman Draw and Meeteetse Spires ACECs and Bad 
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Canyon, are also managed at the VRM Class II level for their unique scenic quality.  The VRM Class 
II areas are managed to retain the existing character of the landscape. Activities or modifications of the 
environment should not be evident or attract the attention of the casual observer. Changes should repeat 
the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the 
characteristic landscape. 

Most of BiFO landscape transitions from largely grass and sage covered rolling hills to more rugged 
sandstone outcrop features and is scattered among private, local, state and federally owned lands. 
Ponderosa pine and junipers break up the landscape. While these areas possess some natural beauty, 
they are not unique. These lands are managed as VRM Class III and make up most of the planning area.  
Levels of change in VRM Class III areas should be moderate. Management activities may attract attention 
but should not dominate the view of the casual observer.  Changes caused by management activities may 
be evident but should not detract from the existing landscape. 

The objective of VRM Class IV management areas is to provide for activities that require major 
modification of the existing character of the landscape. Two areas within the planning area are managed 
at the VRM Class IV management class level, Bridger Fossil Area ACEC and Petroglyph Canyon ACEC. 
A VRM Class IV rating is generally reserved for areas where the visual intrusions dominate the viewshed 
but are in character with the landscape (areas such as rural communities, multiple subdivisions, mining 
developments, etc.). Changes may attract attention and be dominant landscape features, but should reflect 
the basic elements of the existing landscape. 

Trends and Forecast 
There has been some population growth and rural development in the planning area, but no dramatic 
areawide alterations of the landscape have occurred. The prevalence of grazing in the planning area and 
open spaces afforded by an agricultural-based economy have resulted in a continuation of visual features 
that arose over the past 50 years. 

Energy (e.g., oil, gas, and coal extraction) projects and related infrastructure could increase substantially 
over the next few years. Extraction could result in surface mining and the associated presence of related 
equipment. A potential increase in wind farms, depending upon the location, would impact scenic vistas.  
Other commercial activities in rural settings such as power lines, ROWs and infrastructure associated 
with residential development could result in impacts to visual resources and opportunities for open space. 

Public interest and demand for motorized travel opportunities are expected to continue to increase. 
Foreground, scenic vistas, and natural settings may diminish as a result of this increased use in some 
areas, depending upon the VRM classification. 

2.1.14   Cave and Karst Resources 

Current Condition 
Caves may be found in a variety of geological formations including sedimentary rocks and volcanic 
lavas. Karst landforms, including sinkholes, sinking streams, resurgences, and other features develop 
in association with limestone and dolomite. Significant outcrops of such carbonate rocks occur in the 
planning area, primarily in the Pryor Mountains of Carbon County and the Snowy Mountains in Golden 
Valley County.  Numerous caves have been described in the Pryor Mountains of Carbon County. 

The Pryor Mountains consist of several distinct fault-bounded blocks dipping to the south or southwest 
with elevations ranging from 4,000 to above 8,000 feet. The middle and upper elevations expose the 
Lodgepole, Mission Canyon, and Upper Madison limestones and dolomites. Elliot (1963) describes all 
caves forming in the Upper Madison limestone. Campbell (1978) describes, “Nearly every cave . . . is in 
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the upper 100 feet of the Mission Canyon Formation.” More than 40 caves have been found in the Pryor-
Bighorn area, with at least eight of these located on public lands. 

The Billings RMP (1984) coverage of cave and karst resources was limited to a minimal mention of 
Mystery Cave, emphasizing the impact of recreational use and vandalism on that cave. The 1984 RMP 
stated: “The BLMʼs cave management policies do not allow indiscriminate entrance into Mystery Cave 
without a BLM guide.” During the 1990s, the access restrictions for Mystery Cave were relaxed, and 
access is currently permitted to limited groups who provide personal identification information and a 
responsible group leader.  Access to Mystery Cave is restricted between November and May due to the 
presence of hibernating bats. No other caves currently receive active management. 

The BLM has not conducted a formal inventory of cave resources; however previous inventories by 
other individuals and entities have identified numerous caves, principally in the Pryor Mountains. These 
inventories provide general locations, physical descriptions, and low detail maps (Campbell, 1978, and 
Elliot, 1963). 

Caves administered by the BiFO include Mystery Cave, Sykes Cave, Four-Eared Bat Cave, Froggʼs 
Fault Cave, Royce Cave, Salt Lick Cave, Snow Drift Cave, and Four by Four Cave. While Mystery 
Cave is generally recognized as meeting the definition of a significant cave, the other caves have not 
been inventoried in order to determine significance. There are no current cave management plans for 
significant caves in the planning area. 

Indicators 
Three separate studies have been conducted of bat populations in both natural caves and artifi cial tunnels 
created by uranium mining in the Pryor Mountains. Three species of bats are sensitive (BLM) or species 
of concern (MNHP and MTFWP) have been identified in the Mystery, Royce and Four-Eared Bat Caves.  
The presence of these species should elevate the status of all of these caves to “significant.” No other 
monitoring plans or indicators have been identified for other caves in the planning area. 

Trends and Forecast 
Recreational use and interest in exploring caves continues to increase. One large open cut limestone mine 
has been opened in the southeastern portion of Big Pryor Mountain near Warren, Montana.  In addition, 
two other limestone claims have been staked in the area. Mining activity may affect undocumented caves 
in the area. 

While the BLM does not promote, publish, or release information regarding cave locations to the general 
public, unmanaged cave use, coupled with increased interest, could result in damage to irreplaceable 
spelean and biologic resources. Coordination and partnership efforts with cave groups and agencies can 
be sought to ensure protection and appropriate management for cave resources in the planning area. 

2.2 Resource Uses – Current Conditions and Characterization 

2.2.1 Energy and Minerals 

This section is divided into three categories to describe fluid and non-fluid minerals: leasable fluid 
minerals, leasable solid minerals, and saleable and locatable minerals. The fluid minerals section includes 
O&G and geothermal gas resources. Leasable solid minerals includes: coal, sodium and sulphur, etc.  
Saleable and locatable minerals include minerals such as uranium, bentonite, gypsum, sand, gravel, 
limestone aggregate, clay/dirt fill, and decorative rock. 
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Leasable Minerals 

Geothermal Energy 
Geothermal energy is energy contained in the rock and fl uid that fills the fractures and pores in the earthʼs 
crust and is released as hot water and steam. Due to a variety of geologic processes, shallow geothermal 
resources underlie substantial portions of many western states, including lands administered by the 
BiFO. However, there is presently a very low level of interest in developing Montanaʼs federally owned 
geothermal resources. 

These shallow resources can be classified as low temperature (less than 194
o 
F), moderate temperature 

(194
o
-302

o 
F), and high temperature (greater than 302

o 
F). Low and moderate temperature resources are 

generally used for heating rather than power generation. There are at least six known thermal springs or 
warm drill holes in and immediately adjacent to the planning (DEQ – Geothermal Site, 2008 located at: 
http://www.mtgeotherm.org/). Measured temperatures range from 103

o 
F to 165

o 
F. 

Presently, there are no inventoried facilities using geothermal heat in the planning area (Geo-Heat Center 
2008). There are no geothermal power plants in Montana because there are no identified high temperature 
resources in the state. The BLM has only received two inquiries since 1979, both about western Montana 
regarding development of federal geothermal resources in Montana. 

Oil and Gas 
General 
Oil and gas fields are scattered throughout the planning area. However, the fields are primarily 
concentrated in northern Musselshell County and southern Carbon County (Big Snowy uplift and Elk 
Basin areas). The only county in the planning area with no production is Wheatland County.  Map 22 
locates O&G fields in the planning area. 

The region has a rich exploration history. The first oil well drilled in the state was in the Elk Basin fi eld in 
1915. It was an extension of exploration in northern Wyoming.  The first “wildcat” well was drilled in the 
Devils Basin field in the southern portion of the planning area in 1919 (Knapp, 1956). 

Originally, most oil exploration relied on surface indications of subsurface structures which would be 
favorable for the accumulation of O&G. Thus, most early exploration occurred along the crests of 
anticlines and domes, and near faults. As technology, especially seismic exploration, advanced, companies 
became able to identify promising structures or horizons which had no surface expression. Most of the 
more recent discoveries have relied upon seismic explorations for indications of where to drill. 

There are 48 active (fields that produced in 2008) O&G fields in the planning area. Information 
on all active fields is included in Table 2-36.  This information is from the Montana Board of O&G 
Conservationʼs website: http://bogc.dnrc.state.mt.us/jdpintro.asp. 

Other sources for active fields are the 1985 Oil and Gas Symposium published by the Montana Geologic 
Society and the Final Miles City District O&G RMP/EIS Amendment completed in 1992.  The earliest 
discovery date for a field presently producing is 1915 for Elk Basin. The last new field discovery was 
in 1991 when Gray Blanket (Big Horn County) and Sixshooter Dome Fields (Stillwater and Sweetgrass 
counties) were established. 

96
 

http://bogc.dnrc.state.mt.us/jdpintro.asp
http:http://www.mtgeotherm.org


Table 2-36
 
Active (producing) O&G Fields in the Planning Area (2008)
 

Field County Discovered Oil Gas 

Gray Blanket 
Lodge Grass 
Soap Creek 
Soap Creek, East 
Toluca 
Waddle Creek 
Clarks Fork 
Dry Creek 
Dry Creek (Shallow Gas) 
Dry Creek, Middle 
Dry Creek, West 
Elk Basin 
Elk Basin, Northwest 
Golden Dome 
Big Coulee 
Big Gully 
Big Wall 
Delphia 
Devilʼs Basin 
Gage 
Hiawatha 
Howard Coulee 
Ivanhoe 
Jim Coulee 
Keg Coulee 
Keg Coulee, North 
Kelley 
Little Wall Creek 
Little Wall Creek, South 
Mason Lake 
Melstone 
Melstone, North 
Ragged Point 
Ragged Point, Southwest 
Stensvad 
Tinder Box 
Willow Creek, North 
Winnett Junction 
Big Coulee 
Dean Dome 
Fiddler Creek 
Lake Basin 
Sixshooter Dome 
Sixshooter Dome 
Crooked Creek 
Weed Creek 
Wolf Springs 
Wolf Springs, South 

Big Horn 
Big Horn 
Big Horn 
Big Horn 
Big Horn 
Big Horn 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Carbon 
Golden Valley 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Musselshell 
Stillwater 
Stillwater 
Stillwater 
Stillwater 
Stillwater 
Sweetgrass 
Yellowstone 
Yellowstone 
Yellowstone 
Yellowstone 

1991 
1964 
1921 
1977 
1983 
1983 
1954 
1929 
1975 
1958 
1976 
1915 
1964 
1953 
1954 
1976 
1948 
1967 
1920 
1944 
1967 
1974 
1956 
1971 
1960 
1960 
1966 
1981 
1975 
1964 
1948 
1976 
1956 
1973 
1958 
1988 
1970 
1973 
1954 
1966 
1952 
1924 
1991 
1991 
1985 
1966 
1955 
1984 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
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On October 14, 2008 the Automated Fluid Mineral Support System (AFMSS) databases for the Miles 
City and Worland Field Offices were queried to determine the number of federal wells within the 
boundaries of the Billings Field Office (Worland was queried because it has administrative control over 
some wells in Carbon County). The AFMSS data bases show the following totals: 

• Drilling well: 1 
• Producing gas wells: 9 
• Producing oil wells: 59 
• Water injection wells:  5 
• Shut-in oil well: 1 
• Temporarily abandoned wells:  7 

In 2007, federal O&G production in the planning area totaled 277,532 million barrels of oil and 147,325 
million cubic feet (mmcf) of gas. See Table 2-37 for a county-by-county breakdown of production. 

United States Geological Survey O&G Assessments 
The United States Geological Survey (USGS) completed nationwide assessments of O&G resources in 
1995. Since then, it has issued a new assessment for a number of provinces including the Powder River 
Basin, Big Horn Basin, and North-Central Montana Province. 

1995 USGS Assessment 
The planning area is located in the Rocky Mountains and Northern Great Plains Region as defined by the 
by the USGS in its 1995 National Assessment of United States Oil and Gas Resources (USGS, 1995). 
Portions of the Southwest Montana, North-Central Montana, Bighorn Basin, and Powder River Basin 
provinces lie within the planning area (Map 23). 

The Southwest Montana Province lies north and northwest of Yellowstone National Park and east and 
southeast of the Cordilleran Thrust Belt in the southwestern part of the Rocky Mountain Foreland in 
southwestern Montana. This province includes all of Sweetgrass and Stillwater counties and western 
Carbon County.  All or portions of four conventional plays within this province are located in the planning 
area. The 1995 assessment defined a play as a set of known or postulated oil and (or) gas accumulations 
sharing similar geologic, geographic, and temporal properties such as source rock, migration pathway, 
trapping mechanism, and hydrocarbon type. Conventional accumulations are discrete deposits, usually 
bounded by a downdip water contact, from which natural gas or oil can be extracted using conventional 
techniques (USGS Circular 1118, 1995).  

A small portion of the North-Central Montana Province lies within the planning area.  It includes all of 
Golden Valley, Musselshell, Wheatland, and Yellowstone counties and a small part of Big Horn County.  
The area of the province in the planning area is bounded by the Crazy Mountains Basin to the southwest 
and the Powder River Basin to the southeast. The province has been actively explored for oil since it 
was discovered in adjoining Alberta, Canada, in 1903.  Portions of 10 conventional and unconventional 
plays are found within that portion of the Province in the planning area. Unconventional accumulations 
are a broad class of oil or gas deposits of a type (such as gas in “tight” sandstones, gas shales, and coal 
bed natural gas) that historically have not been produced using traditional development practices. Such 
accumulations include most continuous accumulations which are hydrocarbon accumulations pervasive 
throughout large areas that are not significantly affected by hydrodynamic influences (USGS Circular 
1118, 1995). 

Portions of the Big Horn Basin Province extend north from Wyoming into Carbon County, Montana.  The 
first fields in this Province were discovered in 1906 and 1907. As noted above, the first oil well drilled 
in the state was in the Elk Basin field in 1915 in Carbon County.  Portions of 10 conventional plays 
associated with this province occur within the boundaries of the planning area. 
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A portion of the Powder River Basin Province lies in Big Horn County, Montana, in the planning area.  
The Powder River Basin is a major inter-montane basin of Laramide origin in the northern Rocky 
Mountains which occupies northeastern Wyoming and a small portion of southeastern Montana.  The 
basin makes up the majority of the surrounding Province. The Powder River Basin is a deep, northerly 
trending, asymmetric, mildly deformed trough, approximately 250 miles long and 100 miles wide. Its 
structural axis is close to the western side. The thickness of the sedimentary section exceeds 18,000 feet 
along the basin axis. The basin is one of the richest petroleum provinces in the Rocky Mountains. The 
first discovery in the basin was in Wyoming in 1887.  Plays in this basin are both structural stratigraphic 
types. Portions of five conventional and one hypothetical conventional plays are found within that portion 
of the Province within the planning area. Portions of one unconventional (coal bed natural gas) play are 
found within the planning area. 

Subsequent USGS Assessments 
Since completing the 1995 Assessment, the USGS has reassessed the Powder River Basin, the North-
Central Montana, and the Big Horn Basin provinces that partially overlap the planning area. 

The existing assessment for the Powder River Basin Province was revisited in both 2002 and 2006. In 
neither case did the boundaries of the Province change. The 2002 assessment addressed the potential for 
undiscovered resources in continuous O&G accumulations in the Powder River Basin. The assessment 
was based on geologic elements such as hydrocarbon source rocks, reservoir rocks, and hydrocarbon 
traps in four Total Petroleum Systems identified in the Basin by the USGS. In the original version of the 
assessment published in 2002, the USGS identified portions of two assessment units (AUs) in the Tertiary-
Upper Cretaceous Coal-Bed Methane TPS in the planning area.  It also identified one AU, the Shallow 
Continuous Biogenic Gas AU in the Cretaceous Biogenic Gas TPS in the planning area (USGS Fact Sheet 
146-02, 2002). The USGS reassessed the conventional resources of O&G in the Powder River Basin in 
2006 (USGS Fact Sheet 2006-3135, 2006). A TPS consists of all genetically related petroleum generated 
by a pod or closely related pods of mature source rock. Particular emphasis is placed on similarities of 
the fluids of the petroleum accumulations. Plays as described in the 1995 Assessment are established 
primarily according to similarities of the rocks in which petroleum accumulations occur.  The AUs are 
more closely associated with the generation and migration of petroleum than plays (USGS, DDS-69-D, 
2005). 

In May 2008, the USGS finished a reassessment of the undiscovered biogenic gas resources in the North-
Central Montana Province. For this assessment, it increased the area of the Province to include most 
of the eastern two-thirds of Montana including portions of the planning area. Work on this assessment 
began in 2000 as part of the national O&G assessment project. The assessment was based on the 
general geologic elements used to define a TPS.  Using that geologic framework, the USGS defi ned the 
Cretaceous Judith River through Belle Fourche Biogenic Gas TPS with seven associated AUs (USGS Fact 
Sheet 2008-2036, 2008). 

In June 2008, the USGS released a new assessment of undiscovered O&G resources of the Bighorn Basin 
Province in Wyoming and Montana, covering about 6.7 million acres.  Portions of two TPSs lie within 
that portion of the province in Montana. The first of these TPSs is the conventional Phosphoria TPS made 
up of one AU.  The other is the Cretaceous-Tertiary Composite TPS.  Parts of two AUs that contain coal 
bed natural gas occur in the Montana portion of the Bighorn Basin Province (USGS Fact Sheet 2008
3050, 2008). 

Future Development – Oil and Gas Profile for the Planning Area 
Two different reasonably foreseeable development (RFD) scenarios for O&G are available for the 
planning area. The Final Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment, completed in 1992, 
amended the 1984 Billings RMP and made the leasing decisions under which the BiFO is still operating.  
The assumptions that were the basis of the analysis are found at pages 55 and 56 of the Final Miles City 
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District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment.  The analysis notes that the unconstrained RFD scenario 
forecasts a total of 995 wells for the planning area, including a total of 310 federal wells. It also forecasts 
a total of 3,187 acres of disturbance on all ownerships, with 989 acres of federal mineral lands disturbed. 
The constrained RFD scenario for the selected alternative forecasts 309 federal wells with 987 Federal 
acres disturbed. The life of the RFD scenario is 15 years (Miles City District Oil and Gas Amendment, 
1992). The RFD scenario for the Miles City document was completed in 1990, using data ending in 1989. 
The Amendment only briefly addressed a minimal level of exploration for coal bed natural gas, and the 
RFD scenario did not address full development of coal bed natural gas for the Miles City District, which 
includes the planning area. 

Development potential as classified in this amendment is shown on Map 24. Since the completion of the 
RFD for the Miles City O&G Amendment, a total of 270 O&G wells have been completed in the planning 
area, illustrating that the total well projections in the RFD scenario were overestimated. Fourteen 
producing federal wells and 24 dry holes were drilled for a total of 38 federal wells. Federal drilling 
activity for the last 18 years is depicted in Table 2-38.  Total activity is consistently low in any one year.  
Total drilling activity on all ownerships in the planning area is portrayed in Table 2-39.  Activity has 
remained stable on all ownerships since 1989. 

Table 2-38 
Summary of Federal Wells Drilled Within the Last 18 Years 

Year Drilled Producing    Well Drilled Dry Hole 

2007 1 0 

2006 0 0 

2005 0 0 

2004 0 1 

2003 0 1 

2002 0 0 

2001 5 5 

2000 3 2 

1999 1 1 

1998 0 0 

1997 0 0 

1996 0 2 

1995 0 2 

1994 0 1 

1993 0 2 

1992 0 0 

1991 2 1 

1990 2 6 
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Table 2-39
 
All Well Types, All Ownerships in the Planning Area
 

The BLM subsequently prepared a second multi-office RMP amendment for CBNG (Supplement to 
the Montana Statewide Oil and Gas Environmental Impact Statement and Amendment of the Powder 
River and Billings RMPSs, herein referred to as the Supplemental). The final was issued in October of 
2008. The final Supplemental contains an RFD scenario for CBNG and conventional O&G that covers 
the planning area including the Crow Reservation. For the preferred alternative in the fi nal Supplemental 
document, it was estimated that a range of 1,100 to 2,600 CBNG wells would be drilled in the planning 
area over the next 20 years (through 2026). There would be 100 to 2,350 producing CBNG natural wells 
completed. The RFD scenario for the preferred alternative in the Supplemental forecasts that 250 to 975 
conventional wells would be drilled in the planning area over the next 20 years. It further forecasts that 
25 to 100 of the wells would be drilled on Federal minerals. Most of these wells would be development 
wells drilled in or near existing O&G fi elds. Based on historical drilling rates, 10 to 50 conventional wells 
could be drilled on the Crow Reservation in the next 20 years. Based on the identified coal resources 
of the Reservation, 1,400 to 4,000 CBNG wells could be drilled; of these, 1,300 to 3,600 would be 
producing wells. The wells would probably be located in the eastern part of the Reservation (BLM, 
2006). 

Finally, the third EPCA Inventory 3 contains GIS coverageʼs for total oil and total gas that overlap the 
planning area. These coverageʼs were combined in two contour maps (Maps 25 and 26) showing total oil 
and total gas for the planning area. The amounts are contoured in thousands of barrels of oil per square 
mile and millions of cubic feet of gas per square mile. The methodology for these estimations is found in 
the published report at pages 46 through 62 with the individual maps later in the chapter.  The report and 
associated GIS coverageʼs can be found at the following location on the internet: http://www.blm.gov/wo/ 
st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/EPCA_III.html The report is also available on a DVD from the BLMʼs 
Washington Office. 

A new RFD scenario will be completed for the revised Billings/Pompeys Pillar RMPs.  Until then, the 
existing information will be used to estimate where development may occur and at what level. 
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State-wide Well Spacing 
A well spacing pattern must be established before development drilling begins. Information considered 
in establishment of a spacing pattern includes data from the discovery well on porosity, permeability, 
pressure, composition, and depth of formations in the reservoir; well production rates and type 
(predominantly oil or gas); and the economic effect of the proposed spacing on recovery.  The State of 
Montana establishes well spacing patterns for both exploratory and development wells (fi eld spacing) 
which the BLM generally adopts after review (the BLM participates in all hearings of the Montana Board 
of Oil and Gas Conservation). The state specifies the minimum distance from lease lines or government 
survey lines for the bottom hole location of the well bore depending upon depth of the well. The spacing 
regulations determine the acres assigned to each well. Spacing unit size is established to provide for the 
most efficient and economic recovery of oil or gas from a reservoir.  Normal well spacing (statewide) 
ranges from 40 acres to 640 acres (Figures 2-7 and 2-8). Wells deeper than 11,000 feet can be no closer 
than 1,650 feet to other producing wells below 11,000 feet.  Only one producing well per formation is 
allowed in each 40, 80, 160, 320, and 640-acre unit. Spacing can be adjusted to allow for topographic 
tolerances. 

Existing Federal Leases 
Presently, a large portion of the federal mineral ownership in the planning area is held under existing 
active leases (either producing or in their primary term). There are a total of 235 active leases in the 
planning area covering 145,988.55 acres. This is approximately 16 percent of the federal O&G estate in 
the planning area. 

Unitization and Communitization 
Unit and communitization agreements can be formed in the interest of conservation and to allow for the 
orderly development of O&G reserves. A unit agreement provides for the recovery of  from the lands 
as a single consolidated entity without regard to separate lease ownerships. An exploratory unit is used 
for the discovery and development of the field in an orderly and efficient manner.  Paying and nonpaying 
well determinations are made for each well drilled. If the well is nonpaying as defined by the agreement, 
the production is allocated on a lease basis. If the well is a paying unit well, a participating area is 
formed and the production is allocated to all interest owners in the participating area based on surface 
area. A secondary unit is formed after the field has been defined and enhanced recovery techniques are 
being utilized. Secondary recovery techniques include water injection, natural gas injection, or injection. 
Injection is initiated to maintain the reservoir pressure to maintain oil production. The agreement 
provides for the allocation of production among all the interest owners. No exploratory units are located 
in the planning area. Five secondary units are located within the planning area boundary. 

A communitization agreement combines two or more leases (federal, state, or fee) that otherwise 
could not be independently developed in conformity with established well spacing patterns. The leases 
within the spacing unit share in the costs and benefits of the well drilled in the spacing unit. Fifteen 
communitization agreements covering 3,654 acres are located within the planning area. 

Solid Leasable Minerals 
BLM would consider proposals for developing federal leasable minerals (coal, phosphate, sodium, potash, 
sulphur, oil shale, native asphalt, and solid and semi-solid bituminous rock) on a case-by-case basis. Site-
specific environmental analysis would be required to lease these minerals. While occurrences of solid 
leasable minerals are present within the planning area, no significant production of these minerals, with 
the exception of coal, is currently underway or anticipated. 

103
 

http:145,988.55


Figure 2-7
 
Gas Well Spacing
 

Figure 2-8
 
Oil Well Spacing
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Coal 
The planning area will be open for coal exploration licenses. Coal licenses to mine for domestic use 
will be available and use per family may not exceed 20 tons annually.  Coal leasing-by-application will 
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remain available for underground and surface mining consideration through the plan amendment process. 
Prior to approving exploration licenses and licensees to mine, a project-specific environmental review 
document will be prepared to assess impacts and develop mitigation measures. Prior to issuing coal 
leases, unsuitability criteria will be applied, and a plan amendment prepared. 

Previous leasing decisions for federal coal will be brought forward in the Billings RMP.  All the federal 
coal which is minable by underground methods is suitable for further consideration for leasing or 
exchange pending further study.  The BiFO will not apply coal unsuitability criteria to these lands until a 
site-specific mine plan is filed, detailing the proposed location of surface facilities. Known coal resource 
areas with development potential are located in the Bull Mountains and in southern Carbon County.  No 
additional coal screening determinations or coal planning decisions are planned for the Billings RMP, 
unless public submissions of coal resource information or surface resource issues indicate a need to 
update these determinations. 

Areas of federal coal administered that would be mined by surface methods must be screened for potential 
coal development, unacceptable environmental conflicts, and significant surface owner opposition to 
mining according to the four coal screens (43 CFR 3420.1-4). The application of the screens includes 
consideration of all resources in the unsuitability criteria (43 CFR 3461) as well as other resources not 
specifically addressed by the criteria. 

The principle coal resource decision in the land use plan (LUP) is the identification of which coal areas 
would be determined as acceptable for further consideration for coal leasing. 43 CFR 3420.1 4(e) states: 

“The major land use planning decision concerning the coal resource shall be the identification of areas 
acceptable for further consideration for leasing which shall be identified by the screening procedures 
listed below.” 

There are four coal screens which must be applied; 
1. 	Identification of coal with development potential – Areas could be eliminated from further 

consideration if they do not contain coal with development potential. 
2. 	 Surface Owner Consultation – Negative surface owner views could cause lands to be eliminated from 

further consideration. 
3. 	 Application of Unsuitability Criteria – Areas can be eliminated if determined to unsuitable for surface 

mining based upon application of a list of 20 unsuitability criteria. 
4. 	 Multiple Use Conflict Analysis – Additional areas of coal resource may be eliminated from 

consideration based on multiple use considerations if other federal resource values are determined to 
be superior to the coal resource. 

The four coal screens identified must be applied to coal deposits in the planning area. Once the coal 
screens have been applied via the land use process, then only the unsuitability criteria are generally 
reviewed and possibly readjusted during the environmental review process for subsequent coal lease 
applications. 

Saleable and Locatable Mineral Resources 

Within the planning area, there are currently 15 active sites for saleable minerals (such as sand, 
gravel, stone, scoria and clay/dirt fill or borrow materials) and two active mines for locatable minerals 
(bentonite). 

Saleable Minerals 
The BLM will allow exploration and development of solid mineral resources as authorized under the 1920 
and 1947 Mineral Leasing acts. Saleable minerals were designated under the Act of July 1947, which 
authorized the disposal of petrified wood and common varieties of sand, gravel, stone, pumice, cinders, 
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and clay through a contract of sale or free use permit. Uncommon varieties of these same minerals are 
locatable under the Mining Law. 
BLM would dispose of salable minerals on unpatented mining claims only for a public purpose when no 
reasonable alternative exists. Salable mineral sites would have an approved mining and reclamation plan 
and an environmental analysis prior to being opened. Mineral material would be sold at a fair market 
value to the public, but would be free to state, county, or other local governments when used for public 
projects. Mineral material sales would be processed on a case-by-case basis. 

Saleable minerals in the planning area consist of sand and gravel, building and decorative stone, and clay 
and dirt fill (borrow) used for road and other construction activities. Common fill that cannot be separated 
from the soil at the surface may be considered as being a right associated with the surface estate. BLM 
issues permits for the sale of surface materials under the Materials Act in the same manner as mineral 
materials associated with the subsurface rights. 

Most of the sand and gravel mining operations within the planning area are on private lands containing 
alluvial gravel deposits. Some higher terrace gravel deposits exist on federal lands, however these are not 
as easily accessible as the alluvial valley deposits. Average annual production of sand and gravel from 
federal lands within the planning area is on the order of 5,000 to 10,000 cubic yards with a current unit 
royalty value of $0.50 per cubic yard (current market value (2008). 

Building and decorative stone is abundant throughout the planning area. Decorative stone is primarily a 
commercial type referred to as “moss rock,” or a lichen-covered sandstone. There are currently no active 
permits for the removal of decorative stone within in the planning area; however, an average of 100 tons 
per year could be expected to be produced at scattered locations throughout the planning area. The unit 
royalty value of moss rock is currently $20 per ton (2008 current market value). However, this is variable 
and based on current market values. 

Some small amounts of building stone and rip rap are produced from a community pit on federal land 
near Warren.  The stone is normally purchased in small volumes of a ton or less with a current market 
value (2008) of $7.50 per ton. There are about 10 small sales annually from the site, with each sale 
averaging one ton. 

Locatable Minerals 
The BLM recognizes that public lands are an important source of the nationʼs energy and non-energy 
mineral resources. The BLM is responsible for making public lands available for the orderly and 
efficient development of these resources under principles of multiple use management and the concept of 
sustainable development. 

Standard management practices for locatable minerals would continue across all RMP alternatives. BLM 
would continue to coordinate with the DEQ on the review, approval, inspection, and reclamation of all 
mining operations on federal lands. At a minimum, an annual compliance inspection of each active notice 
would be conducted. Requirements of all state and federal laws would be met in the management of 
mining operations. BLM would provide opportunities for mineral exploration and development. BLM 
would ensure accessibility to mineralized areas for exploration and development. No casual use areas 
or suction dredge use areas would be identified or designated. BLM would strive to provide for timely 
permit evaluation and processing of federal energy and solid mineral exploration and development 
proposals. A plan of operations would always be required (instead of a notice) when there are lands or 
waters known to contain federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species or their proposed 
or designated critical habitat, unless BLM allows for other action under a formal land-use plan or 
threatened or endangered species recovery plan. Tracts where resource values occur (i.e., sensitive status 
or priority species, visual corridors, adjacent land restrictions, substantial cultural resource sites and 
fossil localities, etc.) may require special measures to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation during 
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mineral exploration (and geophysical exploration) and development. BLM would develop and implement 
measures to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation from exploration, mining, and reclamation 
activities. BLM would also develop conditions of approval and implementation guidelines (BMPs) to 
minimize impacts to natural resources including significant cultural resource sites and fossil localities 
caused by locatable mineral development. 

Reclamation and restoration activities would be monitored to determine effectiveness of those practices. 

For locatable minerals (placer mining operations) reclamation activities would be required to restore the 
stream channel and riparian habitat to functioning condition as close to pre-mining conditions as possible. 

All federal minerals in the planning area are available for exploration and development unless withdrawn. 
The surface management program for hardrock mineral exploration and development is administered 
under federal regulations (CFR 3809) and an MOU between the DNRC and BLM. Hardrock mineral 
activities in WSAs are administered under the 43 CFR 3820 regulations. 

Mineralization has been found associated with the veins and fracture zones near the margins of igneous 
dikes and intrusions. Over the years, the USGS and the former U.S. Bureau of Mines examined various 
prospects and reported finding deposits that contain values for copper, lead, zinc, zeolites, uranium, 
niobium, zirconium, thorium, titanium, sulfur, tantalum, beryllium, lithium, cerlium, and vermiculite.  
These occurrences are estimated to be unrecoverable and marginal in value. 

There are currently two approved 3809 mine plans for bentonite. Development potential for additional 
bentonite, gypsum, uranium, and limestone exists in some areas of the planning area. Locatable minerals 
consist of two active bentonite mines, located in Carbon County. Two bentonite mining companies have 
both patented and unpatented claims for bentonite located on the west and southwest flanks of the Pryor 
Mountains in southern Carbon County.  American Colloid and Wyo-Ben have 151 unpatented placer 
claims covering over 3,000 acres. 

American Colloid produced approximately 485,000 tons during 2008 with a value of around $60.00 per 
ton. The company has operated under a State of Montana Mining and Reclamation Plan since 1972. 
Under federal surface management regulations (43 CFR 3809), this plan was accepted by BLM in 1981. 
American Colloid has patented 3,584 acres since then and has an additional 3,739 acres of unpatented 
federal claims for a total of 7,323 acres in their permit. Wyo-Ben Incorporated produces bentonite from 
patented and unpatented claims under their plan which was approved in 1999. It currently produces an 
average of 32,000 tons per year from its Montana operations. Other minerals information in the planning 
area: 

Uranium Active claims, but no production 
Platinum group minerals Stillwater Mine- lands administered by USFS 
Silica 1 mine - case closed 
Limestone 1 mine - case closed 
Gypsum 1 mine - case closed 

108
 



 

 

 

 

Table 2-40
 
Active Claims, Permits and Applications in Planning Area
 

County 
Lode 

Claims 
Placer 
Claims 

Mineral 
Materials 
permits 

Coal 
Leases 

Big Horn 0 0 2 0 

Carbon 82 151 12 0 

Golden Valley 0 0 0 0 

Musselshell 0 0 0 1 

Stillwater 613 11 1 0 

Sweetgrass 380 2 0 0 

Wheatland 0 0 0 0 

Yellowstone 0 0 0 0 

Total 1,075 164 15 1 

Table 2-41
 
Solid Minerals Current Production Levels (2008)
 

Annual production Unit value Total value 

Sand and Gravel 6,500 cu. yd $0.50/yd3 $3,250 
Stone (building) 10 tons $7.50/ton $75 
Stone (decorative) 0 0 0 
Bentonite 517,000 tons $60/ton $31,020,000 

Ownership 
Sand & gravel, stone 100 acres federal 

Bentonite 3,739 acres federal 51% 
3,584 acres private 49%

 7,323 total 

2.2.2 Livestock Grazing Management 

Current Level of Use 
Approximately 421,627 acres of the BLM lands within the BIFO are within grazing allotment 
boundaries, which are managed in accordance with the 1984 RMP (see Range Allotments map, Appendix 
B). There are 5,961 acres that are not allotted and includes small isolated parcels not included within 
existing allotment boundaries and areas within allotment boundaries that have no permitted livestock 
grazing. Allotments are an outgrowth of the grazing districts and permitting system established to 
manage livestock grazing in these districts by the 1934 Taylor Grazing Act. The livestock that graze on 
BIFO-managed lands are primarily cattle but also include sheep and some domestic horses. The relative 
numbers of these kinds of livestock have not varied much over the last ten years. 
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Allotments/AUMs 
There are 382 allotments in the planning area. In addition to public land, these allotments may contain 
other lands (e.g., FS, state, and private). There are 310 permits authorizing grazing on these allotments. 
Total active preference (permitted use) is 55,012 AUMs with 7,746 AUMs in suspension.  Total permitted 
numbers change frequently due to conversions of the class of livestock and changes in allotment or 
livestock management. Three hundred (97 percent) of the authorizations are for cattle grazing.  Seven 
authorizations are for horse/burro grazing, and three authorizations are for sheep. 

There are 185 Section 3 permits and 125 Section 15 permits. Section 3 allotments are located within 
grazing Taylor Grazing District M4, as provided in the Taylor Grazing Act. Section 15 allotments are 
located outside of a grazing district. All Section 15 allotments in the planning area are in Yellowstone and 
Musselshell counties. Section 15 permits account for 5,557 AUMs of the total 62,619 AUMʼs. Appendix 
B displays allotment-specific grazing use data for all allotments currently permitted for grazing use. 

Table 2-42
 
Summary AUMs by County and Preference Code in the Planning Area
 

(Calendar Year 2008)
 

Number of permitted & suspended AUMʼs by county Sec 03 Sec 15 Co Total 

BIG HORN Sum of Co Permitted 39 103 142 

Sum of Co Suspended 24 0 24 

CARBON Sum of Co Permitted 13,435 279 13,714 

Sum of Co Suspended 2,086 0 2,086 

GOLDEN VALLEY Sum of Co Permitted 100 32 132 

Sum of Co Suspended 0 0 0 

MUSSELSHELL Sum of Co Permitted 24,822 1,143 25,965 

Sum of Co Suspended 822 0 822 

STILLWATER Sum of Co Permitted 0 897 897 

Sum of Co Suspended 0 0 0 

SWEET GRASS Sum of Co Permitted 0 2,485 2,485 

Sum of Co Suspended 0 63 63 

WHEATLAND Sum of Co Permitted 6 186 192 

Sum of Co Suspended 5 0 5 

YELLOWSTONE Sum of Co Permitted 11,028 318 11,346 

Sum of Co Suspended 4,695 51 4,746 

Total Sum of Co Permitted 49,430 5,443 54,873 

Total Sum of Co Suspended 7,632 114 7,746 

Grand Total 57,062 5,557 62,619

 *Numbers may vary due to fluctuations in permitted AUMS in calendar year and query parameters. 

Indicators 
Allotment Management Plans 
Thirty-three allotments have AMPs implemented; 20 are in the improve category (“I”) and 13 are in the 
maintain category (“M”). Improve category allotments have priority for AMP completion, but due to 
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new resource issues and increased focus in some areas, AMPs have been established for lower priority 
allotments as well. Many of these allotments have received increased focus due to new resource issues 
that has led to changes in management intensity. 

Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management 
The Montana/Dakotaʼs Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing 
Management (BLM EIS, 1997) addressed resource conditions for soils, riparian systems, upland 
vegetation, wildlife habitat, T&E species, and air and water quality (BLM 1997).  The S&Gs are 
implemented through land health assessments, standards conformance review determination documents, 
EAs, permit renewals, and other permit changes. These standards not only pertain to impacts associated 
with livestock grazing, but also to other rangeland impacts from activities such as recreation, wildlife 
grazing, and wild horse management. Sustainable livestock grazing and desired rangeland condition 
requires the collective management of forage, water, soil and livestock by the BLM and the livestock 
owners and operators. An interdisciplinary approach ensures effective management of the multiple 
resource values and uses in the planning area. 

Management practices for livestock grazing have been focused on achieving land health standards and 
meeting objectives for other resources (for example, vegetation and soils) in the allotments. This has been 
accomplished by better conformance with the guidelines for livestock management, such as changing 
the duration of grazing use, season of use, reducing animal units, and improving grazing distribution. 
Reducing the duration of grazing use and improving livestock distribution are generally the keys to 
meeting rangeland objectives, particularly those associated with riparian areas. Grazing management 
has been improved by a variety of actions, such as adjustments in grazing permits (including the addition 
of terms and conditions designed to maintain or improve riparian zones and wetlands, utilization and 
trampling limits, herding and riding requirements, and placing salt and supplemental feed away from 
riparian zones), construction of water developments and pasture fencing, and ensuring maintenance of 
range improvements and compliance of grazing permits. 

Terms and conditions of permits and leases are specific actions in the permit or lease that 
implement the spirit and intent of the S&Gs. They are determined by an interdisciplinary team 
in consultation with permittees and interested parties for each individual allotment. Terms and 
conditions are a tool to achieve resource conditions in the standards. They are meant to be 
modified if monitoring data shows those terms and conditions currently being applied are not 
achieving desired results. 

Trends 
Trends in livestock grazing reflect changes in livestock species, in permittees and their perspectives, and 
in permitted use or season-of-use. The absentee ownership of the base property associated with many 
of the allotments has increased, as has the number of permittees that do not rely on livestock grazing for 
their primary source of income. Changes in the types of permittees that run livestock in the planning 
area have resulted in diversification of perspectives. Some permittees have shifted the focus of their 
management to wildlife habitat improvement and recreation as an alternative source of income. 

Changes in permitted use or season-of-use are in response to changes in rangeland condition, 
socioeconomics, and other factors. The condition of the land is due to a variety of factors, such as 
climate, wildlife, livestock, O&G development, recreational use, and increased population. Increased 
development and recreational demands are competing for resources that could limit livestock grazing. 
If rangeland condition deteriorates, the BLM has the ability to reduce the number of permitted AUMs, 
to manage plant communities that provide forage and browse through vegetation treatments, to change 
the season-of-use, to require deferment and pasture rotations, and to install range improvements, such as 
fences, water pipelines, spring developments, and reservoirs. These range improvements often enable 
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more intensive grazing systems and encourage better livestock distribution and grazing utilization, 
but they also require more management on the part of the grazing permittee. Range improvement and 
permittee involvement may become more crucial to sustain future resource demands. The BLMʼs 
traditional goal in managing livestock grazing has been to provide sustainable habitat for livestock and 
other animals. This is likely to remain the primary focus of the BLMʼs management of livestock grazing. 

Forecast 
Urbanization of rural areas in the planning area has also caused conflicts with livestock grazing. New 
landowners are often unfamiliar with state livestock laws and associated fencing requirements. Conflicts 
develop when livestock authorized on public land drift onto private land. This is largely the result of 
public/private land boundaries that are not fenced or that are poorly fenced or where fences have not 
been maintained. It is BLM policy not to fence, or be responsible for fence maintenance, on boundaries 
bordering public land. In most instances the BLM has determined that it is not in the public interest to 
construct these fences largely because it would not be practical or economical.  Rural-urban interface 
conflicts have often forced ranchers to seek other areas for grazing. Livestock operations near more urban 
areas in the planning area such as Columbus, Absarokee, and Big Timber, have consequently diminished, 
as has livestock use on public land surrounding these areas. 

The increase in wildlife populations has also been an issue with many grazing permittees. Elk and other 
big game species are often in direct competition with livestock for forage resources. Although most of 
the competition occurs on private land, particularly during the winter, further increases in elk and mule 
deer populations will likely increase forage competition on public lands. The level of concern varies 
among grazing permittees. Those who own land where concentrated elk use occurs typically express the 
most concern over distributional problems. On the other hand some grazing permittees are engaged in 
guiding and outfitting activities as another source of income and do not express the same concern as their 
neighbors. Increased gas and coal development and activity in the southern portion of planning area have 
also increased conflicts with livestock operations on public lands. As new roads are constructed and use 
of existing roads increases, the control of livestock has become more difficult. 

2.2.3 Recreation and Visitor Services 

Current Condition 
Approximately 300,000 visitors use public lands in the planning area each year.  Primary recreational 
activities include big game hunting, hiking, camping, backpacking, picnicking, wildlife and landscape 
viewing, OHV riding, horseback riding, mountain biking and organized group events.  The BLMʼs 
Recreation Management Information System (RMIS) report for 2008 listed big game hunting as the most 
popular outdoor activity in the fi eld office; hiking was second, and camping and backpacking were third. 

These diverse recreation uses occur in both dispersed and concentrated recreational settings and vary 
from primitive to developed opportunities. Travel preferences are also variable as recreationists seek 
both non-motorized and motorized opportunities. RMIS reports indicate that most recreation activity 
in the planning is associated with dispersed land-based use. Two areas in the fi eld office are managed 
specifically for all-terrain vehicle (ATV) and motorcycle use. 

User conflicts have increased in some areas because of differing expectations and incompatible activities. 
While some travel management plans have been developed for the planning area, Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) classifications or management guidelines have not been established under the current 
management plans. 
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Special Recreation Management Areas 
A special recreation management area (SRMA) designation intensifies management of areas where 
outdoor recreation is a high priority.  It helps direct recreation program priorities toward areas with high 
resource values, elevated public concern, or significant amounts of recreational activity.  Areas with an 
SRMA designation can be expected to see investments in recreation facilities and visitor services aimed 
at reducing resource damage and mitigating user conflicts. Depending on the recreation setting chosen 
and accompanying level of recreation management zone(s), the level of management objectives and 
administrative activities could vary from intense to low for each SRMA. Implementation-level plans are 
completed for each SRMA to fully describe management actions and objectives.  

SRMAs are areas identified in LUPs to direct recreation funding and personnel to fulfi ll commitments 
made to provide specific “structured” recreation opportunities based on benefits based management 
(BBM). The BLMʼs Priorities for Recreation and Visitor Services Workplan (Purple Book) incorporates 
the BBM approach as the principal method to establish a relationship between benefits desired by 
recreationists and the activities and setting (physical, social, and managerial) characteristics that may 
facilitate realization of those benefits. 

A BBM is the application of recreation resources management which focuses on the positive or beneficial 
outcomes derived from engaging in recreational activities rather than just on the recreation activities 
themselves. The BBM provides the conceptual recreation framework to view, plan, and collaboratively 
deliver recreation services as a means to a larger end--outcomes that benefit individuals, communities, 
economies and the environment. It is a framework for delivering benefits from public lands recreation to 
the American people and their communities. 

The 1984 RMP was amended in 2001 to add two SRMAs to the planning area are Four Dances Natural 
Area and Sundance Lodge Recreation Area.  

Four Dances Natural Area 
This area is on a plateau located two miles east of downtown Billings and is bordered on the east side 
by Coburn Road. The plateau is edged with cliffs that drop 200-500 feet to the Yellowstone River.  The 
western boundary is the Yellowstone River. 

The BLM acquired the Four Dances Natural Area in 1999.  Through the cooperative efforts of the 
landowners, the Yellowstone River Parks Association, and the BLM, 765 acres of undeveloped open 
space in Billings came into public ownership. Approximately 7,000 recreationists visit the area per year. 
Four Dances is designated an SRMA and ACEC. BLMʼs objectives for the site are the protection of open 
space and natural and cultural resources while providing dispersed and low-level facility infrastructure 
for public recreation in Billings. This area provides a unique opportunity for the public to easily access 
public lands within an urban area. These lands provide a natural setting for the public to enjoy outdoor 
recreational experiences with family and friends. 

Recreation opportunities include wildlife viewing, hiking, nature photography, and opportunities for 
environmental education. This area is for nonmotorized day use only.  For the protection of ACEC values 
and public safety, the area is closed to horseback riding, use of fireworks, hang gliding, rock climbing, 
paint ball activities, the discharge of firearms, and exercising pets off-leash.  Improvements include an 
interpretive kiosk, vault toilet, and parking lot. 

Sundance Lodge Recreation Area 
Sundance Lodge was a working ranch before the BLM acquired it in 1997. The Nature Conservancy, the 
Yellowstone Chapter of Pheasants Forever, and the BLM combined efforts to acquire the land.  The area 
provides dispersed recreation experiences near the communities of Laurel and Billings, public access to 
the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone, and wildlife habitat protection. 
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An agreement with MTFWP and the Yellowstone Chapter of Pheasants Forever enables them to assist 
BLM with the intensive management of the property. 

Recreational opportunities include wildlife viewing, environmental education, photography, hiking, 
biking, and horseback riding on designated roads and trails. Trails in the Sundance Lodge Recreation 
area provide access while protecting fragile riparian resources from overuse. Accessibility for all visitors 
allows for a greater sense of personal freedom through increased recreational opportunities. Archery 
hunting and limited shotgun hunting is available through a block management program with MTFWP.  
Only day use is allowed. Overnight camping is only allowed through special use permits for special 
events approved by the BLM. Motorized vehicle use is not allowed. 

The area is located near the confluence of the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone and the Yellowstone 
River.  The site includes about 380 acres of river bottom intermingled with the irrigated hay lands. 
Improvements to the site include a loop parking and turn around, kiosk, and vault toilet. 

Other Recreation Management Areas 
The following areas located within the planning area were not designated as SRMAs in the 1984 Billings 
RMP; however, they do provide a variety of recreation opportunities and were discussed in detail in the 
1984 RMP.  Funding and personnel have been directed at these areas over the years to provide services, 
manage recreation user conflicts, and protect resources for the purpose of providing specifi c “structured” 
recreation opportunities. Whether or not these areas should be formally designated as SRMAs will need 
to be addressed in the RMP.  

Acton Recreation Area 
The Acton Recreation Area is located approximately 18 miles north of Billings, Montana, and consists of 
3,720 acres. This area is one of the few areas of public land within easy access where recreationists can 
enjoy non-motorized off road activities such as mountain biking and horseback riding.  Approximately 
7,000 visitors use the area annually. The Acton Recreation Area is open to camping, hiking, horseback 
riding, and mountain biking. The entire area is closed to shooting except during seasons established by 
MTFWP.  Acton provides multiple possibilities for use year-round.  A small kiosk and site sign are the 
only improvements. 

The 1984 Billings RMP identified 133 acres that could be developed for environmental education 
opportunities for local schools. However, the demand for this type of outdoor experience for local schools 
has diminished in the past 10 years. 

Asparagus Point 
Asparagus Point (158 acres) is located 12 miles east of Roundup, Montana. Camping, fi shing, and 
some hunting occurs on site, but use has not increased substantially over the past several years. Future 
development might not be practical because of its location and the availability of staff and funding for 
maintenance. 

Pryor Mountains 
The Pryor Mountains area is located approximately 60 miles south of Billings. The area provides a wide 
variety of recreation opportunities. The area contains the PMWHR and WSAs: Pryor Mountain WSA, 
Burnt Timber Canyon WSA, and Big Horn Tack-On WSA, the Crooked Creek Natural Area, and the 
Crooked Creek Natural Area National Natural Landmark. 

Close access and the variety of recreation activities and experiences accounts for over 100,000 visits each 
year.  One of the prime recreation draws to the Pryor Mountains is the opportunity to view the wild horse 
herd. Visitation to the area is especially heavy during late spring to see the new fouls and through the 
summer months when the horses can be found in the high open meadows. Other recreation opportunities 
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include hiking, backcountry camping, and viewing wildlife, and the wild horse herd. Other seasonal 
activities include upland bird and big game hunting, cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling. Motorized 
use is limited to designated roads. A primitive cabin is located on top and is available for overnight use on 
a fi rst come, first serve basis. 

Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation Area  
Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation Area (4,640 acres) is located about 30 miles northeast of Billings and 
represents a critical outdoor recreation resource. The entire area is closed to shooting except during 
hunting seasons established by MTFWP.  Visitor opportunities include horseback riding, birding, hunting, 
and OHV riding. 

For management purposes, the 1984 Billings RMP separated the recreation area into three smaller 
management areas. Each area provides some unique recreation opportunities. 

• 	 Area 1 (976 acres) was closed to full-sized vehicles in 1985, and current use includes ATVs, 
motorcycles, mountain biking, hunting in season and some hiking. An additional 640 acres was 
acquired in 1994 to expand the area. The BiFO completed a travel management plan for this area 
in 2005, and 50 miles of trail were designated “open.” Improvements include a graveled parking 
lot, handicapped accessible vault toilet, kiosk, fee station, and unloading ramp. The vault toilet 
is accessible to persons with disabilities. Motorized users are required to purchase a permit to 
use the area. The fees charged at the Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation area are used 100 percent in 
administration and maintenance of this site to enhance the visitor experience. 

• 	 Area 2 (452 acres), located on the west side of CA Road, is closed to motorized use.  The 1984 
plan identified 77 acres for environmental education opportunities for local schools. Interest 
in this type of outdoor experience for local schools has diminished. A parking lot, rustic picnic 
tables, cooking grill, and restroom are located in the northern portion of Area 2.  

• 	 Area 3 (3,212 acres), west of CA Road, is available for motorized use on existing roads by permit. 
Two walk-through gates provide access for foot traffic and horseback riders. 

South Hills 
The South Hills area is located two miles south of Billings and east of Blue Creek Road and consists of 
1,364 acres. Approximately 2500 recreationists visit the site annually. South Hills is the only area in the 
BiFO managed as open, where cross country travel is allowed. The 1984 RMP decision closed a 70-acre 
portion to provide a noise buffer for a large adjacent residential area and 237 acres to all motorized use.  
The 1984 RMP also closed the remaining area to all four-wheeled vehicles, including all-terrain vehicles 
(ATVs).  The riding area is open for motorcycle use only.  

Access to the South Hills riding area is gained by a very small parking area bordered on the west by 
Old Blue Creek Road and on the north by private lands. Riverfront Park, an Environmental Education 
Conservatory, and developing residential areas are either adjacent to or within one-quarter mile of the 
parking lot. A site sign and barrel barriers are the only improvements onsite.  

The parking lot and entrance to the riding area is in need of engineering and reconstruction to address 
severe erosion, user safety, and accessibility.  Users have established unauthorized/illegal access routes 
to the riding area located on the upper level of a large bentonite deposit.  Access is obtained by riding 
up extremely steep terrain to the open riding area above. Legal access routes have become rutted and 
unsafe, and user created unauthorized access points are dangerous and need to be closed. The riding area 
is adjacent to two large subdivisions.  The noise buffer area is no longer effective.  Confl icts between 
recreationists and residents are frequent. Conflict in the area is the result of competing recreational 
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expectations. Residents want to experience the tranquility and peace of a front country setting and 
recreationists want to experience a sense of adventure while improving their riding skill. Incidents of 
trespass and vandalism have been reported. Unauthorized use is occurring in the buffer area and residents 
are complaining about the noise and dust resulting from that use. Residents also worry that wildland fire 
starts could occur when users violate closures. 

On two separate occasions, tort claims have been filed against the BiFO. On one occasion, a pickup truck 
violated closures on site and rolled down the steep approach, killing one of the passengers. The other was 
a result of property damage from a mud flow from the parking lot following a heavy downpour.  

Extensive Recreation Management Areas  
Any lands not designated as an SRMA are managed as extensive recreation management areas (ERMAs). 
Public lands where recreation is unstructured and does not require intensive management or significant 
investments in trails or facilities fall into this category.  This type of undirected or dispersed recreation 
management affords visitors the opportunity to create their own experience.  Visitors receive little in the 
way of services or developed recreational facilities. In ERMAs, recreation management is reactive and 
custodial, addressing visitor health and safety, resource protection, and user conflicts. Implementation 
actions are not directed at maintaining or creating particular physical, social, or administrative natural 
resource setting prescriptions. These areas are characterized by a natural resource setting and a diversity 
of recreation opportunities. 

Special Recreation Permits 
As authorized by 43 CFR 2932, the BLM requires permits for recreational use of public lands for business 
or financial gain. These can include: commercial use, concessions, competitive events, organized groups, 
and recreation use in special areas. 

The BiFO currently administers 10 commercial SRPs, one competitive event permit, and one 
noncompetitive organized event.  Permitted activities include big game and upland bird hunting, 
horseback riding, guided tours, photography workshops, motocross racing, camping, and hobby rocket 
launching. In addition, several new applications are received annually for additional commercial, 
competitive, or organized group events.  All permits are processed on a case-by-case basis with preference 
given to existing permittees. 

During the past several years, applications for SRPs have gradually increased. Requests for applications 
to provide guided tour opportunities have increased substantially.  Applications for ranch-based guided 
horseback tours and motorized tours in the Pryor Mountains are requested more frequently than other 
types. Organized groups, primarily scout groups, frequently request permits to camp on public lands.  
These permits are usually for overnight campouts for groups of less than 20 people. The fi eld office 
manages 12 SRPs for a variety of uses. This represents a 60 percent increase in the past 5 years. 
Approximately $2,000.00 in fees is generated from this portion of the SRP program each year.   

An SRP is also required for motorized use at Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation Area 1.  Permits can be 
purchased annually or purchased on-site at a fee station for a single day use. Permit sales generated 
about $9,000.00 in 2008. Fees stay the site and are used 100 percent in administrative and maintenance 
activities at the Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation area to enhance the visitor experience. 

Accessibility 
Participation in outdoor recreation can be restricted by age, disabilities, poor health, lack of appropriate 
facilities within an accessible distance, undesirable recreation settings, lack of information about 
recreation opportunities, poor transportation, or lack of convenience. 
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The BLM improves and manages facilities to provide more functional physical access to general 
public lands and enhance personal experiences and opportunities by providing accessible facilities and 
information about recreation opportunities. All construction is reviewed for compliance with Uniform 
Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Guidelines. As 
newer Accessibility Guidelines for Outdoor Developed Areas become final, those standards will also be 
followed. 

Interpretation/Education  
The 1984 RMP identified 77 acres for environmental education opportunities for local schools in Area 2 
of the Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation Area.  However, over the past 10 years interest/demand for in this type 
of outdoor experience in local schools has diminished. Many schools use alternative sites and means to 
attain this experience that are more cost effective or present a more structured experience.  Local schools 
frequently engage in the environmental education opportunities offered at the Pompeys Pillar NM, 
approximately 30 miles east of Billings. 

While there is no formal interpretive/educational program in place, the BiFO does occasionally provide 
interpretive materials/programs to school groups, scout groups or special interest groups. Each year, the 
BiFO participates in National Public Lands Day and National Trails Day.  These two days are set aside 
for volunteers to take part in a worthwhile project on public lands as well as providing an opportunity for 
staff to present educational information about resources and resource management.      

2.2.4 Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 

Travel and transportation are an integral part of virtually every activity that occurs on BLM public lands: 
recreation, livestock management, wildlife management, management of commodity resources, ROWs 
to private inholdings, maintenance of communication sites, and management and monitoring of public 
lands. This section addresses public travel and access. The transportation and facilities section addresses 
administrative access, management of commodity resources and products, and road maintenance. 

Current Condition 
Public expectations and demand for motorized and non-motorized recreation has changed substantially 
since the completion of the Billings RMP.  Advances in motorized and non-motorized recreation travel 
technology and use have increased the publicʼs ability to traverse conditions and terrains not previously 
envisioned. Individual benefits include easier access to natural landscapes, opportunities to develop skills, 
increased exercise and numerous other benefits OHV activities provide. Public interest and demand 
for motorized and non-motorized travel opportunities are expected to continue to increase. As a result, 
adverse resouce impacts as well as increased conflict between motorized and non-motorized users, 
particularly in urban/rural interfaces can also be expected to increase. 

Increased OHV use has become a significant issue within the planning area because of concerns related 
to potential resource degradation that can result from high levels of use (BLM et al. 2001). General 
estimates of OHV use in the planning area can be assumed by reviewing the estimates prepared for 
Montana public lands as part of the Off –Highway Vehicle Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed 
Plan Amendment for Montana, North Dakota, and Portions of South Dakota (OHV EIS) (BLM et al. 
2001). This report estimated that the number of trucks used in off-highway applications increased 12 
percent between 1990 and 1998 (Table 2-43).  ATVs and motorcycles were considered a separate group in 
this report and increased by 61 percent from 1990 to 1998. 
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Table 2-43
 
Estimated Number of Vehicles Used Off-Highway in Montana1 1990-1998
 

Year Trucks ATVʼs and Motorcycles Total 

1990 24,162 7,399 31,561 

1991 23,930 8,404 32,334 

1992 24,706 10,020 34,726 

1993 26,193 11,729 37,922 

1994 26,584 13,165 39,749 

1995 26,919 14,072 40,991 

1996 26,941 15,352 42,293 

1997 27,308 16,898 44,206 

1998 27,423 18,953 46,376 

SOURCE: BLM ET. AL. 2001 

Regional recreational use projections indicate that the number of vehicles per year could be: OHV 36,249 
for ATVs and motorcycles and 36,797 for trucks by 2015 (BLM et. al. 2001).  The above data suggest that 
OHV use is one of the fastest growing activities in Montana.  With the registration of OHVs increasing 
on an annual basis, it is expected that OHV use will continue to increase throughout all public lands in 
Montana, including the planning area. 

The 1984 Billings RMP attempted to meet the demand for OHV use on public land, while protecting 
watershed and visual resources and minimizing among OHV users, adjacent landowners, and permittees.  
The 1984 RMP delineated the following objectives to address motorized use in the planning area: 

• 	 The 3,800 acres in the Acton Recreation Area were restricted to existing roads and trails and 
authorized use. 

• 	 Off-road vehicle use in Asparagus Point Recreation Area was limited to the main access road and 
the parking area. 

• 	 Shepherd Ah Nei Recreation area east of CA Road was limited to authorized use.  Authorized 
use was restricted to persons holding the grazing lease and to BLM employees. The designation 
affected about 460 acres.  Motorized use in the northern portion of the recreation area west of CA 
Road (approximately 3,090 acres) was limited to designated roads and trails and authorized use. 
The southern portion (approximately 500 acres) was designated open but in the event of excessive 
damage, could be closed entirely to OHV use. 

• 	 A 70-acre area in the South Hills would be permanently closed to all vehicle use and a 1,200
acre portion of the area would be closed to use by four-wheeled vehicles.  Management of the 
South Hills motorized use was pursued with the Billings Motorcycle Club and the Cedar Park 
Subdivision (1984 Billings RMP pp. 26-27) 

The following “open” designations were applied to roads in the Pryor Mountains in the 1984 RMP (1984 
RMP pg. 26-27). 

• 	 Bear Spring Road (#1) 
• 	 Timber Canyon Road (#2) 
• 	 Water Canyon Road (#3) 
• 	 Inferno Canyon Road (#4) 
• 	 Demi-John Flat Road (#10) 
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In January 1999, the BLM and the FS initiated the OHV EIS. This EIS considered various ways to 
minimize the potential for resource damage from cross-country OHV use. In June 2003, BLM signed the 
ROD for the OHV EIS which amended the 1984 Billings RMP. This decision limited motorized travel 
to existing roads and trails on BLM-managed lands in Montana and the Dakotas and became the current 
standard for establishing management directions related to OHV use on BLM-administered lands in 
Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 

To manage OHV use on public lands, the BLM uses three primary OHV designations: open, limited, and 
closed. The open designations are developed to provide for public-driven use and include designated areas 
and trails where OHV use is subject to operating regulations and vehicle standards set in BLM Manuals 
8341 and 8343 (BLM et. al. 2001). Intensive use areas are generally defined as public lands with no 
restrictions on which OHVs can be driven. 

Limited and closed designations are developed to help protect natural resources and minimize conflicts 
among various users of public lands. The limited designation includes areas and trails where OHV use is 
subject to restrictions, such as limiting the number or types of vehicles allowed, dates, and times of use 
(seasonal restrictions), or limiting use to existing and designated roads and trails. The closed designation 
includes areas and trails where OHV use is permanently or temporarily prohibited (BLM et. al. 2001). 

The BLM MT/Dakotas OHV ROD prohibits all wheeled motorized cross-country travel, including big 
game retrieval, unless otherwise stipulated. In the absence of other travel plan direction, motorized travel 
is restricted to existing established roads and trails. Wheeled motorized cross-country travel associated 
with personal use permits is not allowed, unless permitted at the local fi eld office. Motorized wheeled 
cross-country travel is allowed for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement emergency.  
The OHV ROD also directed BLM to identify and complete site-specific travel plans that designate roads 
and trails available for motorized use. The OHV ROD does not address snowmobile use. 

A Federal Register Notice published in September 2001 updated and corrected errors in the September 
25, 1979, and August 4, 1987, road designations, based on decisions from the 1984 RMP.  The following 
roads were designated open within the Pryor Mountains. 

• Bear Canyon Ridge Road (#1030) 
• Bear Canyon Road (#1014) 
• Bent Springs Road (#1039) 
• Burnt Timber Ridge Road (#1018) 
• Crooked Creek Road (#1017) 
• Dandy Mine Road (#1034) 
• Demi John Flat Road (#1035) 
• East Horsehaven Road (#1030) 
• East Petroglyph Canyon Road (#1020) 
• Gyp Spring Road (#1015) 
• Helt Road (#1016) 
• Inferno Canyon Road (#1050) 
• Lower timber Ridge Road (#1048) 
• Miller Trail Road (#1046) 
• Red Pryor Mountain Road (#1022) 
• Stockman Trail (#1013) 
• Sykes Road East Loop (#1033) 
• Sykes Ridge Road (#1019) 
• Sykes Spring road (#1052) 
• Timber Canyon Road (#1049) 
• Timber Ridge Road (#1047) 
• Water Canyon Road (#1051) 
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• 	 West Horsehaven Road (#1021) 
• 	 West Petroglyph Canyon Road (#1036) 

Since the OHV decision, the BiFO has completed site-specific travel plans for three high priority areas. 

• 	 Acton Recreation Area is located 17 miles north of Billings and consists of 3,800 acres.  A travel 
management plan was completed in April 2007.  The plan designated 6.5 miles of roads open or 
limited. Areas where unauthorized use was occurring were closed. 

• 	 The Horsethief area is located northwest of Roundup, Montana. The area is approximately 
10,250 acres in size. The travel plan was completed in February 2008.  Approximately 50 miles 
of roads were designated open, and areas where unauthorized use was occurring were closed to 
motorized use. 

• 	 Shepherd Ah Nei OHV area is located 30 miles northeast of Billings.  The travel management 
plan was completed in May 2005. The plan designated approximately 44 miles of roads and 
trails as open or limited and closed six miles of trail. 

Trends and Forecast 
Most OHV use in the planning area consists of riding ATVs, motorcycles, and other full-sized trucks and 
vehicles for pleasure. Participation in these recreation activities varies by season, topography, vegetative 
cover, and number of people taking part in the activity. Public lands in the planning area provide a wide 
range of high quality OHV opportunities that vary from backcountry to concentrated use areas. In general 
though, most OHV use occurs on designated roads and trails in the planning area (BLM et. al. 2001). 
Overall, a small percentage of the total recreational OHV use in the planning area occurs cross-country, 
suggesting a low frequency of motorized wheeled cross-country travel. However, even under a low 
frequency rate, motorized, wheeled cross-country travel does cause resource impacts. For example, 
clear evidence has shown impacts from motorized wheeled cross-country travel in the Pryor Mountains 
and the Acton Recreation Area. Much of the motorized wheeled cross-country use in the planning area 
occurs during the fall hunting season (BLM et. al. 2001). User conflicts in the South Hills riding area are 
common and include illegal access, trespass, and safety concerns. 

Existing roads and trails, some of which are user-created, provide access to the general areas where 
most recreation activities take place on public lands in the planning area. However, the public land 
ownership pattern in the BiFO is highly fragmented, resulting in access difficulties and potential conflict. 
Conflicts over access can take place whenever ownership is fragmented, along waterways, or where 
prime resource values occur and recreation or other user demands are high. Even where access exists, the 
lack of boundary markers and adequate maps often contribute to confusion about access and can result 
in conflicts among the public, public land administrators, and the owners of associated or intermingled 
private lands. 

Demand for access to public lands is expected to increase, and access for the general public to private 
lands is expected to decrease over time. This is due to a number of factors, including public awareness, 
increased tourism, and increased restrictions by private landowners. Increased costs associated with 
motorized recreation (fuel, equipment) could impact both recreationists and resources. Either a decrease 
in overall use or a drastic increase in use on public lands close to larger communities could occur.  It 
seems the public is becoming more aware of recreation opportunities on public land within the planning 
area. 

Visitation is expected to increase as the result of federal, state, and local agency marketing efforts to 
increase tourism. With an increase in non-local users, demand for commercially guided activities (such 
as hunting, fishing, and sightseeing) will increase. However, demand is expected to increase much faster 
than the BLMʼs ability to acquire new access. With the decrease in availability of private lands due to 
land acquisition and limited access due to fencing, local users are expected to increase their demands on 
public land (BLM 1996). 
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2.2.5 Forestry 

Current Conditions 
Most of the forested lands in the planning area occur in small isolated parcels with poor access, small 
volume, and limited value. Consequently, the sale and harvest of forest products has been accomplished 
chiefly through small negotiated sales. Most sales are identified through public demand, where access is 
limited and harvest is occurring on adjacent private lands. Volumes sold in the BiFO have averaged less 
than 50 thousand board feet (50mbf) per year over the last decade. 

The past two years have seen larger volumes of sawlogs, pulp, and biomass as a result of salvage 
operations in response to large wildland fires. Harvest volumes for salvage operations approached 1.5 
million board feet (mmbf) for 2008 alone. Fuelwood sales average approximately 100-150 cords per year. 
The few existing markets for pulpwood and biomass are small and unstable with low market prices and 
high transportation costs. During the last two years, markets have been available, and approximately 150 
tons of pulp and 300 tons of biomass been produced. Different forest products available in the planning 
area include: 

• Saw logs 
• Posts and poles 
• Pulp 
• Decorative tree boughs 
• Christmas trees 
• Fuelwood 

Table 2-44
 
Forest Products Harvested and Sold in the Planning Area (1994-2008)
 

Forest Product Volume/15 Years Average/Year 
Average Price/ 

Unit 
Monetary 

Total 

Saw timber: Douglas fir, 
lodgepole & ponderosa pine 

1,261 mbf 84 mbf  $76/mbf $95,380 

Pulp wood 990 mbf 66 mbf $1.70/mbf $1,683 

Post and pole 3025 ea 202 ea $0.52 ea $1,582 

Biomass 300 ton 20 ton $0.01/ton $3 

Juniper 16,530 lbs 1,102 lbs $0.05/lb $100 

Fuelwood 479 cord 32 cord $5.00/cord $400 

Christmas trees 0 0 

* Averages reflect 15 years 1994-2008 
*Note: Weight factor (computed for burned dry timber) = 12.0lbs/bdft 

Indicators 
Market price dictates the demand for wood and wood products. The demand for wood products in the 
planning area is widely variable with a limited number of mills and pulp and biomass facilities within 
the planning area. Markets occur outside the planning area; however, transportation costs are generally 
prohibitive in these markets. Wildland fires are occurring more frequently with greater intensities and 
affecting larger areas of forested lands. 
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Trends 
Forest health is in decline and evidence of insect and disease infestation is increasing. Fire has increased 
in frequency and intensity, affecting larger areas of forested lands.  The available volume of salvage 
harvest timber has increased as a result of fire. 

Forecast 
Lack of management and exclusion of fire have left the forests largely decadent and in decline. Trees 
weakened by extended drought and competition for sunlight and water will continue to be infested by 
insects and disease which could reach epidemic levels. Forest composition and structure will continue to 
change toward decadence and loss of proper function. 

Forest health will continue to decline. Forest composition and structure will change toward climax species 
with denser understory. Trees not affected by fire will continue to mature and become of size and quantity 
to be available as wood products. Market demand has been moderate to high, but the decline in the 
housing market could decrease demand over time. 

Markets for wood products will remain volatile with demand rising and falling with current economic 
trends. Demand for small volume sales of saw logs will remain, and the amount of timber suitable for 
harvest will increase. Biomass and pulp markets will increase over time to create a viable market. 

2.2.6 Lands and Realty 

Current Conditions 
The Land Tenure Map (Map 28) identifies lands in the planning area identified for disposal (1984 RMP 
ROD). The BLM public lands are used for a wide variety of purposes. The major focus areas for the 
lands and realty program include ROWs, communication sites, land tenure adjustments, and public 
access. These focus areas are discussed in detail below.  Wind and solar renewable resource production is 
permitted by ROWs through the lands and realty program and are discussed in Section 2.2.8 (Renewable 
Resources). 

Acquisitions 
Acquisitions of land or interest in lands through exchange, purchase, easements, or donations are 
important components of the BLMʼs land management strategy.  The agency will acquire land or 
interest in land when it is in the public interest and consistent with the approved LUPs. The BLMʼs land 
acquisition program is designed to accomplish the following: 

• 	 Improve management of natural resources through consolidation of public, state trust, and other 
federal lands where agencies have compatible land management missions; 

• 	 Secure key property necessary to protect endangered species, promote biological diversity, increase 
recreational opportunities, enhance wildlife habitat, provide access to public waters and public land, 
and preserve archaeological and historical resources; and 

• 	 Implement specific acquisitions authorized by acts of Congress by acquiring minimal nonfederal 
lands or interests in lands. 

Land Tenure Adjustments 
The BLM-administered lands fall into three categories with regard to their potential for disposal or 
retention. 

• 	 Category I (Disposal) – Judged suitable for disposal by sale, usually because they are small isolated 
tracts that cannot be effectively managed; 
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• 	 Category II (Exchange) – Managed for multiple use and cannot be sold but can be exchanged 
for other properties or made available for disposal under the terms of the Recreation and Public 
Purposes (R&PP) Act of 1926.  Applications under this act are considered on a case-by-case basis. 
Applications under the Desert Land Entry Act or General Allotment Act of 1887 are rejected in 
Category II lands; and 

• 	 Category III (Retention) - Must be retained to satisfy a specific management requirement. For 
example, public land designated as a WSA or ACEC would be placed in this retention category. 

The BLM may acquire land through exchange with other entities. In-holdings may be acquired if they 
become available for purchase or exchange. The BLM also occasionally receives donated land or interests 
in land where an entity elects not to receive the fair market value for the interests being conveyed. 

The BLMʼs general sale authority for public land is Section 203 of FLPMA (1976); however, the agency 
does not offer much land for sale due to the emphasis on land exchanges. The FLPMA requires that public 
land be retained in public ownership, unless, as a result of land use planning, disposals of certain parcels 
are warranted. Also, tracts of land that are designated in BLM LUPs  as potentially available for disposal 
are likely to be conveyed out of federal ownership through an exchange rather than a sale. Public land 
must be sold at not less than fair market value and must meet very specific sale criteria of FLPMA. Public 
land proposed for sale generally has low resource value. Section 203(a) of FLPMA states that public lands 
may be sold if: 

• 	 Such tract because of its location or other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage 
as part of the public lands, and is not suitable for management by another Federal department or 
agency; or 

• 	 Such tract was acquired for a specific purpose and the tract is no longer required for that or any 
other Federal purpose; or 

• 	 Disposal of such tract would serve important public objectives, including but not limited to, 
expansion of communities and economic development, which cannot be achieved prudently or 
feasibly on land other than public land and which outweigh other public objectives and values, 
including, not limited to, recreation and scenic values, which would be served by maintaining 
such tract in Federal ownership. 

In summary, before a proposed exchange or sale of public land can proceed, the EA and the feasibility 
report must show that the proposed action accrues signifi cant benefit to the public. The same showing is 
required in minerals exchanges. 

Map 28 shows the general areas suitable for retention or disposal as identified in the 1984 RMP decision.  
Appendix C lists, by tracts and legal descriptions, the specific aliquot parts of tracts identified in the 1984 
RMP decision for disposal.  Approximately 22 of the previously identified disposal tracts have since been 
patented into private ownership, and the Land Tenure Proposal Summary in Appendix C is adjusted to 
reflect the current management. 

Rights-of-way 
Because of the fragmented land ownership pattern in the planning area, an estimated 75 percent of the 
public lands border private land. Therefore, authorizations to permit uses of public lands are in high 
demand. 

For enduring surface-disturbing uses of public lands that are not within the scope of the mining laws and 
regulations, the BLM issues leases, permits, and ROWs under the authority of Section 501 of FLPMA. In 
general, leases are for long-term land uses, while permits are used to authorize short-term land uses. 
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The most common form of authorization to permit uses of public lands by commercial, private, or 
governmental entities is the ROW, which is used to permit private and public roads that cross public 
lands, pipelines not within the boundaries of an O&G lease, public utilities, communications facilities, 
reservoirs, and a variety of other purposes. Some authorizations to permit uses of BLM public lands occur 
through land use permits. They are authorized under 43 CFR § 2800 and 43 CFR § 2900 respectively. 

Section 501 of FLPMA authorizes the BLM to issue ROWs over, upon, under, or through the BLM public 
lands for linear and site-type facilities necessary for transportation and transmission. A ROW grant is an 
authorization to use a specific piece of public land for specific facilities for a specific period of time. The 
ROW program consists of the evaluation, authorization, and management of rights-of-way for a variety of 
uses on public/federal land. 

Historically, most ROWs on BLM public lands in the planning area involved roads, oil and gas 
development, electrical transmission, and communication sites. In recent years however, access roads 
and utilities associated with development of private lands have become more important. This is 
especially true in the Grove Creek area where the land ownership pattern is checker- boarded with private 
subdivided lands. 

There are currently approximately 300 existing ROWs in the planning area (Table 2-45) issued under 
a variety of laws over the years and administered according to the conditions specified in the ROW 
grants. Over the last 10 years, the BiFO has processed between eight and 10 new ROW applications or 
amendments to existing grants annually. 

Communication Sites 
The 1984 Billings RMP did not designate any areas as communication sites.  Areas with good topography 
and line of sight to population areas were determined and were authorized as needed. All of the 
communication site areas house equipment for multiple users, primarily other government agencies 
including federal, state, and county.  The only strictly commercial communications site is at Pompeys 
Pillar held by the Burlington Northern & Santa Fe Railroad. 

In the fall of 2008, site-specific communication plans were completed for all of the communication sites 
in the planning area. The purposes of the communication site plans include the following: 

• 	 Selected management strategy; 
• 	 Location of new facilities and no-build zone; 
• 	Access requirement; 
• 	 Use of existing facilities, shared building/tower space; 
• 	 Multiple-use terms and conditions; 
• 	 Areas closed or excluded from communication site development. 

Designating sites provide direction for the following: 
• 	 Management direction/philosophy and objectives; 
• 	 Management constraints (technical limitations, noise floors, compatible uses); 
• 	Electronic conflicts (frequencies and power); 
• 	 Environmental concerns (soil stability, earthquake and avalanche hazards, T&E species, 


migratory birds, cultural and historical); and
 
• 	 Site coverage and area served (population zones for rental purposes). 
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Table 2-45
 
Existing ROWs in the Planning Area*
 

Existing Authorization Number Acres 

ROW temporary use permits 6 12.6 
ROW Roads (acquired, 44LD513 and re-
conveyed) 

70 1,110.5 

Federal Aid Highway, sections 107 and 
307 

20 1,146.7 

ROW roads RS-2477 1 98.1 

ROW railroads 2 96.9 

ROW powerlines and sites 53 478 

ROW powerlines for irrigation projects, 
acquired and re-conveyed lands 

19 220.8 

Renewable energy wind site testing and 
monitoring 

1 6,097 

ROW reclamation project 8 17.9 

Communication sites (FLPMA, 1911, 
Federal and 44LD513) 

9 4.7 

ROW telephone 42 405.7 

ROW water facility and irrigation 22 701.2 

ROW oil and gas pipelines/facilities 49 881.1 
ROW (other FLPMA, Bundy Fishing 
Access and DEQ air monitoring site) 

2 4.1 

ROW roads (other federal – USFS) 21 429.1 

TOTAL 325 11,704.4 

*Data based on LR2000 report for authorized rights-of-way, dated December 12, 2008. 

Several initiatives have directed federal agencies to provide a high level of customer service to 
telecommunications carriers. These are as follows: 

• 	Presidentʼs Executive Memorandum, dated August 10, 1995, states, “1.  (a) agencies shall make 
available Federal government buildings and lands for the siting of mobile service antennas in 
accordance with: Federal, State, and local laws and regulations; 

• 	Telecommunications Act of 1996; 
• 	 General Service Administration Bulletin 1997. 

Utility Corridors 
Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, PL 109-58 (H.R. 6), enacted August 8, 2005, directs 
the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Energy, and the Interior to designate, under their 
respective authorities, corridors on federal land in 11 western states for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines 
and electricity transmission and distribution facilities. The Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal 
Land in the 11 Western States Programmatic EIS ROD was approved on January 14, 2009, and amended 
the 1984 Billings RMP.  The BiFO corridor segment is designated as 79-216, a corridor 3,500 feet wide 
and 5.2 miles in length for multimodal uses, meaning overhead electric transmission and/or pipelines. 
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The corridor follows the existing Express pipeline located east of Warren and runs from the Wyoming 
state line in a northwesterly direction into Montana. The corridor project preliminary EIS amended 
selected RMPs, including the Billings RMP.    

Utility corridors are preferred routes for transportation and transmission facilities. Identifi cation of 
corridors does not preclude location of transportation and transmission facilities in other areas, if 
environmental analysis indicates that the facilities are compatible with other resource values and 
objectives. Further identification of corridors does not mandate that transportation and transmission 
facilities will be located there if they are not compatible with other resource uses, values, and objectives 
in and near the corridors or if the corridors are saturated. Each ROW application is reviewed and analyzed 
using the environmental data which exist for the area as a basis to determine compatibility with existing 
uses and resource values. 

Airport Grants and Leases 
The Airport and Airways Improvement Act of September 3, 1982, provides for the conveyance or lease 
of lands to public agencies for airport and airway purposes. The act requires the lease or conveyance of 
public lands deemed by the Secretary of Transportation to be necessary for airport and airway purposes, 
unless the lease or conveyance would unreasonably interfere with the programs of the Secretary of the 
Interior.  There are no airport grants on public lands within the planning area. 

Recreation and Public Purpose (R&PP) Leases and Conveyances 
The R&PP Act authorizes BLM to lease or convey public lands to state and local governments and to 
qualifi ed nonprofit organizations for recreation or public purpose uses.  Lands are leased or conveyed 
for less than fair market value or at no cost for qualified uses. Examples of typical uses under the act 
are historic monument sites, campgrounds, schools, city and county parks, public works facilities, and 
hospitals. The land involved must be used for an established or definitely proposed project, and the lessee 
or patentee must commit to a plan of physical development, management, and use as well as certain 
other requirements before a lease or patent is issued. Usually, lands are first leased until development is 
substantially completed, at which time a patent may be issued. 

The BLM periodically reviews areas leased or conveyed under the R&PP Act to ensure continued 
compliance with the terms and conditions. A lease may be terminated or title to patented land may revert 
to the United States if the entity involved is not complying with the terms. 

The BiFO administers four patents covering 279 acres and one expired R&PP lease under reclamation.  
There are no pending applications at this time. 

Table 2-46
 
R&PP Leases in the Planning Area
 

Current Patents Use Acres 

City of Billings Sanitary Landfill 160 

Hillcrest Foundation Natural Area Park 119.47 

City of Billings Methane Gas Monitoring Site 17.45 

Huntley Water and Sewer Water Pump House 0.08 

TOTAL 297 
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Leases, Permits, and Easements 
Section 302 of FLPMA authorizes BLM to issue leases, permits, and easements for the use, occupancy, 
and development of the public lands. Any use not specifically authorized under other laws or regulations 
and not specifically forbidden by law may be authorized under this authority.  Uses which may be 
authorized include residential, agricultural, industrial, and commercial facilities. Leases, permits, and 
easements provide for the use of the public lands by the private sector, state, and local governments 
where the uses conform to LUPs and cannot be achieved prudently or feasibly on land other than public 
lands. The BLM has rarely issued easements. The purpose of this type of easement is usually to restrict 
land use on a parcel of federal land in order to benefit an adjacent private land area. Such restrictions of 
public land are usually undesirable and are rarely sought after by private interests. Leases and permits 
are more common. Federal agencies (other than BLM) are specifically excluded from authorization of 
leases, permits, and easements under Section 302 of FLPMA. Federal agency use of public lands can be 
authorized by rights-of-way, withdrawal, or interagency agreement. 

The BiFO currently administers two different land use permits authorizing commercial filming and apiary 
(beekeeping) on public land. The BiFO prefers to resolve and rehabilitate trespassed agricultural lands 
rather than authorize their use under a 2920 permit. Approximately three short-term permits are issued 
annually, mostly for PMWHR commercial filming projects. No leases have been issued and no easements 
granted. 

Withdrawals 
A withdrawal is a formal action that sets aside, withholds, or reserves federal lands for public purposes.  
Withdrawals accomplish one or more of the following: 

• Transfer total or partial jurisdiction of federal land between federal agencies. 
• Closes federal land from operation of all or some of the public land laws and/or mineral laws. 
• Dedicate federal land to a specifi c purpose. 

Withdrawals are established for a wide range of public purposes such as military reservations, 
administrative sites, national parks and national forests, reclamation projects, recreation sites, stock 
driveways, and power site reserves. There are three major types of withdrawals: (1) administrative 
withdrawals - those made by the president, the secretary of the Interior, or some other authorized officer 
of the executive branch of the federal government, (2) congressional withdrawals - withdrawals legislated 
by Congress, and (3) Federal Power Act (FPA) or FERC withdrawals - power project withdrawals 
established under the authority of the FPA of June 10, 1920. 

The BLM is responsible for reviewing all proposed administrative withdrawals and restorations; for 
making recommendations concerning them to the assistant secretary of the Interior, for developing 
and conducting a withdrawal review program and for assisting other bureaus and agencies with their 
withdrawal and revocation programs. 
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Table 2-47
 
Areas Currently Withdrawn from Mineral Entry
 

Area Withdrawn Acres 

Weatherman Draw 
T. 8 S., R.  24 E., PMM

 Sec. 20, S½SE¼, SE¼SW¼ 
         Sec. 29, E½, E½ W½. 600 

Petroglyph Canyon 
T. 9 S., R. 26 E., PMM

 Sec. 35, Lots 2, 3, 6, 7, SW¼ NE¼, SE¼NW¼. 
240 

Britton Springs Cabin and Corral 
T. 58 N., R. 95 W., 6th PM

 Sec. 20, N½SW¼NW¼. 20 

Crooked Creek Natural Area 
T. 58 N., R. 95 W., 6th PM

 Sec. 28, NW¼. 
160 

Pompeys Pillar National Monument 
T. 3 N., R. 30 E., PMM

 Sec. 21, Lots 23-27 inclusive. 
51 

Four Dances Natural Area 
T. 1 N., R. 26 E., PMM 

(see case file for legal land description) 765 

Land Classifications 
Land classification is a process required by law for determining the suitability of public lands for certain 
types of disposal or lease or for retention and multiple use management. 

Some land classifications also close public lands from operation of all or some of the public land laws 
and/or mineral laws. Land classifications are not considered formal withdrawals; however, they can 
amount to de facto withdrawals, especially where segregation is involved. 

Section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 is now the only existing land classification authority.  Before 
the passage of FLPMA in 1976, all BLM land disposal or lease actions required classification. Since 
FLPMA, Section 7 classifications are required only for the following disposal/lease authorities outside 
Alaska: 

• Recreation and Public Purpose Act 
• State selections 
• Desert Land Act 
• Indian Allotment Act 
• Carey Act 

It should be noted that Section 7 classifications, including those made prior to FLPMA, remain in full 
force and effect until modified or terminated. Also, classifications made under now repealed authorities 
such as the Small Tracts Act of 1938 and the Classification and Multiple Use Act (C&MU) of 1964 
continue in full force and effect until modified or terminated. 
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In accordance with a Washington Office directive dated June 18, 1981, the Billings RMP EIS instructed 
that all C&MU classifications be examined and if possible revoked by the end of fiscal year (FY) 1983. 
The C&MU classifications for the BiFO were reviewed and revoked in accordance with WO direction.  

There are currently no pending applications or requests for R&PP leases or patents in the planning area.  
Since 1984, there has been no activity involving state selections, Desert Land Act, Indian Allotment Act, 
or the Carey Act. 

Trespass 
It is the BLMʼs responsibility to protect the publicʼs best interest in regard to its managed lands. Trespass 
actions are those uses of public land that occur or are ongoing without specific authorization or exceed the 
established thresholds of an authorization or of casual use. Casual use is defined by the regulations in 43 
CFR 2920.0-5(k) as: 

(k) Casual use means any short term non-commercial activity which does not cause appreciable 
damage or disturbance to the public lands, their resources or improvements, and which is not 
prohibited by closure of the lands to such activities. 

Trespass actions can cause unmitigated damage to public lands and natural resources.  The cost to resolve 
trespass and to clean up and reclaim the public land impacted by trespass is often passed on to the general 
public. These costs direct appropriated funds away from planned work and impact BLMʼs ability to 
complete its mission. In addition, the fair market value for use of the public lands is not realized by the 
public. 

Trespass resolution involves cessation of the unauthorized use, occupancy, or development and 
may require removal of the unauthorized facilities or appropriate authorization of that use. Three 
considerations are included in trespass abatement. 

• Payment of the administrative costs to resolve the trespass. 
• Payment of fair market value for the period of unauthorized use. 
• Rehabilitation and restoration of the affected public lands. 

Trespass has been an ongoing problem in the BiFO.  Limited staff and funding are contributing factors 
which allow trespass to continue unabated. When trespass actions go undetected or are ignored once 
identified, there is no incentive to cease and no deterrent to further trespass action. Some of the types of 
known illegal activities include placement of apiaries (beehives); indiscriminate dumping of trash, debris 
and household wastes; farming/irrigation of public land; construction of roads; and other utility-related 
features. Agriculture trespass and trash dumping are the most common type, with numerous small acreage 
areas involved. 

The BiFO typically resolves one to three cases each year, with some situations requiring a formal land 
survey to determine property boundaries, rehabilitation of agricultural trespass areas, and dump clean
ups. In trespass situations that demand legal resolution, the BiFO has demonstrated resolve in working 
with the DOI Field Solicitor and the U.S. Attorney.  At the same time, every attempt is made to use 
good judgment and restraint in resolving trespass situations at the lowest level possible and hopefully 
converting the trespasser into a cooperator.       

Indicators and Trends 
There are approximately 325 ROWs throughout the planning area, and the demand for new ROWs is 
likely to increase from the current 8 applications to 10 applications per year.  Some of the oil pipelines 
in the Elk Basin Silver Tip area are 50 years old and will need to be replaced.  There will very likely 
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be an increased demand for conventional O&G ROWs in the Clarks Fork Field. Coal bed natural gas 
development in the planning area may also contribute to the ROW demand.  

It is highly likely that renewable energy, most probably wind energy, will develop on public lands in 
the planning area. There is already one existing authorization for site testing and monitoring of a larger 
area covering 6,097 acres in the area southeast of Bridger.  There is an expression of interest for another 
area of approximately 13,000 acres east of Warren.  For additional information, refer to section 2.2.8 -
Renewable Energy.  

There is an increased demand for road ROWs across public land to provide access to subdivisions. The 
Grove Creek area is a primary example of this activity.  The increased demand for road ROWs creates a 
number of natural resource impacts and contributes to a growing rural-urban interface. 

With the growing population in the planning area, there is also an increased demand for the recreational 
use and access to public lands. Public access has benefited greatly by the cooperative efforts of the 
BiFO and the MTFWP.  Recent successes include the Bundy Island Fishing Access and the Yellowstone 
Wildlife Management Area located east of Billings.  

2.2.7 Transportation and Facilities and Access 

The BLMʼs transportation system represents one of the most critical assets to the accomplishment 
of the BLMʼs mission to manage the public lands. It affords entry for public access and provides the 
infrastructure that supports uses ranging from recreation to commercial activity and is the primary means 
of access to public lands. 

Current Conditions 
Federal, State, and County Roads 
A network of federal, state, and county roads provides access throughout the planning area. Interstate 90 
bisects the planning area and runs between Hardin and Big Timber and Interstate 94 runs between Billings 
and the area east of Pompeys Pillar NM. The Interstate highways carry traffic from throughout the region 
and surrounding states. Traffic volumes on the network are highly variable with the highest volume 
counts found on major roadways in or near the larger communities. 

State highways include the following: Highway 87 from Billings to Roundup, Highway 12 from Melstone 
to Harlowton, Highway 78 to Absarokee, Highway 212 to Red Lodge, Highway 310 to Bridger and 
Warren, and Highway 72 from Bridger to the Wyoming state line.  In the last decade, many of the state 
highways have been upgraded by the Montana Department of Transportation, including Highway 87 
Roundup North, Highway 78 Absarokee, and Highway 310 Bridger to the Wyoming state line, and 
Highway 72 Belfry South. Belfry North is scheduled for completion in the next few years depending 
upon the availability of highway funding. 

The planning area is connected with a network of county roads. County roads can vary from a 30-foot 
graveled running surface with regular maintenance to unsurfaced roads with a 10-foot running surface and 
minimal maintenance. 

BLM Roads 
BLM roads provide public and administrative (agency and permittee) access to public lands and through 
public lands. Reasonable administrative access is made available to persons engaged in valid uses such 
as mining claims, mineral leases, livestock grazing, and recreation. Most use of BLM roads would be 
described as casual. Through trails and travel management planning, the BLM identifies areas where 
foot, mechanized, and motorized vehicle travel is appropriate, restricted, or not allowed, depending on 
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resource objectives and use considerations. Refer to the Trails and Travel Management Section (2.2.4) for 
comprehensive travel management information. 

Road System Maintenance 
The BLM maintains roads under standards set forth in BLM 9100 manual. Maintenance provides for 
resource protection, accommodation of users, and protection of the BLMʼs investment. 

Table 2-48 identifies system roads (including primitive roads) in the planning area. Road system 
maintenance has focused on maintaining major recreational access roads, which generally receive 
most of the traffic volume. The BiFO annually maintains about 117.9 miles of roads and 98.2 miles 
of primitive roads in the planning area, depending on road conditions and funding availability.  Road 
maintenance generally consists of blading or grading. It is usually performed in the summer or fall. 
Additional corrective maintenance or water drainage work (installation of culverts, drains, or other 
water management devices) is preformed as needed, such as after periods of heavy rainfall. Snow is not 
removed. 

Trends and Forecast 
Maintenance costs are rising, and each year, BLM is able to maintain fewer miles of BLM roads.  With 
flat federal budgets and rising fuel and equipment costs for contractors, it is likely that this trend will 
continue in the future. However, use is anticipated to increase along with requests for access to maintain 
permittee or operator sites and to meet recreation demands. 

2.2.8 Renewable Energy 

Current Conditions 
It is the BLMʼs general policy, consistent with the National Energy Policy of 2001 and the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005, to encourage development of renewable energy in acceptable areas.   The Billings RMP will 
determine what areas within the fi eld office are open and/or closed to alternative energy development, 
including wind and solar.  The focus of this section is wind energy development because there is minimal 
potential for commercially viable solar energy in the planning area. 

Wind Development 
The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM-
Administered Lands in the Western United States was released in June 2005 and amended the 1984 
Billings RMP in December 2005.  The Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy addressed the impacts of the 
future development of wind energy resources on public lands.  The Programmatic EIS also addressed 
the establishment of policies and best management practices as mitigation measures for potential 
environmental impacts and addressed the amendment of individual BLM LUPs. 

Current management for wind energy development guidance is provided by IM No. 2009-043, dated 
December 19, 2008. This IM updates and replaces the Wind Energy Development Policy (IM 2006-216), 
issued August 24, 2006.  The new IM requires that the initiation of any new planning effort to create, 
revise, or amend a BLM LUP will comply with the policy provided in the IM. 

The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) requires that land use planning efforts address 
existing and potential development areas for renewable energy projects, including wind-produced energy 
(see H-1601-1, Appendix C, II Resource Uses, Section E. Lands and Realty).  The BLM encourages 
the development of wind energy within acceptable areas, consistent with the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 and the BLM Energy and Mineral Policy (August 26, 2008).  This RMP revision will address the 
environmental and public concern issues associated with commercial wind energy development. 
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Table 2-48
 
Roads in the Planning Area
 

Segment Name Segment Length (Miles) Primitive Road (Yes/No) 
00301 – Acton Road 3.6 N 
00301 – Acton Road 3.8 Y 
00302 – Shepherd Road 0.2 N 
01001 – Cottonwood Road 20.4 N 
01002 – Hatcher Pass 2.5 N 
01003 – Bobcat Pass 4.6 N 
01004 – Hunt Creek Road 4.2 Y 
01005 – Cub Creek Road 9.88 N 
01006 – Long Draw Road 7.25 Y 
01008 – East Basin Road 5.85 Y 
01009 – Goblers Knob Road 3.85 Y 
01010 – Williams Draw Road 6.05 Y 
01010 – Williams Draw Spur Road 2.15 Y 
01011 – Hollenbeck Draw Road 7.4 N 
01013 – Stockman Trail Road 2.05 Y 
01014 – Bear Canyon Road 8.2 N 
01015 – Gyp Springs Road 7.6 N 
01016 – Helt Road 13.55 N 
01017 – Crooked Creek Road 6.6 N 
01018 – Burnt Timber Ridge Road 1.2 N 
01018 – Burnt Timber Ridge Road 6.9 N 
01019 – Sykes Ridge Road 17.25 N 
01021 – Horse Haven Road 6.5 Y 
01022 – Red Pryor Road 3.0 N 
02301 – Asparagus Point Road 0.5 N 
1043 – Sand Springs Road 2.0 Y 
1044 – Williams Draw Spur Road 1.5 Y 
1038 – Cub Creek/Long Draw Ridge Road 4 Y 
1037 – Cub Creek Loop Road 2.5 Y 
1042 – Jones Reservoir Road 0.75 Y 
1041 – Bear Canyon Spur Road 0.5 Y 
1031 – Bear Canyon Ridge Road 1.0 Y 
1032 – Bear Canyon Ridge Spur Road 0.75 Y 
1030 – East Horse Haven Road 1.25 Y 
1034 – Dandy Mine Road 2 Y 
1035 – Demijohn Flat Road 2.75 Y 
1036 – West Petroglyph Canyon Road 1.5 Y 
1040 – East Petroglyph Canyon Road 1.0 Y 
1033 – Sykes Ridge Loop East Road 2.0 Y 
2301 – Asparagus Point 0.5 Y 
2302 – Steamboat Butte Road 2.5 Y 
0304 – Shepard Road Spur 0.09 Y 
0305 – Four Dances Road 0.1 Y 
0306 – South Hills Parking Area Road 0.01 Y 
0307 – Sundance Lodge Road 0.05 Y 
1045 – Robertson Draw Road 8.0 Y 
1039 – Bent Springs Road 2.5 Y 
1046 – Miller Trail Road 3.0 Y 
1047 – Timber Ridge Road 2.0 Y 
1048 – Lower Timber Ridge Road 0.75 Y 
1049 – Timber Canyon Road 1.5 Y 
1050 – Inferno Canyon Road 1.5 Y
         – Water Canyon Road 1.0 Y 
2305 – North Willow Creek Road 9.5 Y 
0310 – Acton Spur, W Road 2.0 N 
0311 – Acton Spur, NE Road 0.75 N 
0312 – Acton Spur, SE Road 1.75 N 
TOTAL 216.08 
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The IM provides new and very specific guidance regarding VRM and states that VRM management 
classes are not intended to be used to exclude or preclude land uses, including opportunities for 
development of wind energy in areas with high wind energy resource potential. 

Therefore, it is critical that when the BiFO makes land use decisions it considers the attainability and 
manageability of VRM objectives relative to wind energy resources and development potential and is 
consistent with national energy priorities.  The VRM management class designations must be carefully 
considered in areas with high wind energy resource potential (wind power class 5 and above).  This is 
especially important when considering the differences in resource management constraints relative to 
VRM Class II and Class III management classes in a planning area. 

The IM also addresses ACECs.  The Programmatic EIS established the policy that all ACECs were to 
be excluded from wind development. The subject IM changes this policy to ensure consideration of the 
purpose and specific environmental sensitivities for which the area was designated. All new, revised, 
or amended land use planning efforts will address and analyze ACEC land use restrictions individually, 
including restrictions to wind energy development.  For future land use planning efforts, ACECs will not 
be universally excluded from wind energy site testing, monitoring, or development but will be managed 
consistent with the management prescriptions for the individual ACEC. 

A single site testing and monitoring ROW grant for a larger site testing and monitoring project is currently 
in the planning area. The authorization covers 6,097 acres of public lands located approximately 10 air 
miles southeast of Bridger.  The project area has a single meteorological tower gathering wind resource 
information. According to wind resource potential maps provided by the U.S DOE National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory (NREL), the wind resource level for this area is high or Class 5.  The project area is 
intersected by two 230 kV transmission lines and a network of county roads. 

The BiFO has received a preliminary application and expression of interest for a second site testing and 
monitoring ROW grant for a larger site testing and monitoring area.  The area under consideration is 6 
miles directly east of Warren, bounded approximately by the Custer NF on the north, and the Wyoming 
state line to the south. This proposal would cover approximately 13,000 acres of BLM public land. 
According to the NREL wind resource potential map, this area has a low wind resource level.     

According to USC 15855 (Grants to Improve the Commercial Value of Forest Biomass for Electric 
Energy, Useful Heat, Transportation Fuels, and Other Commercial Purposes – Energy Policy Act of 2005, 
Sec 210)), the Secretary concerned may make grants to any person in a preferred community that owns 
or operates a facility that uses biomass as a raw material to produce electric energy, sensible heat, or 
transportation fuels to offset the costs incurred to purchase biomass for use by such facility. 

Trends 
Applications for a ROW grant may be submitted for one of the following types of wind energy projects: 

• 	A site-specific wind energy site testing and monitoring ROW grant for individual meteorological 
towers and instrumentation facilities with a term that is limited to three years; 

• 	 A wind energy site testing and monitoring ROW grant for a larger site testing and monitoring 
project area, with a term of three years that may be renewed, consistent with 43 CFR 2807.22 and 
the provisions of the IM beyond the initial three-year term; and 

• 	 A long-term commercial wind energy development ROW grant with a term that is not limited by 
the regulations, but usually in the range of 30 to 35 years. 
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Forecast 
The demand for alternative energy-related ROWs should increase nationally, it is anticipated that the 
potential for wind energy is moderate based on the current applications in process.  The recently passed 
Stimulus Bill provides financial incentives for wind energy development and tax credits extending out for 
10 years. 

2.3 Special Designations – Current Conditions and Characterization 

2.3.1 Pompeys Pillar 

Pompeys Pillar National Monument 
Through Section 2 of the Antiquities Act of June 8, 1906 (34 Stat. 225, 16 U.S.C. 431), approximately 
51 acres at Pompeys Pillar was designated a national monument in January of 2001 for the purpose of 
protecting the historic and cultural objects described below (Map 30). 

Pompeys Pillar NM is a massive sandstone outcrop that rises approximately 127 feet on the banks of the 
Yellowstone River, east of Billings. The Monumentʼs premier location at a natural ford in the Yellowstone 
River, and its geologic distinction as the only major sandstone formation in the area, have made Pompeys 
Pillar a celebrated landmark and outstanding observation point for more than 11,000 years of human 
occupation. Hundreds of markings, petroglyphs, and inscriptions left by visitors have transformed this 
geologic phenomenon into a living journal of the American West. 

The Monumentʼs most notable visitor, Captain William Clark of the Lewis and Clark Expedition, arrived 
at Pompeys Pillar on July 25, 1806, on his return trip from the Pacific coast. Clarkʼs journal recorded 
his stop at this “remarkable rock” with its “extensive view in every direction.” He described an idyllic 
landscape of grassy plains, snow-capped mountains, and cliffs abutting the wandering river.  Clark 
marked his presence by engraving his name and the date of his visit on the outcrop. In his journal, 
Clark named the rock Pompyʼs Tower, Pompy being Clarkʼs nickname for Sacagaweaʼs young son, Jean 
Baptiste Charbonneau. The name was changed to Pompeys Pillar by author Nicholas Biddle when his 
account of the Expedition was published in 1814. 

Ethnographic and archaeological evidence indicates that the Pillar was a place of ritual and religious 
activity. Hundreds of petroglyphs on the face of the rock, noted by Clark in his journal, refl ect the 
importance of the pillar to early peoples. The Crow people, the dominant residents of the region when 
Clark passed through, call the pillar the “Mountain Lions Lodge” in their language, and it figures 
prominently in Crow oral history. Pompeys Pillar also includes the markings and signature of a host of 
characters from the pioneer past, including fur trappers, Yellowstone River steamboat men, frontier army 
troops, railroad workers, missionaries, and early settlers. In 1873, Lieutenant Colonel George Armstrong 
Custer and his men camped at its base, where they came under attack from Sioux snipers. 

Pompeys Pillar ACEC  
The BLM designated Pompeys Pillar an ACEC in 1996 to protect the cultural and historic resource 
values. It is the site of Captain William Clarkʼs 1806 signature and is a significant physical reminder of 
the nineteenth centuryʼs westward movement of Euroamerican culture. The Pillar served as an important 
landmark and register of travelers during the exploration and fur trade period. The Pompeys Pillar 
property serves as habitat for significant fish and wildlife resources. The wildlife species present on the 
property are typical of the riverine environment of the middle Yellowstone Valley in the early nineteenth 
century.  Pompeys Pillar ACEC (470 acres) includes Pompeys Pillar NM (51 acres), designated in 2001, 
and Pompeys Pillar National Historic Landmark (approximately six acres) designated in 1965. 

Three management zones were delineated as part of the Pompeys Pillar ACEC designation to achieve 
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various management objectives, based on ensuring the historic setting and enhancing the visitorsʼ 
experience: the Historic Zone (90 acres), Historic Zone – Developed (110 acres), and General 
Management Zone (270 acres). 

Pompeys Pillar National Historic Landmark (NHL) 
In 1965, Pompeys Pillar was officially designated an NHL primarily because of the signifi cance of 
William Clarkʼs signature panel. The boundary includes six acres above the 2,890-foot contour level. In 
1983, the same six-acre site was listed on the National Register of Historic Places as a signifi cant cultural 
property.  The Pompeys Pillar NHL is within the Pompeys Pillar National Monument boundary and the 
ACEC Historic Zone. 

Current Condition 

Physical Setting: Pompeys Pillar is an erosional outlier of light yellow sandstone on the south bank of 
the Yellowstone River. The Pillar rises abruptly more than 100 feet above the surrounding level plain. 
It is composed of thick, nearly flat-lying beds of fine-grained sandstone separated by narrow bands of 
carbonaceous shale. The materials forming the Pillar, as well as the rugged cliffs on the north side of the 
river opposite the Pillar, correspond to the Hell Creek Formation. Hell Creek sediments were laid down as 
beach and near-shore deposits, including low plains, broad swampy river bottoms, and river deltas along 
the margins of an inland sea that covered eastern Montana, North Dakota, and Saskatchewan more than 
65 million years ago, during the upper Cretaceous period. The thick sandstone beds forming the Pillar 
were deposited as stream sediments, while the interbedded shales are the fossil remnants of floodplain 
deposits. 

The western portion of the continent rose over the next several million years and sediments washing from 
the rising Rocky Mountains gradually covered eastern Montana, including the middle Yellowstone Valley. 
Finally, beginning around 2.5 million years ago, during the Pleistocene Epoch, or the time of the ice ages, 
wetter climates and glacial meltwater established the Yellowstone and the other large streams that flow 
across Montana today.  Downcutting formed the rimrock-lined middle Yellowstone Valley. At some point 
after the valley had been cut to nearly its present form, the Pillar existed as a point on the inside of an 
oxbow meander on the north side of the Yellowstone River. The river eventually cut across the meander 
and left the Pillar as it is seen today, an isolated butte on the south side of the river. 

The sandstone rocks forming the Pillar are quite unstable. Photographs taken over the past 120 years show 
that large slabs of rock have toppled from the sides of the Pillar. Large rocks up to 18 inches in diameter 
have rolled onto the access road from the Pillar as recently as the summer of 1993 (Pompeys Pillar EA/ 
Amendment for the Billings RMP, 1996). 

There are presently no O&G development activities occurring on federal or nonfederal minerals in the 
vicinity of Pompeys Pillar NM and the ACEC.  Based on Montana Board of Oil and Gas Conservation 
records (http://bogc.dnrc.state.mt.us/JDPloginWeb.htm), no wells have been drilled in the township where 
Pompeys Pillar is located (T 3N, R 30E).  The nearest dry hole is located approximately four miles away 
in another township. Interest in federal leasing in the township where the Monument is located, has been 
very low.  The last active lease in the township (MTM 058758) terminated on March 1, 1985, according 
to BLM records (http://www.geocommunicator.gov/GeoComm/index.shtm). 

The Final Miles City Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment (1992) forecast that this township had a 
moderate development potential and that approximately one well would be drilled in the township during 
the life of the amendment. As noted above, no wells have been drilled in the township meaning this 
forecast is still most likely valid. However, RFD scenario for the planning area has not been revised since 
1990. A revision will be completed as part of this process. 
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Management Zones 
The RMP planning area for Pompeys Pillar encompasses about 473 acres.  Map 31 identifies the various 
designations and management zones at Pompeys Pillar.  The values for which the ACEC was originally 
designated will be evaluated as part of this RMP process to determine if management is still needed to 
protect those resources. Based on public involvement and the setting, Pompeys Pillar was divided into 
three separate management zones. The following briefly describes the management zones, the character/ 
setting of each zone, and the types of infrastructure currently available and/or allowed in each zone. 

Historic Zone: The management objectives of the Historic Zone are to: provide visitor access to 
Clarkʼs signature and other historic inscriptions and rock art and enhance the visitors  ̓experience through 
providing landscapes that appear similar to the natural setting Clark viewed in 1806. Modifi cations of 
the landscape would be the minimum necessary for visitor safety and protection of the signature and 
other rock art. Current facilities in the Historic Zone include a picnic area, sidewalks, contact station, 
boardwalk to Clarkʼs signature and to the top of the pillar, concrete trail with interpretive signage, gravel 
entrance road and parking area, electronic surveillance equipment, and vault toilets. 

Historic Zone - Developed: The management objective of this zone are to provide an area where most 
facilities would be placed. Facilities in this zone are designed to enhance visitor experiences through 
interpretation and visitor services. Current facilities include an interpretive center; outdoor amphitheater; 
paved parking, entrance road and drop off loop; picnic area; and interpretive displays. 

General Management Zone: The management objectives of this zone are to improve and/or maintain 
wildlife habitat condition, enhance dispersed recreation opportunities, and utilize agriculture to further 
general management. These include weed control, soil stabilization, and provision of a food source for 
wildlife. 

Trends and Forecast 
A 1995 visitor survey showed visitation was evenly distributed between in-state and out-of-state.  The 
out-of-state visitors included 7 percent from foreign countries, of which half were Canadian, and the 
others from around the world. Most of the visitors did not plan to stop at Pompeys Pillar at the start of 
their trip, but made the decision to stop while in the process of traveling to other locations. At the time 
of the survey, about half of the visitors stayed less than one hour, while the other half stayed between one 
and two hours. Very few visitors stayed on-site longer than two hours.  No similar surveys have been 
completed since the 1995 survey to determine if visitation trends have changed. It is felt, though, that 
visitors are now staying on-site longer due to a new interpretive center and other improvements. Visitor 
satisfaction surveys, completed in 2005 and 2007, showed satisfaction with experiences at 99 percent and 
100 percent, accordingly.  These satisfaction levels are among the highest of similar sites in the western 
United States. Annual visitation levels have lingered around 50,000 visitors, except for a peak during the 
2006 Lewis & Clark Bicentennial year, when visitation reached approximately 100,000 visitors. 

Current uses at Pompeys Pillar mainly focus on the historic/cultural recreational experiences for visitors. 
The Pillar is used extensively by regional schools for site visits. Given the location of the Pillar adjacent 
to an interstate highway system, the site will likely see continued use by motorists traveling through 
the region. The interpretive trail system, outdoor amphitheater, and scenic views offer outstanding 
opportunities for both local and non-resident visitors. 

The Pillar also offers exceptional recreational activities, including hunting, in the general management 
zone. Wildlife viewing, photography, and dispersed recreational opportunities are among the most 
frequently-use visitor uses. There are few public land opportunities along the Yellowstone River with 
good physical and legal access. The recent acquisition of the Circle R by MTFWP, across the river, also 
provides outstanding opportunities. It is likely that the use at Pompeys Pillar will increase. Access for 
motorized and non-motorized boating opportunities will likely be a publicly-driven demand as river 
use increases. Geocaching will likely be a growing trend in the future as well. Lands surrounding 
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and/or adjacent to the Pompeys Pillar planning area are important to preserving the historic and cultural 
viewshed. Opportunities to acquire the single private inholding and conservation easements in the area 
should be considered. 

2.3.2 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

An ACEC is defined in FLPMA, Public Law 94-579, Section103(a) as an area within the public lands 
where special management attention is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important 
historical, cultural, and scenic values; fish and wildlife and other natural systems or processes; and to 
protect life and safety from natural hazards. The BLM prepared regulations for implementing the ACEC 
provisions of FLPMA. These regulations are found at 43 CFR 1610.7-2(b). 

Current ACECs will be reevaluated as part of the RMP revision process. The evaluation will determine 
if the relevant and important values of each ACEC are still present and require continued management 
attention, if threats of irreparable damage to these values have been identified, and if current management 
is sufficient to protect these values. Goals, standards, and objectives for each area will be identifi ed, as 
well as general management practices and uses, including necessary constraints and mitigation measures 
(see BLM Manual 1613). 

Current Condition 
The nine ACECs within the planning area, including Pompeys Pillar, total 37,763 acres.  Refer to Maps 
30-42 for ACECs and other special designations.  A summary of all the ACECs and the values they 
protect is in Table 2-49, and more detailed information for each ACEC is provided below.  The values for 
which these ACECs were designated are still present and require continued management attention. 

Table 2-49
 
ACECs in the Planning Area
 

ACEC Year Designated 
BLM Public Land 

(in acres) 
Values 

Bridger Fossil Area 1999 575 Paleontology 

Castle Butte 1999 185 Cultural Resources 

East Pryor Mountains 1999 29,500 Wild Horses, Wildlife 

Four Dances 2002 765 
Cultural and Historic 
Resources, Scenery, Natural 
Hazards 

Meeteetse Spires 1999 960 Vegetation, Scenery 

Petroglyph Canyon 1999 240 Cultural Resources 

Pompeys Pillar* 1996 470 
Cultural and Historic 
Resources (1, 2, and 3) 

Stark Site 1999 800 Cultural Resources 

Weatherman Draw 1999 4,268 Cultural Resources 

Total 9 ACECs 37,763 Acres 

*Addressed in Section 2.3.1 above. 
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Trends and Forecast 
Bridger Fossil Area ACEC was designated primarily to protect the paleontological values of the area. 
The area consists of three separate tracts, one with public access. The Bridger Fossil National Natural 
Landmark is located in this area. Located in Carbon County, Montana, the area includes the fossil 
remains of Deinonychus antirrhopus, a highly predaceous carnivorous dinosaur from the Cretaceous 
Cloverly Formation. A recently discovered bone bed contains the remains of numerous juvenile and 
subadult sauropods. The area is used extensively for the collection of invertebrate fossils and as an 
outdoor classroom (Map 32). 

Castle Butte ACEC 
Castle Butte in Yellowstone County is a remarkable topographic feature.  The butte is composed of 
relatively soft, friable, bedded sandstones of the upper Cretaceous Hell Creek Formation. Paleontological 
resources, such as vertebrate fossils and leaf fossils, are found in the area (Map 33). 

East Pryor Mountains ACEC 
This area, located in Carbon County, Montana and Big Horn County, Wyoming, contains several 
important areas/designations within the ACEC boundary:  the PMWHR; the Burnt Timber Canyon, 
Pryor Mountain and Big Horn Tack-on WSAs; the Crooked Creek Natural Area; and the Crooked 
Creek Natural Area National Natural Landmark (NNL).  The ACEC has many diverse habitat types and 
associated species of wildlife. The area is rich with paleontological resources, including early Cretaceous 
land vertebrates (one of only two localities in North America).  Although vegetation was not one of the 
characteristics for which the East Pryor Mountain ACEC was designated, sites of several Bureau-sensitive 
plants occur in the ACEC (Map 34).  

Meeteetse Spires ACEC 
Meeteetse Spires is located in Carbon County, Montana, at the base of the eastern slopes of the Beartooth 
Mountains. The spires are formed by a tilted layer of sedimentary rocks at the edge of the Beartooth 
Uplift and are remnants of upturned Madison limestone. The area draws a variety of interests including 
hikers, climbers, sightseers, and hunters in the fall. Meeteetse Spires was dedicated as a Centennial 
Preserve on October 7, 1989, through the efforts of The Nature Conservancy and the BLM.  It was created 
to protect the spectacular scenery and natural beauty of the spires and the ecological habitat for two rare 
plan species, Shoshonea pulvinata and Townsendia spathulat (Map 35). 

Petroglyph Canyon ACEC 
Petroglyph Canyon is southern Carbon County, Montana.  It is a late-prehistoric rock site listed on the 
NRHP.  The site consists of 38 panels of petroglyphs. Human figures dominate the artwork. Materials 
recovered in excavations at the base of the panels include chipped stone tools, flaking debris and charcoal. 
Radiocarbon dating of the charcoal resulted in the dates 1045 to 1260 AD and 565 to 930 AD (Map 36).  

Stark Site ACEC 
The Stark Site is in western Musselshell County, Montana.  The area is a complex of sites used for bison 
impoundment and processing, occupations, burials, a rockshelter, rock art, and historic remains.  Of the 
26 sites recorded, 21 are considered eligible for nomination to the NRHP (Map 37).   

Weatherman Draw ACEC 
Weatherman Draw in Carbon County, Montana, contains rare archaeological resources.  Forty rock art 
sites, with associated buried deposits, are of concern to contemporary Native Americans.  Weatherman 
Draw is in the Cretaceous Eagle Sandstone. Erosion has produced canyon topography with numerous 
vertical sandstone exposures (Map 38). 

Four Dances Natural Area ACEC 
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Four Dances is located one mile east of Billings, Montana. The majority of the property is a plateau 
200-500 feet above the Yellowstone River, which command views of many important Crow traditional 
sites. In the more recent history, Will James, internationally known cowboy artist, used a small cabin 
overlooking the Yellowstone Valley as a retreat.  This cabin remains intact on the Four Dances property 
and appears much as it did in James  ̓time. The Four Dances property is directly across the river from 
Coulson City, a late-nineteenth century steamboat landing and the precursor to Billings.  The cliffs on the 
Four Dances site were also noted by William Clark in 1806 (Map 39).  

Pompeys Pillar ACEC
 
Refer to section 2.3.1. 


Indicators 
Management prescriptions that arise from an ACEC designation are determined at the time the 
designation is made and are designed to protect and preserve the values or serve the purposes for which 
the designation was made. In addition, ACECs are protected by the provisions of 43 CFR 3809.1-4(b)(3), 
which requires an approved plan of operations for activities (except casual use) under the mining laws. 
The EIS for the revised RMP will identify a reasonable range of alternatives that will include current 
management for these areas. 

Trends and Forecast 
Current uses in the ACECs are mostly recreational and include hiking/nature walks, hunting, target 
shooting, fishing, wildlife viewing, photography, and dispersed camping. More recently, newer activities 
such as mountain biking, geo-caching, cremains scattering, and rock climbing are seeing an increase in 
certain areas. Increased visitation to the Weatherman Draw ACEC has posed some issues with regard to 
vehicle parking to accommodate walk-in access to the area. The Four Dances ACEC is also seeing an 
increase in use because of its close proximity to the Billings community and the outstanding viewshed 
and nature trails the area has to offer.  Within the Meeteetse Spires ACEC, the Shoshonea is in good shape 
in the Beartooth Mountains. Monitoring indicates no threats to the species and trend is stable. Within in 
the East Pryor Mountain ACEC, the Shoshonea is in stable condition in the Pryor Mountains.  There is 
some evidence that horse trailing may be of concern on a Pryor Mountain bladderpod site. 

All of the ACECs offer outstanding casual recreational opportunities because there are few contiguous 
blocks of public land in the planning area that are accessible. It is likely the increase in visitation 
to the ACECs will continue over the years, and uses such as motorized recreation, mountain biking, 
photography, interpretive/guided tours, rock climbing, and geo-caching will become more popular in the 
region. 

2.3.3 Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 

The BLM Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness Review (USDI-BLM 
1995:2) states: “Under FLPMA, wilderness preservation is part of BLMʼs multiple-use mandate, and 
wilderness values are recognized as part of the spectrum of resource values considered in the land-use 
planning process. Section 603 of FLPMA specifically directed the BLM, for the first time, to carry out a 
wilderness review of the public lands.” 

It further states (USDI-BLM 1995:3): “The wilderness review required by Section 603 of FLPMA 
focused on roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more and on roadless islands. The BLM as a matter of 
policy used its general management authority under Sections 302 and 202 of FLPMA to include in the 
wilderness review certain other roadless areas. These included: (1) areas smaller than 5,000 acres that 
were not islands, (2) areas less than 5,000 acres that had wilderness characteristics in association with 
contiguous roadless lands managed by another agency, and (3) lands placed under BLM administration 
after the wilderness inventory was conducted in 1978-80.” 
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FLPMA mandated that within 15 years the BLM would inventory and study its lands for their wilderness 
suitability and that based on this review, the secretary of the Interior would forward his/her wilderness 
recommendations to the president. Recommendations for areas in the planning area were included in 
the Montana Statewide Wilderness Study Report released in September 1991 (USDI-BLM 1991b).  The 
secretary of the Interior and president signed recommendations and forwarded them to Congress before 
the end of that year.  As a result of the inventory and study conducted on lands within the planning area, 
four areas were recommended in the 1984 Billings RMP and are described below. 

Big Horn Tack-On WSA:  Big Horn Tack-On is a narrow strip of land about nine miles in length and less 
than one-half mile wide. Located between the Sykes Ridge Road on the west and the Bighorn Canyon 
National Recreation Area to the east, the area is made up of 2,470 acres in Montana and 80 acres in 
Wyoming. The entire area was recommended suitable for wilderness designation. 

This WSA is primarily in a natural state with a few dispersed, but fairly well-screened, human intrusions. 
These consist of uranium exploration pits; a wild horse trap in the northern along the west boundary road; 
vehicle ways, one in the north and one in the south; and the power line on the southeast (Map 40). 

Burnt Timber Canyon WSA:  There are 3,430 acres within the Burnt Timber Canyon WSA that were 
recommended as suitable for wilderness designation. The area encompasses an extremely rugged 
and isolated portion of Crooked Creek Canyon, which has remained relatively free of modern human 
influences. The WSA is predominantly natural and offers outstanding opportunities for solitude and 
primitive recreation. 

The major drainage, Crooked Creek, supports a genetically pure strain of native cutthroat trout. The creek 
is not considered an outstanding fishery because the trout are small, and dense brush restricts ready stream 
access; however, the native trout species have a very high intrinsic value.  The BLM installed a fish 
barrier in the upper reaches of Crooked Creek in 2007 to protect this species (Map 40). 

Pryor Mountain WSA:  The Pryor Mountain WSA (12,575 acres) contains some of the most rugged, 
isolated portions of the Pryor Mountain Range. The wide expanses and topographic screening in this 
area offer outstanding wilderness values.  This unit is in the heart of the PMWHR, and the supplemental 
attribute of the free-roaming wild horse herd enhances the wilderness characteristics of the area. Human 
activity is well distributed throughout the WSA.  Vegetation and topographic screening signifi cantly limit 
any detraction from the WSA̓ s extensive natural setting. There are 4,352 acres of the Pryor Mountain 
WSA located in Big Horn County, Wyoming (Map 40).  

Twin Coulee WSA:  The Twin Coulee WSA is located on the southeast flank of the Big Snowy Mountains 
in Golden Valley County, Montana.  It consists of steep mountainous topography with several deeply 
incised drainages. Most of the WSA is made up of a mixed coniferous forest with bunch grasses for 
an understory.  Elevations range from 5,500 to 7,600 feet. All 6,870 acres were recommended for non-
wilderness (Map 41). 

Table 2-50  
Recommendations on WSAs in the Planning Area 

WSA Name WSA Number 
Total 

Acreage 

Acres 
Recommended 
for Wilderness 

Acres 
Recommended for 
Non-Wilderness 

Big Horn Tack-On MT-067-207 2,470 2,470 
Burnt Timber Canyon MT-067-205 3,430 3,430 
Pryor Mountain MT-067-206 12,575 12,575 
Twin Coulee MT-067-212 6,870 0 6,870 

Only Congress can designate the WSAs established under Section 603 of FLPMA as wilderness or release 
them for other uses. The status of the existing WSAs will not change as a result of the BiFO planning 
process and revision of the RMP.  WSAs will be reevaluated to ensure that current management and 
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uses are compatible with the intent of their designation. The BLMʼs management policy is to continue 
resource uses on lands under wilderness review in a manner that maintains the areas suitability for 
preservation as wilderness. 

The Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review (H-8550-1) directs management of 
WSAs until congress acts on designation. If Congress designates the areas as wilderness, they would be 
managed according to the Wilderness Act of 1964, as amended, Public Law 88-577 (16USC 1131-1136).  
If Congress releases them from wilderness consideration, the areas would be managed as prescribed under 
the existing RMP management direction.  

2.3.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Refer to the Wild and Scenic River (WSR) Eligibility Report for the Billings and Pompeys Pillar RMPs 
on the RMP website at http://www.blm.gov/mt/st/en/fo/billings_field_office.html. The Eligible Wild and 
Scenic River Segments map in Appendix E (WSR Eligibility Report) shows the eligible segments within 
the planning area. 

The WSR Act was enacted in 1968 to provide a national policy and program to preserve and protect 
selected rivers and river segments in their free-flowing condition for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
and future generations. Section 5 of the WSR Act directs federal agencies to consider potential wild and 
scenic rivers in their land and water planning processes. Thus, the BLM conducts the inventory and study 
processes provided for under the act as part of its RMP process.  The inventory phase is conducted during 
the data gathering stage of RMP development; the study phase is conducted during the formulation of the 
draft and proposed RMPs. 

Currently, there are no existing WSRs or congressionally designated study rivers within the planning area. 
The BLM completed a WSR Eligibility Study for the entire planning area.  This process identifi ed those 
eligible rivers or river segments needing further study and assessment for suitability or non-suitability as 
potential wind and scenic rivers. The study determined eligibility and tentative classification of streams 
in the planning area. 

The suitability study of eligible streams for inclusion in the National System of WSRs will be completed 
as the draft RMP is prepared and presented in the range of management alternatives.  Management 
continues for any river segments recommended as suitable for inclusion into the national system to protect 
the free flow, outstandingly remarkable values, and recommended classification of the segment, pending 
Congressional action or for the duration of the RMP. 

2.3.5 Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range 

Montana is home to one herd of wild horses, located in the Pryor Mountains south of Billings along 
the Montana-Wyoming border.  The Pryor Mountains were named after Sergeant Nathaniel Pryor of 
the Lewis and Clark Expedition. The Pryor Mountain Range is actually an extension of the Bighorn 
Mountains but is separated from the Bighorns by the Bighorn Canyon. For centuries, the Pryors were 
home to small bands of American Indians.  

The area utilized by the wild horses encompasses private, state, FS, NPS and BLM lands. Within the 
PMWHR are several overlapping designations, including all or portions of three BLM WSAs and the East 
Pryor ACEC.  Most of the PMWHR was created by order of the secretary of the Interior on September 
9, 1968. At that time, the PMWHR encompassed 33,600 acres of BLM and NPS lands in Montana. In 
1969, an adjustment added about 6,400 acres of lands in Wyoming.  In December 1971, the Wild Free-
Roaming Horses and Burros Act became law.  The management and protection of all unclaimed wild 
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horses and burros was delegated to the secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture.  The BLM and FS 
were charged with administration of the range.  In 1974 and 1975, the range was expanded pursuant 
to authority contained in the Wild and Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act.  A joint FS and BLM 
decision was reached in the 1974 Pryor Mountain Complex Land Use Decision and BLM Pryor Mountain 
Complex Management Framework Plan which analyzed where wild horses were found at the time of 
the passage of the act. The 1974 joint decision allowed wild horses to be managed in the Lost Water 
Canyon area (Forest Plan Management Area Q), the Mystic Allotment area, Lower Crooked Creek, and 
Upper Crooked Creek (BLM). Adjustment to the range occurred in 1984, with the temporary inclusion 
of the Sorenson Extension (using two five-year special use permits) from the Bighorn Canyon National 
Recreation Area (BCNRA) and closure of the administrative pastures.  In 1990, the last adjustment 
occurred when the Sorenson Extension was not reauthorized by BCNRA. This resulted in the present 
boundary which encompasses more than 38,000 acres (about 24,000 acres of this area solely on BLM) 
(see Map 20). 

Indicators and Trends 
Some areas are currently closed to wild horse use that could potentially be opened through the RMP. 
These areas include the Administrative Pastures and Crooked Creek Natural Area. The acquisition or lease 
of private lands could also be pursued and areas within Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area could 
be added to the PMWHR. 

2.3.6 National Natural Landmark 

There are two national natural landmarks (NNL) in the planning area: Crooked Creek Natural Area NNL 
and Bridger Fossil Area NNL (refer to Map 32). 

The Crooked Creek Natural Area NNL falls with Crooked Creek Natural Area in Carbon County, 
Montana. In 1966, when the Crooked Creek NNL was designated, the area was known as one of only two 
localities in North America which had produced early Cretaceous land vertebrates.  Fauna fi rst identified 
at the Crooked Creek NNL include a primitive hadrosaur, a small and a large carnivorous dinosaur, a 
sauropod, an ankyloosaur, and an ornithopod dinosaur.  The primitive hadrosaur and the smaller of the 
two carnivores were recovered as essentially complete skeletons. 

The Bridger Fossil NNL contains outstanding paleontological values.  The Bridger Fossil NNL is located 
within the Bridger Fossil Area ACEC  in Carbon County, Montana.  The site includes the fossil remains 
of Deinonychus antirrhopus, a highly predaceous carnivorous dinosaur from the Cretaceous Cloverly 
Formation. A recently discovered bone bed contains the remains of numerous juvenile and subadult 
sauropods. The area is used extensively for the collection of invertebrate fossils and as an outdoor 
classroom. 

2.3.7 Backcountry Byways/National Trails 

Backcountry byways and scenic drives are part of the National Scenic Byway system. Backcountry 
byways focus on out-of-the-way sights found on gravel, dirt, or paved roads. These routes may not be 
suitable for all vehicles. However, for those with appropriate vehicles, the backcountry byway program 
can offer an intimate view of a variety of off-the-beaten-path areas The BiFO does not administer 
any backcountry byways as part of the National Scenic Byway system nor did the public provide any 
comments to consider backcountry byways or scenic drives during scoping, so they will not be discussed 
further. 

National Historic Trails 
National trails are officially established under the authorities of The National Trails System Act (16 USC 
1241-51). There are several types of trails: national scenic trails, national historic trails, and national 
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recreation trails. The BiFO manages segments along the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 
(L&CNHT) and the Nez Perce National Historic Trail (NPNHT) (refer to Map 42). 

The fi eld office manages approximately nine miles of the Nez Perce (Nimíipuu or Nee-Me-Poo) National 
Historic Trail. The fi eld office manages the portion of trail on public land along the Clarks Fork of the 
Yellowstone River and north toward the Bearʼs Paw Mountains. The trail stretches from Wallowa Lake, 
Oregon, to the Bearʼs Paw Battlefield near Chinook, Montana. It was designated as a National Historic 
Trail in 1986.  This route was used in its entirety only once; however, components of the route were used 
for generations prior to and after the 1877 flight of the Nez Perce. 

The BiFO manages approximately 18 miles of the L&CNHT that primarily follows the Yellowstone River 
through the planning area. Most of the public lands along the river trail are inaccessible except for about 
2.2 miles near Pompeys Pillar NM. The L&CNHT section adjacent to Pompeys Pillar NM is addressed in 
more detail in the Pompeys Pillar section of this document. 

2.4 Social and Economic – Current Conditions and Characterizations 

2.4.1 Social Conditions 

Population 
In 2006, the estimated population of Montana was 946,795 on a land area of 145,552 square miles. This 
resulted in a population density of 6.5 people per square mile, compared to a national average of 79.6 
people per square mile. The estimated 2006 population in the Montana portion of the planning area 
was about 182,285 with a population density of 8.5 per square mile. The 2006 population estimate 
represented a 4.5 percent increase since 2000 in Montana as a whole and a 5.5 percent increase in the 
planning area. It also represents a growth of 32 percent since 1980 when the last RMP process was 
undertaken. The stateʼs population is projected to increase to 984,000 by 2010, an increase of 8 percent 
from 2000. The two Wyoming counties in the planning area are discussed at the end of this section. 

In 2006, 13.8 percent of all Montana residents and 15.53 percent of residents in the planning area were 
65 years and older compared to a national figure of 12.4 percent. In Montana, 90.8 percent of the 2006 
population was white, 6.4 percent was American Indian, and 5.2 percent was comprised of persons who 
identified themselves as other minority races (black, Asian, Native Hawaiian and other Pacifi c Islander, 
and persons of Hispanic or Latino origin) and as multiracial. In the planning area, 88.94 percent of the 
2006 population was white, 8.85 percent was American Indian, and 4.8 percent were other minority races 
and multiracial. 

In 2000, in Montana, 87.2 percent (of persons over 25) were high school graduates, as compared to 81.44 
percent in the planning area and 80.4 percent for the country as a whole. In 2004, the percentages of the 
population that had incomes below the poverty level were 13.6 in Montana, 14.43 in the planning area, 
and 12.7 in the nation as a whole. 

Table 2-51 presents population data for the eight counties in the planning area.  The populations in these 
counties totaled over 180,285 in 2006 and comprised about 19 percent of Montanaʼs total population. 
Population in the individual counties ranged from about 1,105 in Golden Valley County to about 138,114 
in Yellowstone County.  The largest community in the study area is Billings in Yellowstone County with 
a 2006 estimated population of 100,148. There are three other incorporated places within the study 
area with 2000 populations greater than 2,000. These communities are: Laurel (6,255) in Yellowstone 
County, Hardin (3,384) in Big Horn County, and Red Lodge (2,177) in Carbon County.  Including the 
communities above, there are only 18 incorporated places within the study area. However, there are 
numerous other unincorporated communities within the study area that function with independent and/or 
shared services including water districts, sewer districts, and school districts. 

143
 



 

 

 

Park County and Big Horn County Wyoming are also considered part of the RMP planning area.  Some 
communities in both of these counties are affected by mineral development occurring in the planning 
area. Big Horn County is home to part of the PMWHR and a visitor center associated with the PMWHR. 
In 2006, the estimated population of Wyoming was 512,757.  The 2006 population estimate represented 
a 4 percent increase since 2000 in Wyoming as a whole.  The stateʼs population is projected to increase to 
539,740 by 2010, an increase of 9 percent from 2000. The two Wyoming counties in the study area are 
discussed in more detail below.  

All the information in this section is from the US Census Bureau. 

County Information 

Big Horn County, Montana 
Big Horn County, which is located in the southern part of the planning area, is the home of the Crow 
Reservation (covering 64% of the county), a small part of the Northern Cheyenne Reservation, part of 
the Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area, the and Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument. 
The county population was estimated to be 12,739 in 2006, which is an increase of 15 percent since the 
last RMP process began in 1980.  The population was relatively stable between 2000 and 2006 and is 
expected to increase in the future. Hardin, with an estimated population of 3,436 in 2006, is the county 
seat. Lodge Grass, with a population of about 500, is located on the Crow Reservation in the southern 
part of the county.  In 2002, Big Horn County had 584 farms and ranches with 392 (67 percent) of the 
principal operators identifying farming and ranching as their primary occupation. The number of farms 
and ranches increased by: 54 farms and ranches between 1997 and 2002. The amount of land in farms 
and ranches increased by: 41,219 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Carbon County, Montana 
Carbon County, which is found in the southwestern part of the planning area, has become a tourist 
destination. Located at the base of the Beartooth Mountains, it is home to the beginning of the Beartooth 
Highway, the Red Lodge ski resort, most of the Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area and the 
PMWHR. The county population was estimated to be 9,705 in 2006, which is an increase of 20 percent 
since the last RMP process began in 1980.  The population increased by 2 percent between 2000 and 
2006 and is expected to increase in the future. Red Lodge, with an estimated population of 2,407 in 
2006, is the county seat. In 2002, Carbon County had 703 farms and ranches with 453 (64 percent) of the 
principal operators identifying farming and ranching as their primary occupation. The number of farms 
and ranches increased by: 80 farms and ranches between 1997 and 2002. The amount of land in farms 
and ranches increased by: 17,594 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Golden Valley County, Montana 
Golden Valley is located in the northcentral part of the planning area.  It is bounded by the Big Snowy 
Mountains to the north; the Musselshell River runs through the center of the county.  The county 
population was estimated to be 1,105 in 2006, which is an increase of 8 percent since the last RMP 
process began in 1980. The population increased by 10 percent between 2000 and 2006 and is expected 
to increase in the future. Ryegate, with an estimated population of 287 in 2006, is the county seat.  In 
2002, Golden Valley County had 140 farms and ranches with 97 (69 percent) of the principal operators 
identifying farming and ranching as their primary occupation. The number of farms and ranches 
increased by: 22 farms and ranches between 1997 and 2002. The amount of land in farms and ranches 
increased by: 22,738 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Musselshell County, Montana 
Musselshell County, which has coal reserves and companies interested in developing these reserves, 
is located in the northeastern part of the planning area. An underground coal mine is expected to be in 
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operation in the near future. The county population was estimated to be 4,470 in 2006, which is an 
increase of 1 percent since the last RMP process began in 1980.  The population increased by 2 percent 
between 2000 and 2006 and is expected to increase in the future. Roundup, with an estimated population 
of 1,904 in 2006, is the county seat. In 2002, Musselshell County had 319 farms and ranches with 220 
(70 percent) of the principal operators identifying farming and ranching as their primary occupation. The 
number of farms and ranches increased by: 87 farms and ranches between 1997 and 2002. The amount of 
land in farms and ranches increased by: 80,902 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Stillwater County, Montana 
Stillwater County is located in the southwestern part of the planning area and is home to the Stillwater 
Mine, which is currently the only operating platinum/palladium mine in the United States. The county 
population was estimated to be 8,489 in 2006, which is an increase of 52 percent since the last RMP 
process began in 1980. The population increased by 5 percent between 2000 and 2006 and is expected 
to increase in the future. Columbus, with an estimated population of 1,879 in 2006, is the county seat. 
In 2002, Stillwater County had 552 farms and ranches with 339 (61 percent) of the principal operators 
identifying farming and ranching as their primary occupation. The number of farms and ranches 
increased by: 78 farms and ranches between 1997 and 2002. The amount of land in farms and ranches 
decreased by: 6,413 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Sweet Grass County, Montana 
Sweet Grass County is located in the western part of the planning area and is surrounded by the Absaroka, 
Beartooth, and Crazy mountains. The county population was estimated to be 3,697 in 2006 which is 
an increase of 15 percent since the last RMP process began in 1980.  The population increased by 4 
percent between 2000 and 2006, and is expected to increase in the future. Big Timber, with an estimated 
population of 1,739 in 2006 is the county seat. In 2002, Sweet Grass County had 357 farms and ranches 
with 205 (57 percent) of the principal operators identifying farming and ranching as their primary 
occupation. The number of farms and ranches increased by: 56 farms and ranches between 1997 and 
2002. The amount of land in farms and ranches increased by: 27,713 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Wheatland County, Montana 
Wheatland County is located in the northwest part of the planning area and is home to new wind farm 
development. The county population was estimated to be 1,966 in 2006, which is a decrease of 17 
percent since the last RMP process began in 1980.  The population decreased by 13 percent between 2000 
and 2006 and is expected to decline in the future. Harlowton, with an estimated population of 903 in 
2006, is the county seat. In 2002, Wheatland County had 163 farms and ranches with 110 (67 percent) 
of the principal operators identifying farming and ranching as their primary occupation. The number of 
farms and ranches increased by: 19 farms and ranches between 1997 and 2002. The amount of land in 
farms and ranches increased by: 7,886 acres between 1997 and 2002. 

Yellowstone County, Montana 
Yellowstone County is located in the central part of the study area and is the major trade and service 
center for southcentral Montana and northcentral Wyoming.  The county population was estimated to be 
138,114 in 2006, which is an increase of 28 percent the last RMP process began in 1980.  The population 
increased by 7 percent between 2000 and 2006 and is expected to increase in the future. Billings, with 
an estimated population of 100,208 in 2006, is the county seat. In 2002, Yellowstone County had 1,279 
farms and ranches with 643 (50 percent) of the principal operators identifying farming and ranching 
as their primary occupation. The number of farms and ranches increased by: 182 farms and ranches 
between 1997 and 2002. The amount of land in farms and ranches increased by: 42,630 acres between 
1997 and 2002. 

Big Horn County, Wyoming 
Big Horn County, Wyoming, is located directly south of Carbon County and Big Horn County, Montana.  
It is home to the part of the PMWHR which is administered under this RMP.  Lovell, the county seat, is 
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home to the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range Visitor Center.  The county population was estimated to 
be 11,390 in 2006, which was a decline of less than one percent from the 2000 population.  There are less 
than four persons per square mile, compared to a statewide fi gure of five. Big Horn County is home to 
nine incorporated communities. Lovell is the largest with an estimated population of 2,234 in 2006.  

Park County, Wyoming 
Park County, Wyoming, is located directly south of Carbon County, Montana.  Some mineral 
development occurring in the planning area affects communities in this county.  The county population 
was estimated to be 27,094 in 2006, which was an increase of 5 percent from 2000. There are less than 
four persons per square mine, compared to a statewide fi gure of five. Cody and Powell are the largest 
communities in Park County with 2006 populations of 9,100 and 5,339, respectively. 

Potentially Affected Groups and Individuals 
Discussions of affected groups and individuals are included to facilitate the assessment of social effects.  
The following groups will be assessed: ranchers/livestock permittees, recreationists (such as those who 
participate in nonmotorized use and those who participate in motorized use), groups and individuals who 
prioritize resource protection, groups and individuals who prioritize resource use, wild horse advocates, 
and American Indian tribes.  It should be noted that these groups are not mutually exclusive, and 
examples of households that fit into more than one category are likely to be present. 

In many cases, the social effects are described in terms of effects to quality of life, which could include 
the amount and quality of available resources (e.g., recreation opportunities) and resolution of problems 
related to resource activities. Other, less tangible, beliefs that could affect quality of life include the 
following: individuals having a sense of control over the decisions that affect their future and individuals 
feeling that the government strives to act in ways that consider all stakeholders  ̓needs. 

American Indian Tribes 
There are seven federally recognized American Indian groups located in Montana:  the Assiniboine and 
Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation, the Blackfeet Tribe of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation 
of Montana, the Chippewa-Cree Indians of the Rocky Boyʼs Reservation, Montana, the Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Montana, the Crow Tribe of Montana, the Fort 
Belknap Indian Community of the Fort Belknap Reservation of Montana, and the Northern Cheyenne 
Tribe of the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation, Montana.  The Little Shell Indians are a band 
of Chippewa who are state-recognized, but not federally recognized. They do not have a designated 
reservation within Montana, but many of the over 4,000 enrolled members live in the Great Falls area. 
They are currently petitioning for federal recognition. In addition, the following tribes outside Montana 
have an interest in the planning area: The Arapahoe and Shoshone of Fort Washakie, Wyoming; the 
Ogalala Sioux of Pine Ridge, South Dakota; the Rosebud Sioux of Rosebud, South Dakota ; The Spirit 
Lake Tribe of Fort Totten, North Dakota; the Standing Rock Sioux of Fort Yates, North Dakota; the 
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe of Eagle Butte, South Dakota, the Three Affiliated Tribes of New Town, 
North Dakota; and the Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa of Belcourt, North Dakota.  The Crow 
Reservation is located adjacent to the planning area. 

American Indian traditionalists have maintained connections to places containing edible and medicinal 
plants, rock art, grave sites, and places used for tree platform “burials,” mineral and plant products used 
in rituals or for paints, and vision question stations. They are also interested in visiting the sites of battles, 
old trading posts, and ghost towns to learn more about these aspects of their history. 

Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low Income Populations, requires identifying and addressing disproportionally high and adverse human 
health and environmental effects of federal programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations. 
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In 2004, an average of 14.4 percent of the people living in the planning area had incomes below the 
poverty level. This compares to a state average of 13.6 percent. Figures for individual counties range 
from a high of 23.1 percent in Big Horn County to a low of 8.6 percent in Stillwater County.  Big Horn 
County is home to the Crow Reservation and Stillwater County is home to the Stillwater platinum mine. 

See also the discussion above in the section entitled American Indian Tribes.  The planning area is 8.9 
percent American Indian compared to 6.4% for the state as a whole.  Figures for individual counties range 
from less than one percent in Carbon, Golden Valley, and Sweet Grass counties, to 60.6 percent in Big 
Horn County, where the Crow Reservation is located. 

2.4.2 Economic Conditions 

The area of local economic influence consists of eight counties in southcentral Montana (Big Horn, 
Carbon, Golden Valley, Musselshell, Stillwater, Sweet Grass, Wheatland, and Yellowstone) and two 
counties (Big Horn and Park) in northcentral Wyoming.  The majority of the BLM-administered 
surface lands and related land uses are located in Carbon County (where 17 percent of the county is 
BLM-administered), Musselshell County (where 8 percent of the county is BLM administered), and 
Yellowstone County (where 5 percent of the county is BLM administered).  The counties with the most 
BLM-administered federal minerals are Carbon County (where about 53 percent of the county mineral 
estate is federal), Sweetgrass County (where about 29 percent of the county mineral estate is federal), 
and Musselshell and Stillwater Counties (where about 21 percent of the county mineral estate is federal). 
BLM-administered lands within the planning area accounts for approximately four percent of the total 
land area, and BLM mineral estate accounts for about 17 percent of the mineral estate. Billings, near the 
center of the planning area, is the largest population, business, and service center in the planning area and 
the state. Two major travel corridors, I-90 and I-94, converge at Billings.  Billings is also the largest air 
transportation hub for Montana, the largest medical center, and the largest business and shopping hub in 
the state and region. 

During the last century, ranching, farming, mining, O&G development, transportation, and the emergence 
of Billings as a regional trade and service center have all been important factors in the local social and 
economic history of the area. 

The following section provides a summary of demographic and economic information, followed by a 
description of the key industries in the planning area that could be affected by BLM management actions. 
BLM land and mineral uses that most influence local economic activity include: (1) O&G exploration, 
development, and production; (2) travel, tourism and recreation; (3) cattle grazing and production; (4) 
government expenditures; (5) ecosystem restoration; and (6) other mineral exploration, mining, and 
reclamation. 

Potential economic effects associated with the proposed RMP revision include anticipated changes in 
employment, income, public revenues, economic dependency, and economic stability.  The information in 
this section is presented to help clarify economic issues, describe relevant economic trends, and to provide 
context for potential changes to economic indicators that may be predicted in the EIS. 

Demographic and Economic Characteristics and Trends 
The 10-county study area that makes up the local economy had an estimated total population of about 
220,860 in 2007, with county populations ranging from 1,125 in Golden Valley County to 139,936 in 
Yellowstone County.  Billings (population over 100,000) is the largest city and the largest business center 
in the planning area and area of local economic influence. Other smaller business centers include Laurel 
(population 6,300), Hardin (population 3,400), Red Lodge (population 2,300), Columbus (population 
1,900), Roundup (population 1,900), Big Timber (population 1,700), and Harlowton (population 1,000).  
The local economies of Big Horn County, Wyoming (population 11,263), and Park County, Wyoming 
(population 27,073), may also be influenced by BLM land/mineral management decisions in the planning 
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area. Business/population centers in these two counties include Cody (population 8,800), Powell 
(population 5,400), and Lovell (population 2,400). 

Montana is one of the least densely populated states in the country, with an average population density 
of less than seven persons per square mile compared to a national average of about 80 persons per square 
mile. The ten-county planning area had an average population density of 7.9 persons per square mile, 
with county population densities ranging from just one person per square mile in Golden Valley County to 
53.1 per square mile in Yellowstone County where Billings is the center of economic activity.  See Table 
2-51 for selected economic and demographic statistics and Table 2-52 for performance comparisons. 
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Table 2-52
 
10 County Aggregation Performance Comparisons


         Compared to benchmark area, the county has:
          Less Than More Than 
Benchmark = Median of all Counties in U.S.*** 

10 County 
Aggregation 

US Median 

Population Growth (Annualized rate, 1970-2005) 1.1% 0.6% 

Employment Growth (Annualized rate, 1970
2005) 

2.3% 1.4% 

Personal Income Growth (Adjusted for Inflation, 
Annualized rate, 1970-2005) 

2.6% 2.2% 

Non-labor Income Share of Total in 2005 33.8% 37.1% 

Median Age* 37.6 37.3 

Per Capita Income (2005)  $31,404 $26,371 

Average Earnings Per Job (2005)  $34,977 $30,269 

Education Rate* (% of population 25 and over 
who have a college degree) 

23.9% 14.5% 

Education Rate* (% of population 25 and over 
who have less than a high school diploma) 

13.1% 21.0% 

Employment Specialization* 112 155 

Rich-Poor Ratio* (for each household that made 
over $100K, how many households made less 
than $30K) 

6.8 8.7 

Housing Affordability (100 or above means that 
the median family can afford the median house)* 

154 186 

Change in Housing Affordability* (% Change 
in index from 1990 to 2000) Positive means the 
area is getting more affordable. 

4.1% 10.3% 

Government share of Total employment 13% 15% 

Unemployment Rate in 2006** 3.0% 4.7% 

All data are from the Regional Economic Information System (REIS); http://bea.gov/bea/regional/data.htm , except * are from 2000 US 

Census and ** is from Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

***Median is the middle value of a list of numbers. This is different from mean (average), which is the sum of all the numbers in a list 

divided by the number of numbers in the list.
 

150 

http://bea.gov/bea/regional/data.htm


 

 

 
 

 

The population in the planning area is increasing. There was an increase by 26 percent between 1990 
and 2006 compared to a 20 percent statewide increase. Population increased in all of the planning area 
counties with the exception of Wheatland County, which experienced a net population decrease of 17 
percent between 1990 and 2006. 

• 	The Economic Profile System indicates that the housing affordability index is 154, which 
suggests that the median family can afford the median house.  The majority of recent job growth 
has been in wage and salary employment (people who work for someone else). Job and income 
growth in the planning area has been faster than those of both the state and national averages. 

• 	 The planning area makes up about 12 percent of the state land area; about 19 percent of the 
stateʼs population, 19 percent of the stateʼs employment, and 24 percent of the stateʼs personal 
income. The planning area economy includes about 70 percent of the industries found in the 
stateʼs economy.  Golden Valley County has the least number of industries and is the least diverse. 
Yellowstone County has the most industries represented in its economy, and it is the most diverse. 

Table 2-53 summarizes industry output, employment, and labor income (employee compensation 
plus proprietor income) for the planning area by aggregating the industrial sectors by two-digit North 
American Industry Classification System (NAICS) values. Industry output, as used here, is the value 
of an industryʼs total production expressed as a single dollar figure. The data presented in this section 
were compiled by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group from a number of sources, including Census Bureau 
economic censuses, Bureau of Economic Analysis output, and employment projections developed by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (IMPLAN, 2006 data). 

Table 2-53 
Output, Employment, and Income for the Planning Area 

Industry* 
Industry 
Output* 

Employment 
Employee Compensation and 

Proprietor Income* 
Ag, Forestry, Fish & Hunting 383 5,227 73 
Mining 1,895 3,744 448 
Utilities 257 497  49 
Construction 981 8,510 340 
Manufacturing 7,803 4,907 323 
Wholesale Trade 878 6,093 332 
Transportation & Warehousing 579 4,901 221 
Retail trade 865 13,962  355 
Information 330 1,702 71 
Finance and insurance 671 4,118  267 
Real estate and rental 917 3,757 123 
Professional- scientific and tech services 659 7,544 298 
Management of companies 5 29 2 
Administrative and waste services 282 8,114 160 
Educational services 41 1,000 18 
Health and social services 1,227 13,474 645 
Arts- entertainment & recreation 154 3,682 50 
Accommodation & food services 448 9,354 143 
Other services 345 7,393 127 
Government & non NAICS 1,314 13,178 726 
Total 20,034 121,186 4,771 
*Millions of dollars 
IMPLAN 2006 data 
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Key Industries in the RMP Area Affected by BLM Management 

Ranching 
Ranching is an important part of the history, culture, and economy of the planning area.  Grazing is 
allowed on BLM lands for the purpose of fostering economic development for private ranchers and 
ranching communities by providing ranchers access to additional forage (GAO, Sept. 2005). BLMʼs 
major contribution to the areaʼs livestock industry is largely through the provision of grazing lands. 
Livestock grazing on BLM lands is authorized on an annual basis. Actual use of AUMs varies from 
year to year due to factors such as drought, wildland fire, financial limitations on operators, and 
implementation of grazing management to improve range conditions. Between 1999 and 2008, actual 
grazing use averaged 42,542 AUMs.  BLM currently issues grazing permits and leases to about 310 
livestock operators within the planning area. These operators use 376 allotments and total preference 
(permitted use) is 54,980 AUMs annually.  The 310 BLM livestock operators are less than 10 percent 
of the 4,097 farm/ranch units in the planning area (Census of Agriculture, 2002).  Livestock grazing 
on BLM lands involves livestock operators who have Section 3 grazing permits (i.e., grazing on public 
lands within grazing districts, BLM Manual 1373.12) and Section 15 grazing leases (grazing on public 
lands outside of grazing districts). There are 185 Section 3 permits which averaged 37,718 AUMs of 
use and 125 Section 15 permits which averaged 4,823 AUMs of use.  Annual revenues to the federal 
government would average about $57,000 given a BLM grazing fee of $1.35 per AUM; annual payments 
to the counties would average less than $10,000. Active livestock grazing use between 1999 and 2008 are 
shown in Table 2-54; the number of farms and permitted AUMs by county and land status in the planning 
area are shown in Table 2-55. 

Table 2-54 
Active Livestock Grazing Use 1999-2008 

Year Section 3 Section 15 Total Cattle Horses Sheep/Goats 
2008 35,584 4,786 40,370 40,049 274 47 
2007 41,207 4,026 45,233 44,904 282 47 
2006 40,284 4,895 45,179 44,823 309 47 
2005 36,296 4,832 41,128 40,870 211 47 
2004 37,273 4,695 41,968 41,578 322 68 
2003 38,433 4,688 43,121 42,620 421 80 
2002 39,759 4,662 44,421 43,753 543 125 
2001 36,126 4,707 40,833 40,143 618 72 
2000 35,453 5,629 41,082 39,873 562 647 
1999 36,767 5,313 42,080 40,951 389 740 
10-Year Average 37,718 4,823 42,542 41,956 393 192 

Source: Range Administration System, 2008 

Cattle are the most prevalent class of livestock on public lands in the planning area, although sheep, 
horses, and burros are authorized to graze in 10 allotments. Livestock operations are primarily cow/calf 
operations. Most calves are born from late winter through spring on private lands. Cattle are turned out 
to graze as cow/calf pairs. Calves have historically been weaned in the fall and most leave the region 
to be grown out and/or fed in other parts of the U.S. At weaning, most cows have been taken to winter 
pasture where they remain until they calve the following year.  An average of about 10 jobs and $230,000 
in labor and proprietorʼs income are associated with livestock grazing on BLM lands in the study area 
(IMPLAN, 2006). The amount of BLM grazing land and the dependency of local livestock operators 
varies among the counties. Musselshell, Carbon, and Yellowstone Counties offer the most grazing land 
and the highest dependency on BLM land for livestock grazing. Big Horn, Golden Valley, and Wheatland 
counties offer the least amount of BLM grazing as well as the smallest dependency on BLM for livestock 
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forage needs. Fifty percent of revenues from Section 15 grazing fees on public domain lands are 
distributed to the state and counties; 12.5 percent of grazing fees from Section 3 leases are distributed to 
the state and counties. 

Table 2-55
 
Number of Farms and Permitted AUMs by county and land status in the Planning Area
 

County 
Number of 

Farms* 
Section 3 Section 15 

Total 
AUMs 

Federal 
Revenues** 

County 
Revenues** 

Big Horn 584 39 103 142 $147 $66 

Carbon 703 13,435 279 13,713 14,254 1,889 

Golden Valley 140 100 32 132 137 23 

Musselshell 319 24,822 1,143 25,965 26,990 3,862 

Stillwater 552 897 897 932 533 

Sweet Grass 357 2,485 2,485 2,583 1,476 

Wheatland 163 6 186 192 199 111 

Yellowstone 1,279 11,028 318 11,346 11,794 1,603 

Total 4,097 49,430 5,443 54,872 57,036 9,563 

Source: *2002 Census of Agriculture; ** 10-year average actual use @ $1.35/AUM 

The grazing fee BLM charges is established by formula and is generally lower than fees charged by the 
other federal agencies, state, and private ranchers who set fees to obtain the market value of forage. The 
formula used to calculate the BLM grazing fee incorporates the ranchers  ̓ability to pay and does not 
recover the agencyʼs expenditures or capture the fair market value of forage. Livestock operations in 
the planning area often involve large areas of land, and ranchers depend on a mix of private and federal 
lands to graze cattle seasonally.  None of the livestock operations are wholly dependent on forage coming 
from public lands. To qualify for a grazing permit/lease on public land, an operator must be able to 
accommodate his/her livestock for a specified period of time on private land owned or controlled (base 
property) apart from the public land (43 CFR 4110).  The common qualification standard for the region 
was that the operator needed to accommodate livestock for four months on his/her base property to 
qualify to graze the same amount of livestock for eight months on public lands. An individual operator 
could not be dependent on more than 68 percent of his/her forage need coming from public land. It is rare 
for dependence on public land forage to exceed 50 percent, and many operations depend on public lands 
for less than 20 percent of their total forage needs. However, BLM livestock operations may depend 
heavily on forage from public lands during a specific season (i.e., operators graze public land in the spring 
through fall for five to seven months and winter their livestock on base property). 

BLM grazing permits may be particularly valuable to livestock producers because the grazing fees are 
very favorable and it is often available during a critical period of the year when forage on private hay 
fields and meadows is being grown to provide forage for the winter.  BLM grazing fees ($1.35/AUM 
in FY2008, (BLM IM-2008-075)) are considerably lower than the private statewide average of $17.80 
per AUM (USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2008) and the 2009 minimum fee charged on 
Montana State Lands ($6.20 per AUM) (Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, 
Oct. 3, 2008). Access to BLM and FS grazing may be important to area livestock producers even though 
additional management costs are usually incurred to use these lands. According to a 2005 Government 
Accounting Office (GAO) report on livestock grazing, “Fees charged by private ranchers and state land 
agencies are higher than the BLM and Forest Service fees because, generally, ranchers and state agencies 
seek to generate grazing revenues by charging a price that represents market value for that land and/or 
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the services provided.” The difference between the statewide average private grazing fee ($17.80/AUM) 
and the BLM fee ($1.35/AUM) represents an estimated consumer surplus to the livestock operator of up 
to $16.45 per AUM.  The total estimated consumer surplus associated with 42,542 AUMs spread among 
about 310 operators within the planning area is an estimated $700,000. 

The response coefficients shown in Table 2-56 indicate how total employment and total labor income in 
the local economy respond to changes in levels of livestock grazing (i.e., for every 1,000 AUM change in 
livestock grazing on public lands there is a corresponding change of 0.32 jobs and $6,400 within the local 
economy. 

Table 2-56
 Response Coefficients for Resource Uses on BLM Administered Lands 

Units 
Total Employment 

(jobs/units) 
Total Labor Income 

($/units) 

Grazing Management 

• Cattle and Horses 1000 AUMS 0.32 $6,429 

Mineral Production 

• Gas Extraction (Natural Gas) mmcf 0.06 3,968 

• Oil Production 1,000 bbl 0.24 20,622 

• Bentonite 1,000 short tons 0.11 4,992 

• Sand and gravel 1,000 short tons 0.01 418 

Recreation Use* 

• Day Use 1,000 visits 0.50 12,579 

BLM Employment and Non-salary Expenditures 

• BLM Salaries $1,000 0.03 802 

• BLM Non-salary Expenditure $1,000 0.01 802 

Ecosystem Restoration 

• Pre-commercial Thinning 1,000 Acres 16.20 428,791 

• Weed Spraying- non BLM $1,000 0.04 1,072 

Timber Management 

• Logging mcf 0.20 200 

Source: IMPLAN, 2006 data 
* Averaged from response coefficients from IMPLAN, 2006 data 

Mineral development and production 
Current mining sector activities involving federal minerals include oil production, natural gas production, 
mineral materials (sand and gravel and decorative stone), and some unpatented bentonite claims. Mining 
of private minerals include these same minerals as well as coal, sand and gravel, and platinum group 
minerals. 

Oil and Gas: In 2008, BLM had 245 leases in effect covering 158,544 acres.  More federal leases (93) 
and more acres (48,941) were leased in Carbon County than any other county in the planning area (Table 
2-57). Over the previous 11 years, BLM issued 314 leases covering 235,681 acres.  This averages 29 
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leases per year and 21,426 acres per year (Karen Johnson, 2008). Most federal oil production occurs in 
Carbon County, with much smaller amounts in Musselshell and Yellowstone counties.  The only reported 
natural gas production from federal minerals within the planning area also occurs in Carbon County.  
While some gas production from federal minerals does occur in Big Horn County, Montana, this comes 
from the mineral estate managed by the Miles City Field Office that is not covered by this RMP.  About 
two percent of total oil production and less than 13 percent of total gas production in Montana came from 
the planning area in 2007. Less than one percent of this statewide O&G production came from federal 
minerals within the planning area. Local O&G exploration, development, and production, as well as the 
gas pipeline transmission industry, all support jobs and income in the local economy.  Local contractors, 
as well as regional firms from Miles City and Park County, Wyoming, provide most of the contract 
services to local O&G fields. Between 1990 and 2008, there has been an average of one producing well 
and one dry hole drilled annually on federal minerals within the planning area. Currently there are nine 
producing gas wells and 60 producing oil wells. 

Coal: Currently, no mines are producing coal from federal minerals.  However, in 2008 Signal Peak 
Energy applied to lease approximately 61 million tons of federal coal beneath 2,680 acres about 10 miles 
southeast of Roundup straddling Musselshell and Yellowstone counties.  The federal coal in question 
is within the companyʼs existing mine plan and would be mined along with adjacent, nonfederal coal. 
Signal Peak is planning an underground mine, not a surface or strip mine as is more common in eastern 
Montana. 

Other Minerals: Other federal minerals produced include sand and gravel (average 6,500 cu. Yd/year 
@ $0.50/yd3); building stone (average 10 tons/yr. @ $7.50/ton); and bentonite (average 264,000 tons/ 
year @ $60/ton). No revenues in the form of leases, rents, or federal or state royalties are collected on 
the production of these minerals. The mining of platinum-group metals at the Stillwater Mine involves 
private minerals and is not related to BLM mineral management. 

Economic Contributions: Total employment and income related to BLM-managed minerals average 
about 130 jobs and almost $8.9 million per year.  Aggregated mining sectors support approximately 
5,370 total jobs and $460 million in labor and proprietor income within the 10-county local economy 
(IMPLAN, 2007). More of the jobs and income are associated with exploration, development, and 
production than with other types of mining (IMPLAN 2007). Most companies associated with O&G 
operations in the planning area are also located in the planning area. The amount of federal minerals and 
the dependency of local economies on that production vary among the counties. Table 2-57 displays the 
acres of federal minerals leased and amount of O&G production for each county.  Carbon County has the 
only federal gas production and the largest amount of federal oil production.  About 40 percent of the oil 
and about 5 percent of the gas produced in the planning area comes from federal minerals. The largest 
share of total production occurs in Carbon County where about 60 percent of all the oil production comes 
from federal minerals. 

Mineral and energy development is closely linked to fiscal conditions of local governments and school 
districts through contributions to local property tax base, oil/gas production taxes, and federal mineral 
royalty payments on production from public mineral estate. Federal O&G leases generate a one-time 
lease bid as well as an annual rental. The minimum bid is $2.00 per acre; lease rental is $1.50 per acre 
per year for the first five years and $2.00 per acre per year thereafter.  Oil and gas production in Montana 
is not subject to ad valorem, or property taxes; rather it is subject to production taxes. Federal O&G 
royalties generally equal 12.5 percent of the value of production. Half of these royalties are distributed 
to the state, of which 12.5 percent is distributed back to the county of production (personal conversation 
with Van Charlton, Natural Resources Evaluation Section, Montana Department of Revenue).  Fiscal Year 
2006 payments to the counties within the planning area amounted to $2.1 million (Montana Department 
of Revenue, FY 2006). 
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Recreation Use 
The economic influence of recreation use is related to the amount of recreation use on public lands 
and related local expenditures such as gasoline, lodging, meals, and supplies. To understand the local/ 
regional economic influence of recreation use, it is important to understand what recreation activities 
occur on public lands. Local/regional expenditures vary depending on the type of activity, whether the 
recreation use is from local residents or non-local residents and whether the activity involves overnight 
stays. Local/regional expenditures related to recreation use support local/regional employment and labor 
income (standard economic indicators). Generally, employment related to recreation and tourism tends to 
be seasonal and relatively low paid, with a high portion of the labor force self-employed. The recreation 
opportunities available in the planning area play an important role in the quality of life of some local 
residents, as well as attracting visitors from elsewhere in the state and region. BLM public lands in the 
Planning Area received an estimated 500,000 recreation visits in FY 2007 (BLM, RMIS, 2008).  Nature-
related recreation activities on BLM lands (e.g., fishing, hunting, and other wildlife-related recreation 
use) account for 30 percent of total use; non-motorized related recreation (e.g., backpacking, bicycling, 
camping, caving, hiking, horseback riding, photography, and picnicking) account for about 60 percent, 
and motorized-related recreation (e.g., driving for pleasure and OHV use) account for about 10 percent of 
total use. Estimated recreation visits by activity are shown in Table 2-58.  Recreation and tourism is not 
classified or measured as a standard industrial category.  Components of recreation and tourism activities 
are instead captured in other industrial sectors, primarily the retail sales and services sectors. 

It is assumed that day use and overnight use in the planning area would be similar to that found in the 
Custer National Forest (personal conversation, Lynn Hardy, BLM 2008) where an estimated 70 percent 
is day use, the majority of which is local day use. Average spending for day and overnight use on the 
Custer National Forest is assumed to be representative of daily recreation expenditures on BLM lands in 
the planning area where average spending per recreation visit for day trips was $21 and average spending 
per overnight visit was $90 (Stynes and White, 2005).  Using these data as a proxy of expenditures per 
recreation visit on BLM land in the planning area, it is estimated that average daily expenditures are $49 
and annual total expenditures are about $25 million. 

These expenditures would be split among the following economic sectors: lodging, restaurants, groceries, 
gas/oil, other transportation, activities, admissions/fees, and souvenirs. The response coeffi cients shown 
in Table 2-56 estimate how total employment and total labor income respond to changes in recreation use 
for the economic sectors associated with recreation use. It is estimated that for every 1,000 visits, about 
0.5 jobs and $12,600 in labor and proprietorʼs income is generated in the local economy. 

Government revenues received from the recreation program are associated with recreation use permits 
issued. In FY 2007, the BiFO issued 10 special recreation use permits and 1,164 other individual 
recreation use permits. Special recreation use permits for commercial activities brought in about $2,765, 
and other recreation use permits brought in $5,819. Total annual federal revenue associated with 
recreation use in FY 2007 was about $9,000.  None of these revenues received by the BiFO are distributed 
to the state or counties (Christina Miller, BLM, 2008).  BLM recreation fee guidance (IM 2005-063) 
identifies the goal of using fee revenues at sites of collection or within the fi eld office of collection). 
There were an estimated 79,000 recreation visits to Pompeys Pillar NM in FY 2008; about 20,000 of these 
visits were related to hunting, fishing, or wildlife viewing. About $35,000 in visitor fees were collected. 

Ecosystem Restoration 
Major activities associated with ecosystem restoration include treatment of invasive species and pest 
management, hazardous fuels treatments, and fire suppression and emergency stabilization. 
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Table 2-58 

FY 2007 Recreation Visits by Activity 


Activity Visits % of Total Consumer Surplus 

per visit* 

Total Consumer 

Surplus ($1000) 
General Recreation 

Backpacking 29,829 .06 $38.53 1,149 

Bicycling- mountain 13,832 .03 184.48 2,552 

Camping 32,398 .06 34.72 1,125 

Caving 5,052 .01 56.35 285 

Driving for pleasure 11,557 .02 23.58 273 

Environmental education 1,161 <.01 48.46 56 

Gather Non-commercial products 307 <.01 

Hang-gliding, parasailing 422 <.01 

Hiking, walking, running 77,810 .15 38.53 2,998 

Horseback riding 13,382 .03 48.46 648 

Interpretive programs 175 <.01 

Model airplane/rocket 33 <.01 

Nature study 1,047 <.01 23.58 25 

OHV- ATV 9,061 .02 22.81 207 

OHV- cars, trucks, SUVs 11,160 .02 69.74 778 

OHV-motorcycle 21,349 .04 

Photography 30,636 .06 23.58 

Picnicking 44,728 .09 28.27 

Power boating 1,295 <.01 53.68 69 

Racing-motorcyclyes 62 <.01 

Rock hounding/Mineral Collection 1,010 <.01 56.35 57 

Row, Float, Raft 3,886 .01 67.70 263 

Skiing-cross country; snowshoeing 1,890 <.01 

Snow play- general 1,473 <.01 

Snowmobiling 4,127 .01 
Specialized sport/event (non-motor) /event 
Gathering/Festival/Concert 

195 <.01 

Viewing- Other 46,729 .09 23.58 1102 

Viewing- Scenery/Landscapes 85 <.01 23.58 2 

SUBTOTAL 364,691 .72 

Fish and Wildlife Related Recreation 

Archery 10,239 .02 48.55 497 

Fishing- Freshwater 2,145 <.01 49.57 106 

Hunting- Big Game 80,441 .16 48.55 3,905 

Hunting- other 107 <.01 48.55 5 

Hunting- Upland Bird 14,079 .03 48.55 684 

Target Practice 12,765 .03 48.55 620 

Viewing Wildlife 23,462 .05 37.24 874 

Viewing wild horses 1,306 <.01 37.24 49 

SUBTOTAL 144,544 .28 

TOTAL 509,235 18,329 

Source: BLM, RMIS, 2008; * Updated Outdoor Recreation Use Values on National Forests and Other Public 
Lands, John Loomis, 2005. 
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Weed Treatments: Economic effects of invasive species and their treatments are related to their influence 
on range productivity, wildfire risk, attractiveness for recreation, and ultimately on how these impacts 
affect local employment, income, and government revenues.  Between 2003 and 2007, about 9,660 acres 
of public lands were treated at a cost of $200,200 (Melissa Passes, BLM, Oct. 2008). This averages about 
1,932 acres per year at an average cost of $40,038 per year.  The treatment costs average about $20.72 per 
acre. Typically, these funds are made available to counties for treatments. About 40 percent of these total 
funds are used to pay for operations; 60 percent are for labor. 

Fire Suppression and Fuels Treatments:  The cost of wildland fire suppression in the planning area 
depends on the number and size of fires. Most wildland fires are controlled in the initial attack stage, 
when they are relatively small. However, weather conditions, terrain, vegetation, and proximity to 
populated areas all contribute to the cost of fire suppression. In FY 2008, BLM spent almost $1.6 
million on wildland fire suppression in the planning area ($388,000 labor and $1.2 million operations) 
(BLM, Financial Management Information System, 2008). Operations costs associated with emergency 
stabilization following fire suppression were about $13,000. Restoration/fuel reduction efforts in 
Montana reduce fire hazard, improve ecological conditions of forested areas, and result in economic 
benefits that exceed the costs of reducing hazardous fuels (Keegan, C.E, C.E. Fiedler, and T.A. Morgan, 
2002). Table 2-59 shows a summary of average annual fuel treatments and costs for the BiFO. 

Table 2-59 
Fuels Treatments (2003-2008) 

Treatment type 
Acres/year 

(2003-2008) 
Contract/Force 

Account 
Cost/acre Totals/Year 

Mechanical treatment 
50 % contract $400/acre $130,200 

(WUI* & Non-WUI) 
651 

50% Force account $300/acre $97,650 

Prescribed Fire WUI 395 Force account $15/acre $5,903 

Prescribed Fire Non-WUI 1,095 Force account $20/acre $21,900 

Totals 2141 $255,653 

*Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) 

Timber Management 
Timber harvest from BLM lands in the planning area is relatively small.  Forest products harvested and 
sold are summarized in Table 2-60.  Four percent of the revenue from timber sales on public domain 
goes to the state, 76 percent to the Bureau of Reclamation, and 20 percent to the U.S. Treasury.  The 
distribution of revenue from salvage sales is different (i.e., four percent of revenue from timber sales on 
public domain goes to the state, and 96 percent goes to BLM). 
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Table 2-60
 
Forest Products Harvested and Sold in the Planning Area (1994-2008)
 

Forest Product Unit Total Volume Average/Year Average Price/ 
Unit 

Total 

Saw timber: Douglas fi r & 
lodgepole pine 

mbf 1,261 84 $76/mbf $95,380 

Pulp wood ton 220 11 $7.60/ton $1,680 

Post and pole mbf 24 1.6 $66./mbf $1,584 

Biomass tons 300 *150 $ .01/ton $3 

Juniper lbs 16,530 1,102 $.05/lb $100 

Fuelwood cords 479 32 $ 5.00/cord $2,395 

Christmas Trees ea 0 0 $0 ea $0 
Averages reflect 15 years… 1994-2008 
* Biomass sold only during 2007-2008 

Lands and Realty Actions 
In 2007, the BLM issued or renewed eight rights-of-way for infrastructure in support of economic 
activities in the planning area. 2007 is representative of the annual BLM rental revenues received for 
federal rights-of-way.  These rights-of-way covered almost 6,097 acres, and the BLM received about 
$ 22,000 in rental income.  Types of rights-of-way and amount of rental income by type are presented 
in Table 2-61.  The most common types of rights-of-way were for O&G pipelines and power lines, 
which generate the most rental income. None of these revenues are distributed to state, county, or local 
governments. It is important to recognize that while these rights-of-way may not generate much rental 
revenue, they do support infrastructure that is very important to local economic activity. 

Table 2-61
 
Federal Rights-of-Way Revenues by Type
 

Type Annual Rental Income Number of R-O-W Total Acres 

Powerlines $2,281 8 120 

Telecommunication Lines 27 2 1 

Roads/Highways 232 5 10 

Communication Sites 1,800 1 <1 

O & G Pipelines 11,119 18 643 

Water Facilities 86 4 4 

Wind Energy 6,097 1 6,097 

Total $21,642 39 6,876 
Source: Lands & Realty Database (LR2000) 

Direct BLM Contributions to Area Economic Activity 
BLM operations and management make a direct contribution to area economic activity by employing 
people who reside in the area and by expending dollars on other non-personnel needs. Management of 
BLM lands and resources is carried out by professional and administrative employees who are stationed 

160
 



 

in Billings. In FY 2008, the BiFO (including Pompeys Pillar NM) had positions for 35 permanent 
employees and 27 other than permanent; the BLM spent $3.1 million for labor and $3.3 million on 
operations. Total expenditures for the BiFO (including Pompeys Pillar) were about $6.4 million.  Annual 
public revenues from visitor fees collected by the BLM at Pompeys Pillar were about $35,000 and special 
recreation fees collected at Shepherd Ah Nei fee area were approximately $8,000. 

Payment to counties from BLM land management activities and public land and minerals uses are 
displayed in Table 2-62.  Payments in lieu of taxes (PILT) and disbursement of mineral payments are the 
largest revenues that go to the counties.  PILT payments are made to counties to compensate for federal 
lands that are exempt from local property taxes. Payment amounts are based on a complex formula that 
considers, among other things, revenue sharing from the previous year, county population, and acreage of 
federal ownership in a county.  Total PILT payments to the eight counties in the planning area amounted 
to almost $2.3 million in 2008. Of this, PILT payments related to BLM- managed lands amounted to 
almost $709,000. Disbursement of mineral payments was over $1.7million. Activities occurring on or 
associated with BLM land and mineral resource uses supported an estimated 572 jobs and $22.1 million 
in labor income (FEAST/IMPLAN, 2006). BLM land/minerals use-related jobs and income amounted to 
less than one half of one percent of area totals. The resource uses generating most of the employment and 
income are related to recreation and mining (including O&G). 

Table 2-63 displays the current role of BLM-related contributions to the area economy by major BLM 
program area. It is important to recognize that in some counties, the contributions are greater (generally 
where there are more public lands and minerals and resource uses) and in some counties the contributions 
are less (generally where there are less public lands and minerals and resource uses). Table 2-64 displays 
the current role of BLM-related contributions to the local economy by major industrial sectors. 

Table 2-62 
Payments to Counties from BLM-Related Land/Mineral Uses 

County/Area 

BLM 
Management 
-Related 2008 

PILT * 

10-Year Average Annual 
Grazing Fee Disbursement 

@ $1.35 per AUM 

2008 Mineral 
Disbursements** 

Planning Area $708,874 $9,590 1,743,058 

Big Horn 8,742 66 0 

Carbon 298,997 1,889 1,566,019 

Golden Valley 16,802 23 24,222 

Musselshell 173,007 3,862 122,513 

Stillwater 11,782 533 24,133 

Sweet Grass 28,326 1,476 0 

Wheatland 2,513 111 707 

Yellowstone 168,705 1,603 5,464 

Source: *USDI, 2008; ** 
**MMS, 2008 
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Table 2-63
 
Billings Field Office Related Employment, and Income by Major BLM Program Area
 

Resource/Program Area BLM-Related Jobs BLM-Related Income ($1,000) 

Recreation 295 7,398 

Pompeys Pillar 

Grazing 11 229 

Timber 6 194 

Minerals 130 8,893 

Ecosystem Restoration 7 182 

Payments to States/Counties 38 1,666 

BLM Expenditures 84 3,588 

Total Resource Management 572 22,149 

BLM as a Percent of Total 0.39% 0.38% 
Source: Forest Economic Analysis Spreadsheet Tool (FEAST), 2008 

Other Economic Considerations 
BLM management may also affect non-market values associated with unique resources and protected 
areas. These non-market values include natural amenities and quality of life, non-use values, bequest 
values, and ecosystem services. 

Non-Market Values:  Natural amenities and quality of life have been increasingly recognized as important 
factors in the economic prospects of many rural communities in the West and elsewhere (Rudzitis and 
Johnson, 2000). While natural amenities and quality of life do not directly generate income in the 
same way as, for example, O&G development, they do attract and keep residents, and they may attract 
new businesses. Open spaces, scenery, and protected lands are important to residents of Montana and 
throughout the Rocky Mountain West and may also contribute to healthy economies and lifestyles 
(Sonoran Institute, 2003). This relationship is difficult to quantify as is assessing the effects of different 
management actions on the economic activities that these amenities are believed to indirectly generate. 

Non-Use Values:  Non-use values represent values that individuals assign to a resource independent of 
the use of that resource. These types of values, which include existence, option, and bequest values, are 
usually measured via surveys that ask people how much they would be willing to pay to have a particular 
area preserved or designated as wilderness. These values represent the value that individuals obtain from 
knowing that a resource exists, knowing that it would be available to use in the future, and knowing that it 
would be left for future generations. Non-use studies are usually conducted for specific natural areas and 
willingness-to-pay estimates for protection or designation have identified a wide range of values (Krieger, 
2001; Loomis and Richardson, 2001). 
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Table 2-64

 Current Role of BLM-Related Contributions to the Area Economy
 

Industry 

Employment (jobs) Labor Income (Thousands of  2008 dollars) 

Employment 

(Area Total) 
BLM-Related 

BLM Share of 

Industry (%) 

Income 

(Area Total) 
BLM-Related 

BLM Share of 

Industry (%) 

Agriculture 6,834 23 0.34 112,682 486 0.43 

Mining 5,597 66 1.17 618,145 6,808 1.10 

Utilities 613 2 0.28 58,876 168 0.29 

Construction 10,849 3 0.02 445,783 107 0.02 

Manufacturing 5,893 7 0.12 377,009 312 0.08 

Wholesale Trade 6,494 13 0.20 363,462 735 0.20 

Transportation & 
Warehousing 

5,516 13 0.24 258,695 578 0.22 

Retail Trade 16,909 62 0.36 432,107 1,450 0.34 

Information 2,184 4 0.19 90,746 166 0.18 

Finance & 
Insurance 

4,714 7 0.16 251,761 444 0.18 

Real Estate & 
Rental & Leasing 

4,382 10 0.23 145,868 335 0.23 

Prof, Scientifi c, & 
Tech Services 

8,606 16 0.18 348,167 590 0.17 

Mgmt of Companies 70 0 0.35 3,440 12 0.35 

Admin, Waste 
Mgmt & Rem Serv 

8,877 13 0.15 178,560 255 0.14 

Educational 
Services 

1,125 3 0.24 19,461 47 0.24 

Health Care & 
Social Assistance 

15,026 27 0.18 726,867 1,230 0.17 

Arts, Entertainment, 
and Rec 

4,365 29 0.66 70,210 446 0.64 

Accommodation & 
Food Services 

11,695 146 1.25 185,397 2,362 1.27 

Other Services 8,687 23 0.26 151,052 373 0.25 

Government 18,140 106 0.59 955,780 5,245 0.55 

Total 146,576 572 0.39 5,794,068 22,149 0.38 

BLM as Percent of 
Total 

0.39% 0.38% 

The response coefficients shown in Table 2-56 indicate how total local employment and total local labor 
income respond to a $1000 change in local BLM expenditures. 
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CHAPTER 3 - CURRENT MANAGEMENT 

This chapter is a description of the current management direction provided by the existing RMP and 
associated planning and NEPA documents (Table 3-1).  Management direction from the existing RMP that 
is still valid will be carried forward in the Billings RMP as direction common to all alternatives.  Those 
management directions and actions from the existing RMP that are valid but may need some modification 
in wording or intent will be incorporated into the alternatives of the Billings RMP.  

Table 3-1
 
Billings 1984 RMP Amendments
 

Document Title Date 

Billings Resource Area RMP and Record of Decision (ROD) 1984 

Wilderness EIS for the Billings Resource Area 1988 

Amendment for Vegetation Treatments on BLM Lands in the Thirteen Western 
States (ROD) 

1991 

Pryor Mountain Herd Management Area Plan (activity plan and amendment) 1992 

Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP Amendment/EIS 1994 

Pompeys Pillar EA/Amendment 1996 

Amendment for Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management 

1997 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern EA and Amendment of the Billings, 
Powder River and South Dakota RMPs 

1999 

Pompeys Pillar Interpretive Center EA and Amendment 2002 

Sundance Lodge and Four Dances EA/Amendment 2002 

Amendment for Off-Highway Vehicles 2003 

Amendment for MT/DAKs Fire/Fuels Management Plan 2003 

Montana Final Statewide Oil and Gas EIS and Amendment for Powder River and 
Billings RMP 

2003 

Amendment for Wind Energy Development for BLM lands in the Western United 
States 

2005 

Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States Final EIS 2008 

Supplement to the Montana Statewide Oil and Gas EIS and Amendment of the 
Powder River and Billings RMPs. 

2008 

This chapter is divided into four sections: resources, resource uses, special designations, and social and 
economic conditions. Each of these sections contain the original RMP planned actions and maintenance 
or amendment actions that have taken place since 1984. Resource uses involve activities that use the 
natural, biological, and cultural components of the planning area, such as livestock grazing, recreation, 
and mineral development. Special designations are those areas that contain a formal designation, such as 
ACECs or WSAs.  
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Each section is mirrored in Chapters 3 and 4 of this AMS to assist in cross referencing current resource 
and resource use management with resource conditions and trends (Chapter 2) and management 
opportunities (Chapter 4). Collectively, these management actions represent current management 
of BLM-administered lands within the RMP planning area and will form the basis of the no action 
alternative in the RMP/EIS. This management direction would continue into the future without additional 
RMP changes. 

Plan Decision Guidance 

The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook 1601-1, Appendix C) provides specific and updated 
direction concerning LUP decisions that need to be made during the revision process.  The relevant 
decision guidance for each resource, resource use, and special designation are contained in Appendix A of 
this AMS.  The following is a brief summary of the types of decisions that are made in an RMP. 

The RMP will express desired outcomes or desired future conditions in terms of specific goals, standards, 
and objectives. These will direct the BLMʼs actions most effectively in meeting legal mandates, such 
as the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), numerous regulatory responsibilities, national policy 
(including BLM strategic plan goals), state director guidance (see 43 CFR 1610.0-4 [b]), and other 
resource or social needs. 

The RMP will identify goals and objectives.  Goals are generally broad statements of desired conditions, 
such as maintaining ecosystem health and productivity, promoting community stability, and ensuring 
sustainable development; they are often not quantifiable. Standards are descriptions of physical and 
biological conditions or the degree of function required for healthy lands and sustainable uses; standards 
may address both site-specific and landscape or watershed-scale conditions. Objectives identify specific 
desired conditions for resources; establish desired time frames, as appropriate; and use quantifiable 
measures whenever practical. 

The RMP will identify appropriate uses, or allocations, that are allowable on BLM-managed lands.  
These allocations will identify surface lands and subsurface mineral interests where uses are allowed, 
including any restrictions that may be needed to meet goals, standards and objectives. It will also identify 
lands where specific uses are excluded to protect resource values. Certain lands may be open or closed 
to specific uses based on legislative, regulatory, or policy requirements, or criteria to protect sensitive 
resource values. If LUPs close areas of 100,000 acres or greater to a particular use, Congress must be 
notified of the closure, as prescribed in 43 CFR 1610.6. 

The RMP will identify management actions that would likely be needed to achieve desired outcomes of 
the plan. These actions may include proactive measures, such as those that could be taken to enhance 
watershed function and condition or reasonable development scenarios for allowable uses, such as 
motorized trails, mineral development, recreation, timber harvest, utility corridors, and livestock grazing. 
These management actions provide a context for the LUPʼs decisions, an analytical base for the NEPA 
analysis, and a basis for future budgeting and resource requests. 

In the RMP, the BLM will establish administrative designations or recommendations for ACECs, research 
natural areas (RNAs), and national natural landmarks and, where appropriate, will recommend or making 
findings of suitability for congressional designations, such as WSR status.  

The Billings Resource Area RMP was approved in 1984.  This RMP provides management direction for 
approximately 428,000 acres of BLM-administered public lands within the BiFO. Since approved in 
1984, the RMP has been amended 12 times (Table 3-1).  
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CHAPTER 3 - CURRENT MANAGEMENT
 

3.1 RESOURCES 

3.1.1 Air Quality 

Management Objective 
The management objective is to limit air quality degradation in the planning area by ensuring that public 
land use activities are in compliance with federal, state, and local laws and policies. 

Management Actions 
Billings RMP (1984). Local management actions are analyzed to ensure that proposals comply with all 
applicable local, state, and federal regulations to limit air quality degradation. 

Current Management Practices 
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act provides authority and calls on BLM to provide 
for compliance with applicable pollution control laws, including state and federal air, standards or 
implementation plans in the development or revision of LUPs (Section 202(c)(8)). The act further directs 
the secretary to take action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands (Section 
302 (b)). The objective of this policy is to manage public lands in a manner that will protect the quality 
of . . . air and atmospheric . . . values (Section 102 (8)). The Clean Air Act of 1970 (amended 1977, 1990) 
set the standards for air quality and requires federal agencies to comply with all applicable air quality 
laws, regulations, standards, and implementation plans (Clean Air Act , Section 118). 

The Montana DEQ has primacy over federal agencies for management of air quality resources within 
the planning area. Existing DEQ programs cover all aspects of air quality management in the area. 
Yellowstone County manages air quality within the county boundaries and is responsible for compliance 
with state and federal standards. Adherence to DEQ standards is required by law.  Air quality standards 
are maintained by the State of Montana. When necessary, the state regulates emissions through its State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality by applying the appropriate rule(s). The EPA provides oversight 
responsibility during this process and has approval authority over the SIP.  State standards enforced in the 
planning area must be as strict as or stricter than federal standards. BLM manages lands in the planning 
area to comply with local, state, and federal standards and laws. 

BLM management actions or use authorizations are reviewed on an individual basis to ensure they do 
not contribute to air pollution that violates the quantitative or narrative Montana Air Quality Standards or 
contributes to deterioration of air quality in selected class areas as indicated in Section 176(c) of the Clean 
Air Act.  This means that air quality on public lands must help meet the goals as set out in the State of 
Montana Air Quality Control Implementation Plan. 

The Fire/Fuels Management EA/Amendment for MT/DAKs asserts that the most effective means of 
controlling emissions from wildland fires is to reduce the number of large catastrophic fi res through 
selective vegetation treatments, including managed natural fi res, prescribed fires, and mechanical 
treatments. Impacts associated with each BLM project are minimized through review of site-specifi c plans 
for compliance with applicable laws and policies and are coordinated with the Montana/Idaho Executive 
Airshed Board, which manages regional smoke impacts and smoke management for prescribed fires. 

The Yellowstone County, air pollution control plan, developed in 1970 (amended 1999) regulates open 
burning, including permit requirements. The Open Burning Regulation is listed as Regulation Number 
002 in the Yellowstone County Air Pollution Control (YCAPC) program.  This regulation allows YCAPC 
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to require the use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) on some permits to limit emissions 
through a variety of methods including prioritizing burns as to air quality impact and assigning control 
techniques accordingly.  The regulations also dictate the times of the year during which open burning is 
limited. 

3.1.2 Geology 

The 1984 RMP did not specifically address management objectives or management actions for geologic 
resources nor did any of the subsequent amendments. 

3.1.3 Soil Resources 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 Billings RMP identifies the following soils management objectives and actions: 

• 	 Stabilize watershed conditions where grazing management or range condition is contributing to 
excessive erosion (p. 16). 

Management Actions 
1984 Billings RMP: 

• 	Resolve conflicts between off-road vehicle (OHV) users and adjacent landowners by permanently 
closing a 70 acre tract in the South Hills (p. 39). 

• 	 Protect fragile soils in the Pryor Mountains by closing 50,000 acres to travel except for 
designated open roads and authorized use (p. 39). 

• 	 Protect soils in the Acton area by limiting OHV use to existing roads/trails and authorized use (p. 
39). 

• 	 The Shepherd Ah Nei area, east of the county road would be designated as limited to authorized 
use. The OHV use in the northern portion of the Ah-Nei west of the county road would be limited 
to designated roads and trails. 

• 	 Remaining lands would remain open to OHV use (p. 39). 

The OHV EIS/Plan Amendment amended the 1984 Billings RMP to include all lands not closed to OHV 
to limiting travel to existing roads and trails (thereby minimizing soils/surface disturbance). 

The Sundance Lodge and Four Dances Area EA/Amendment (May 2002), ROD p.2, limits OHV use 
(including bicycles) to administrative or authorized uses including farming or to make the area fully 
usable in both the Sundance Lodge and Four Dances Areas. 

3.1.4 Water Resources 

Management Objectives 
Management actions in the planning area are guided by the following laws, administrative rules, and 
plans: 

• 	 Resource Area Management Plan for the Billings Resource Area (1984):  The BLM wildlife 
habitat management program places special emphasis on wetland, riparian and existing or 
potential fisheries habitat (ROD, September 1984, p 25). 
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• 	 Executive Order: 11988 -- Floodplain Management; Section 2(a-d). (1977) 

• 	 Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Montana, 
North Dakota and South Dakota (Miles City Standard #3). 1997 

• 	 Montana Non-Point Management Plan 

• 	 Montana Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

• 	Stream Protection Act 

• 	 Natural Streambed and Land Preservation Act, 310 permit program 1989 

• 	 Montana Water Quality Act (75-5-101 et seq., MCA).  This law provides a framework for 
classification of surface and ground water, establishes surface and ground water quality standards, 
and provides for a permit program to control discharge of pollutants into state waters.  State 
waters are required to be free of discharges that create toxic concentrations harmful to human, 
animal, plant, and aquatic life. 

• 	 Montana State Law (MCA 75-5-703) 

• 	 Montana Streamside Management Zone Laws and Rules. 2006. 

• 	 Montana Agricultural Chemical Ground Water Protection Act – The Montana Agricultural 
Chemical Ground Water Protection Act (MACGPA) was adopted by the 1989 legislature and 
implemented on January 1, 1990. Administered jointly by the MDA and the MDHES, the 
act charges the MDA with the development of agricultural chemical ground water plans and 
monitoring programs and MDHES with adoption of ground water quality standards and ground 
water monitoring requirements. Each agency administers enforcement provisions under the Act. 

• 	 Off-Highway Vehicle EIS.  2001 

• 	 Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (16.U.S.C.  1001-1009) 

• 	 Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251) 

• 	Unified National Program for Floodplain Management of the Water Resources Council 

• 	 National Flood Insurance Program (Section 2(d) 

• 	 Administrative Rules of Montana (Sections 17) 

Surface Water 
BLM manages water resources to maintain or improve surface water resources consistent with applicable 
state and federal standards and regulations. Management of water resources on BLM-administered 
lands follow the principles set forth in the Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management for Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota (Miles City Standard #3) and in 
compliance with the Montana Non-Point Management Plan. Water quality can be affected by either point 
sources or non-point sources. These sources are regulated by the state under the Montana Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (MPDES).  Non-point sources are those that cannot be tied to an exact 
discharge point.  The BLM is the designated management agency for addressing non-point source 
pollution on BLM managed lands. These sources are managed in accordance with the Montana Non
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point Source Management Plan and MOUs between the DEQ and BLM. The Montana/BLM MOU has 
two directives that relative to activities on BLM administered lands: 

• 	 Participate in the development, implementation, and monitoring of water quality restoration plans 
and TMDLs in watershed planning areas in which BLM is a significant land manager or water 
user. 

• 	 Implement best management and/or restoration practices to meet targets identified in approved 
water quality restoration/TMDL plans. 

The DNRC enforces the Streamside Management Act; the MTFWP implements the Stream Protection 
Act; the Department of Agriculture develops and implements regulations and programs regarding the 
appropriate application of pesticides; and conservation districts administer the Natural Streambed and 
Land Preservation Act.  Best management practices (BMPs) are the primary mechanism for addressing 
non-point source pollution. All actions are conducted in accordance with Montana Stream Zone laws. 

TDMLs 
Under Montana state law, an impaired water body is a water body or stream segment for which 
sufficient credible data shows that the water body or stream segment is failing to achieve compliance 
with applicable water quality standards (Montana Water Quality Act; Section 75-5-103).  Furthermore, 
state law directs the DEQ to develop TMDLs for impaired water bodies (Montana Water Quality Act; 
Section 75-5-703). A TMDL is the allowable pollutant loading from all sources (point, nonpoint, and 
natural background) established at a level necessary to achieve compliance with applicable surface water 
quality standards (75-5-103 (32)). Montana state law (MCA 75-5-703) directs DEQ to develop TMDLs 
for impaired or threatened water bodies, and TMDL development is also required for these water bodies 
under the federal Clean Water Act. The TMDL accounts for loads from point and non-point sources in 
addition to natural background loads. 

Management approaches used to reduce nonpoint pollutants include methods, and practices intended 
to achieve standards by reducing or eliminating adverse impacts to water resources. The use of BMPʼs 
at the planning and project level reduces contributions to nonpoint pollutants on public lands. Range 
improvements such as fencing, cattle guards, water supply improvements, reduced stocking rates, forestry 
projects and protection of riparian areas are examples of projects where BMPʼs are used to assure soil 
conservation and Stream Zone Management Law requirements are met or exceeded. 

Roads: Fine sediments in surface runoff from improperly located, designed, constructed, or inadequately 
maintained roads may enter stream channels. This sediment-laden runoff creates suspended or deposited 
sediments that impair drinking water uses, biological processes, and channel functions. Road related 
sediment may change stream morphology, biology, and other conditions. Sediment deposition may cause 
decreased channel function, shallow pool depths, increased channel widths, and poorly functioning pool 
habitat. These changes can result in increased water temperature and decreased biologic productivity. 

Poorly located, designed, constructed or maintained upland roads may cause chronic long term sediment 
delivery to streams. New construction of roads follows the guidelines and standards contained in the 
state regulations. Seasonal or year-long closures of specific road and trail sections are evaluated and 
implemented to reduce erosion and protect vegetation, notably the Shepherd Ah Nei OHV and Acton 
areas. 

Riparian areas 
Best management practices are utilized at the project level in order to more effectively protect existing 
wetland functions and resources. Examples of BMPs include grassed swales, retention ponds, and 
vegetated filter strips. Riparian areas are managed to meet achieve the standard provided in the Miles 
City Standards of the 1997 S&Gs. 
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Floodplains 
Proposed activities on federally administered lands or that may affect a floodplain must conform with 
Executive Order: 11988 -- Floodplain Management, Section 2(a-d).  Any action proposed or supported 
that is located in a floodplain must consider actions “to avoid adverse effects and incompatible 
developments in the floodplains.” Agency procedures shall incorporate the Unified National Program for 
Floodplain Management of the Water Resources Council and National Flood Insurance Program (Section 
2(d). In addition, section 3 (a) of this order mandates that at a minimum, the construction of federal 
structures and facilities must be in accordance with the standards and criteria and to be consistent with 
the intent of those promulgated under the National Flood Insurance Program, and shall deviate only to the 
extent that the standards of the flood insurance program are demonstrably inappropriate for a given type 
of structure or facility. 

Ground Water 

Management Actions     
The DOIʼs policy is to comply with the State of Montana water laws. The State of Montana began a 
statewide adjudication of all pre-1973 water rights in the early 1980ʼs. The BLM filed claims on all its 
existing water developments and all known natural sources (springs, pot holes, lakes, etc.) occurring on 
public land. More recent and proposed new water rights are acquired under the Montana water use permit 
system established by the 1972 Montana Constitution and the 1973 Water Use Act. There are a number of 
privately owned water rights located upon public lands within the area. Many of these were filed and held 
by grazing permittees. The Montana Water Court has determined that this is allowed under Montana water 
law. 

Climate 
Climate change could affect all sectors of water resources management since it may require changed 
design and operational assumptions about resource supplies, system demands, or performance 
requirements, and operational constraints. Climate change is not reliably predictable at this time, and 
present management is considered at the project level as required by NEPA. 

Adaptive management is an approach in which decisions are made sequentially over time and adjustments 
made as more information is known. This approach may be useful in dealing with the additional 
uncertainty introduced by potential climate change. 

3.1.5 Vegetative Communities 

Forests and Woodlands 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 RMP did not identify any management objectives for forests and woodlands; however, the 
following objectives are mentioned: 

• 	 Meet local demand for timber products through small negotiated sales. 
• 	 A total of 9,500 acres of forested land will be protected from cutting, except where needed for 

other resource value or concern such as watershed and wildlife habitat. 
• 	 Monitor designated areas. Monitoring will consist of annual inspections of forested lands for … 

possible insect infestations and disease epidemics. 

Rangelands 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 RMP did not specifically identify outcome-based management objectives for upland vegetation 
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(forests, rangelands, and woodlands). However, the 1984 RMP did list the following objectives that 
would enhance or restore vegetation through livestock management activities: 

• 	 Provide approximately 62,437 animal unit months (AUMs) of livestock forage to 333 operators. 
• 	 Develop 16 new AMPs. 
• 	 Implement sagebrush control, wells, fences and other site-specific range improvements that would 

implement AMPs to their fullest extent. 

Vegetation objectives were typically established in allotment specifi c AMPʼs and outcomes were in the 
form of increasing (or reducing) key species cover and composition. Monitoring data was quantitative and 
the resulting trend assessment was used to evaluate the management actions that were implemented in the 
plan. 

With the advent of the S&Gs, the BLM developed a more qualitative assessment protocol.  “Interpreting 
Indicators of Rangeland Health” (TR 1734-1 Ver.1) was developed in FY1998 and fully implemented in 
FY2005 (TR-1734-6 Ver.4). 

Management Actions 
With the exception of sagebrush control (burning), most structural improvements were implemented as 
planned. By the mid-1990s, most AMP revision and development had declined as funding and manpower 
declined in the agency.  Modification of the grazing permit/lease mandatory terms and conditions became 
the most efficient management tool. Additional allotment-specific terms and conditions could be added to 
the grazing permit/lease where needed. 

The following guidelines were developed in conjunction with the Standards for Public Land Health, and 
are fully applicable in any combination: 

Guidelines for grazing management are preferred or advisable approaches to grazing management 
practices determined to be appropriate to ensure that standards can be met or that significant progress can 
be made toward meeting the standard(s). 

Guidelines are provided to maintain or improve resource conditions in upland and riparian habitats 
available to livestock grazing. In both riparian and upland habitats, these guidelines focus on establishing 
proper functioning conditions. The application of these guidelines is dependent on individual 
management objectives. Desired future conditions in plant communities and streambank characteristics 
will be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

GUIDELINE #1: Grazing will be managed in a manner that will maintain the proper balance between 
soils, water, and vegetation over time.  This balance varies with location and management objectives, but 
acceptable levels of use can be developed that are compatible with resource objectives. 

GUIDELINE #2: Manage grazing to maintain watershed vegetation, biodiversity, and fl ood plain 
function. Maintain riparian vegetative cover and structure to trap and hold sediments during run-off 
events to rebuild streambanks, restore/recharge aquifers, and dissipate flood energy.  Promote deep-
rooted herbaceous vegetation to enhance streambank stability.  Where potential for woody shrub species 
(willows, dogwood, etc.) exists, promote their growth and expansion to aid in controlling animal access to 
streambanks, and to provide wildlife cover. 

GUIDELINE #3: Pastures and allotments will be identified based on their sensitivity and suitability for 
livestock grazing. Unsuitable or potentially unsuitable areas may be fenced into separate management 
areas, or managed more intensively. 
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GUIDELINE #4: Based on long-term monitoring, management strategies for livestock grazing will 
ensure that long-term resource capabilities can be sustained over time. Natural and management induced 
streambank alteration, end of season stubble heights, and utilization of herbaceous and woody vegetation 
are critical factors which must be evaluated in any grazing strategy.  These considerations are essential to 
achieving long-term vegetation or stream channel objectives. 

Where appropriate, acceptable levels of streambank alteration and herbaceous/woody utilization should 
be identified on a site-specific basis, and used as terms and conditions. Compatible seasons and duration 
of use, rest periods, stocking rates, structural facilities, and management activities can then be designed to 
ensure that standards are achieved. 

GUIDELINE #5: Frequency of grazing and extent of defoliations will be managed to promote desired 
plants and plant communities, based on the rate and physiological conditions of plant growth. To meet 
these plant growth considerations, the following could be applied: No grazing unit should be grazed for 
more than half the growing season of key plant species. Periods of use throughout the growing season 
(early, mid, late) should be alternated from year to year.  Defer each field from grazing until seeds 
set at least once every 3 years. The season of use should be alternated from year to year to allow for 
regeneration of woody and herbaceous species. Stages of plant growth, length of grazing period, target 
utilization levels, and frequency of grazing should be used to determine when livestock are ready to 
be moved to another grazing unit, instead of calendar dates. Caution should be used with early spring 
grazing use when soils and streambanks are wet and susceptible to compaction and physical damage that 
occurs with animal trampling. Likewise, late summer and fall treatments in woody shrub communities 
can result in excessive utilization. 

GUIDELINE #6: Monitoring is essential to determine if management guidelines and terms and 
conditions are meeting standards or making significant progress towards achieving standards. Monitoring 
data over time shall be used to make adjustments to grazing management as needed. In monitoring 
standards, Bureau of Land Management will consider the impacts of all multiple uses on public 
rangelands. 

GUIDELINE #7: The development of springs and seeps or other projects affecting water and associated 
resources shall be designed to protect the ecological functions and processes of those sites. 

GUIDELINE #8: Locate new facilities (e.g., corrals, water developments) away from riparian-wetland 
areas. 

GUIDELINE #9: When provided, supplemental salt and minerals should not be placed adjacent to 
watering locations or in riparian-wetland areas so not to adversely impact streambank stability, riparian 
vegetation, water quality, or other sensitive areas. Generally, salt and minerals should be placed in upland 
sites to draw livestock away from watering areas or other sensitive areas and to contribute to more 
uniform grazing distribution. 

GUIDELINE #10: For guidelines for noxious weed management refer to “Guidelines for Coordinated 
Management of Noxious Weeds in the Greater Yellowstone Area.” These guidelines provide a unified 
effort in developing a public awareness program; a prevention program; and a common inventory, 
mapping, monitoring, and reporting procedure. An overall management plan and specific action plans can 
be developed for logical units of land called weed management areas. 

Current Management, Monitoring, Marketing, Interpretation, and Partnerships 
Management of vegetation communities includes managing livestock grazing by implementing rest 
rotation and deferred rotation grazing systems. These grazing systems are implemented where range 
conditions improvements are needed and are used as appropriate actions to meet the Standards for 
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Rangeland Health in Montana/Dakotas. The grazing systems are designed to rest livestock grazing 
pastures at least once every three to four years. Grazing systems are also designed to change the time 
of grazing from year to year so the vegetation is not grazed during the same growth stage every year. 
Changing the season of use and implementing rest for the vegetation has proven to be advantageous for 
the vegetation and allows the vegetation to be vigorous and healthy and should result in an improvement 
in the range condition. Healthy vegetation is more capable of withstanding stress, such as drought, than 
vegetation that is in poor condition. 

Range improvement projects are designed and installed to improve the condition of the vegetation 
through water projects to improve the distribution of the livestock and fencing to regulate timing and 
duration of use. Range improvements, although designed for improving livestock grazing or wildlife 
habitat, have the additional benefits of helping other species in the area. 

The management objectives for the vegetation within the planning area are to improve the overall 
condition of the vegetation through improved grazing management, implement vegetation treatments for 
improving greater sage-grouse habitat, and increase the forage base for livestock and wildlife. Special 
attention would be paid to those management techniques that would increase critical winter habitat for 
big game, would enhance the number and quality of special status plant species, and would provide the 
proper conditions so the populations of special status plant species in the planning area can increase in 
number and quality.  One objective of vegetation management is to achieve a mix of vegetation types 
and a variety of age classes. An increase in the variety of vegetation types and age classes enhances 
the vegetationʼs ability to withstand disturbances. More specific wildlife habitat criteria would be met, 
increasing the variety and health of wildlife found within the planning area. 

The 1984 RMP/EIS identified three levels of range management. Monitoring has been specifically tied to 
these three levels. Objectives and monitoring by management level are detailed below. 

Management Level I (Improve the forage production and condition in grazing allotments that are in 
unsatisfactory condition. Improve this condition to meet Level I standards): 

• 	 Collect actual use, utilization, and climatic data. 
• 	 Collect trend data as grazing plans are developed. Post baseline trend monitoring would continue 

as funding, personnel, and time allow. 
• 	 Conduct compliance monitoring on all I allotments with implemented AMPʼs or grazing activity 

plans or this level. 

Management Level M (Maintain or improve forage production in grazing allotments that are currently in 
satisfactory condition.): 

• 	 Collect actual use, utilization, trend, and climatic data. Trend is collected on allotments as 
grazing plans or objectives are developed. Baseline and post baseline trend is performed when 
allowed by current priorities, funding, or lack of personnel/time constraints. 

• 	 Compliance checks are performed to ensure adherence to grazing authorization. 

Management Level C (Maintain the existing allotment situation and provide for management 
opportunities as needs arise for operators and other land use agencies). 

• 	 Perform periodic compliance checks to ensure that annual grazing authorizations are adhered 
to as necessary but only when there is no time, funding, or personnel constraints or when 
management priorities allow.  These compliance checks are currently and primarily being 
performed annually and only for M and I category allotments, due to Management Information 
System (MIS) obligations and management priorities or needs. 

The BiFO is in the ongoing process of completing land health assessments to evaluate all of the 
Rangeland Health Standards. Land health assessments are done on an allotment-by-allotment basis 
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and as a result occur on all allotments scheduled for grazing permit renewal each year.  Table 2-11 
lists allotments that have current land health assessments (monitoring) and the resulting standards 
conformance review determinations. 

 Riparian Areas and Wetlands 
Management Objectives 
The 1984 Billings ROD (p. 25) states, “The BLM wildlife habitat management program places special 
emphasis on, but is not limited to the protection, maintenance and enhancement of: critical habitats for 
big game, upland game birds and waterfowl; wetland and riparian habitats; existing or potential fisheries 
habitat; habitat for state or federally listed threatened and/or endangered species.” 

Since the finalization of the 1984 RMP, additional guidance has affected the management of riparian 
resources in the planning area. The Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management (1997) identified standards related to riparian areas and wetlands. 

Miles City Standard #2: Riparian areas and wetlands are in Proper Functioning Condition. Indicators, 
relative to the specific site, include the following: 

Hydrologic 
• 	 Floodplain is inundated in relatively frequent events. 

• 	Site-specific amount of streambank alteration. 

• 	Site-specific riparian zone width. 

• 	 Sinuousity, width/depth ratio, and gradient are in balance with the landscape setting. 

• Upland watershed contribution to riparian degredation. 

Erosion/Depostion 
• 	 Floodplain and channel characteristics; i.e., rocks, course and/or woody debris adequate to 

dissipate energy. 

• Point bars are revegetating. 

• Lateral stream movement is associated with natural sinuousity. 

• System is vertically stable. 

• Stream is in balance with water and sediment being supplied by the watershed. 

• Site-specific amount of bare stream banks not exceeded. 

Vegetation 
• 	 Diverse species composition and age structure of riparian vegetation 

• 	 Species present indicate maintenance of riparian soil moisture characteristics. 

• 	 Streambank vegetation is comprised of those plants or plant communities that have deep binding 
root masses capable of withstanding high streamfl ow events. 

• 	 Riparian vegetation exhibits high vigor 

• 	 Appropriate levels of riparian vegetation utilization 

• 	 Adequate vegetative cover is present to protect banks and dissipate energy during high flows. 
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Miles City Standard #5: Habitats are provided for healthy, productive, and diverse native plant and 
animal populations and communities. Habitats are improved or maintained for SSS. Indicators include 
the following: 

• 	 Plants and animals are diverse, vigorous and reproducing satisfactorily; noxious weeds are absent 
or insignificant in the overall plant community. 

• 	 An effective weed management program is in place. 

• 	 Spatial distribution of species is suitable to ensure reproductive capability and recovery. 

• 	 A variety of age classes are present. 

• 	 Connectivity of habitat or presence of corridors prevents habitat fragmentation. 

• 	 Diversity of species are represented. 

• 	 Plant communities in a variety of successional stages are represented across the landscape. 

BLM Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment ROD (February 1994) Appendix A pg 158 
No Surface Occupancy 
RESOURCE: Riparian/Hydrology 
STIPULATION:  Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within riparian areas, 100-year flood plains of 
major rivers, and on water bodies and streams. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect the unique biological and hydrological features associated with riparian areas, 
100-year flood plains of major rivers, and water bodies and streams. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator 
submits a plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be 
adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION:   The area affected by this stipulation may be modified by the authorized officer if it is 
determined that portions of the area do not include riparian areas, flood plains, or water bodies. 

WAIVER:  This stipulation may be waived by the authorized officer if it is determined that the entire 
leasehold does not include riparian areas, flood plains, or water bodies. 

Fire/Fuels Management EA/Amendment for MT/DAKs (2003) 
Sustain the ecological health and function of fire adapted ecosystems. 

• 	 Minimize the adverse effects of wildland fi re suppression. 
• 	Use fire and other fuels management methods to reduce hazardous fuels while meeting other 

resource objectives (e.g., restore degraded fish and wildlife habitat). 
• 	Guidelines Specific to Riparian, Water Quality and Aquatic Wildlife Health 

The BiFO Management Plan 2004 was not an RMP amendment but provides management goals and best 
practices. 

Goals and Objectives Common to All FMUs (Fire Management Unit) 

• 	 Protect, maintain, preserve and/or restore habitats necessary for the conservation of species and 
the ecosystems upon which they depend, to maintain viable and diverse populations of plants, 
animal and aquatic species, including SSS. 
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• 	 Improve ecosystem health and maintain or restore the range of ecological conditions in which 
native aquatic, vegetative, terrestrial and SSS evolved. 

• 	 Meet federal and state water quality standards and prevent degradation. 

• 	 Limit and/or minimize erosion in all fire management activities. 

• 	 Meet standards for rangeland health, including managing for PFC. 

• 	 Under BLM SSS policy (BLM Manual 6840), BLM shall ensure that actions authorized, funded 
or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to the need for listing a candidate or BLM Sensitive 
Species under the Endangered Species Act. 

• 	 Desired Future Conditions . . . all wetlands and riparian are in PFC, water quality meets Montana 
State Standards. 

Guidelines Specific to Riparian Health (Billings Field Office Fire Management Plan 2004): 


FM-A1: Site-specific assessments should determine appropriate buffer, or interim buffer of two site-

potential tree heights should be maintained around streams, ponds and lakes containing SSS in forested 

areas. See page 16 and Appendix D of the MT/DAK plan amendment (BLM 2003) for description of 

methods and rationale.
 

FM-A2 – FM-A4: Site-specific assessments should determine appropriate buffer, or interim buffer for 

ecosystems consisting of the body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian 

vegetation, or to the extent of the seasonally saturated soil, or to the extent of moderately and highly 

unstable areas, or to a distance equal to one site-potential tree height (whichever is greatest). See page 16 

and Appendix D of the MT/DAK plan amendment for description of methods and rationale.
 

Montana Streamside Management Zone Law (1991) 

A series of rules passed by the Montana Legislature to guide landowners in responsible timber harvest 

adjacent to and within “streamside management zones,” therefore creating a buffer around streams and 

wetlands to ensure riparian health and sufficient water quality to support the wildlife that depend on it.
 

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants 

Management Goals and Actions 
The 1984 RMP contained minimal discussion about invasive species.  Chemical treatment was the only 
viable option identified at that time. It was also mentioned that treatment of invasive species was applied 
to only 45 acres in a grazing allotment. The RMP did address the need for a coordinated noxious weed 
program among the BLM, local weed boards, and landowners. 

Through the years, guidance has been established and general best management practices have been 
applied throughout the planning area, as funding became available. 

Final Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM in 17 Western States Programmatic EIS (ROD, 
September 29, 2007).  In the planning area, noxious and invasive plant species are currently managed 
using an IWM approach. This approach includes prevention, early detection and rapid response 
strategies, priority inventory and treatment areas, and covers a three-year timeframe. The BLM, as well 
as other federal agencies, are required to prevent the introduction of invasive species; provide for their 
control; and minimize economic, ecological, and human impacts. 
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County Noxious Weed Control, Miles City District Office, Programmatic EA, EA-MT-020-98-2, February 
24, 1998. This document was used to implement integrated weed management within the planning area. 

The Billings fi eld office has implemented the requirements of the use of certified noxious weed seed-free 
forage within the planning area. EA/DR/FONSI MT-001-EA97, “Implementation of Requirements for 
Noxious Weed Seed-Free Forage on Public Lands in the Bureau of Land Management, Montana and the 
Dakotas, Federal Register, / Vol. 62, No. 200 / Friday, Oct 17, 1997 / Notices / Pages 54123 and 54124. 
The notice became effective November 17, 1997.  

3.1.6 Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 ROD (p.25-27) states, “The Billings Resource Area operates under a number of general wildlife 
habitat management objectives which are utilized Bureau-wide. Each objective is mandated and/or 
supported by specific Federal regulation or legislation. The BLM wildlife habitat management program 
places special emphasis on, but is not limited to the protection, maintenance and enhancement of: 

• 	 Crucial habitats for big game, upland game birds and waterfowl. 
• 	 Crucial habitats for nongame species of special interest and concern to state or other Federal 

agencies. 
• 	 Wetland riparian habitats. 
• 	 Existing or potential fi sheries habitat. 
• 	 Habitat for state or federally listed threatened and/or endangered species.” 

Management Actions 
The following management actions are being implemented and are ongoing. 

Five upland game bird watering devices will be installed in areas where watering sources are unavailable 
and no other watering facilities are planned for development. Fifty waterfowl nesting islands will be 
constructed in existing reservoirs in Musselshell and Yellowstone counties.  Seven existing reservoirs 
will be fenced to achieve desirable aquatic habitat for waterfowl and shore birds. Of these seven, three 
reservoirs will be fenced on the upper 1/3 to include approximately 50 upland acres per reservoir.  
Twenty-five acres of dense nesting cover will be planted adjacent to Big Lake. Twenty raptor nest 
sites will be installed adjacent to 10 prairie dog colonies and selected locations within the Yellowstone 
River Valley.  If suitable locations are found, three fisheries reservoirs will be constructed near urban 
communities. With the use of acceptable grazing systems, 80 percent of the woody fl oodplain type 
of vegetative composition totaling approximately 41 miles within the “I” category allotments will be 
maintained or improved to good or excellent range condition. 

The maintenance of existing facilities will be completed as needed and will receive priority for available 
funding over the construction of the above-mentioned new project developments. 

Habitat Management Plans 
A habitat management plan will be developed for chucker partridge.  In the long-term, consideration will 
also be given to developing habitat management plans for such species as mule deer, pronghorn antelope, 
bighorn sheep, greater sage-grouse, sharptail grouse, waterfowl, raptors, prairie dogs, and fisheries. 
These species have been selected due to their uniqueness in the resource area, obvious opportunities for 
enhancement, or public demands for increased availability.  Completion of these plans will be dependent 
upon need, availability of funding, and manpower. 
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Upon identification of an occupied habitat area for any T&E species, or pursuant to any relocation efforts 
for a T&E species, priority will be given to the development of a habitat management plan for that 
species. 

Land Acquisition 
A program to identify a limited amount of non-bureau lands desirable for fish and wildlife habitat will 
be initiated. Attention will be focused on waterfowl nesting areas such as Halfbreed and Big Lake, big 
game winter ranges, high value upland game bird habitat, active and/or potential fisheries habitats, and 
important nongame and T&E species habitats.  Future acquisition of these lands will occur predominately 
through land exchange. 

Coordination 
All major wildlife habitat enhancement projects will be coordinated with regional personnel of the 
MTFWP.  As mandated in a joint memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the MTFWP, all projects 
involving vegetative manipulation will be presented to the regional personnel for comments and 
recommendations in advance of project initiation. 

Informal and formal consultation with the USFWS will be initiated on all proposed actions which may 
affect any federally listed threatened or endangered species.  Consultation will be done in accordance 
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended.  A state-federal interagency team of wildlife 
biologists has been established to review and make final recommendations on the application of the 
federal coal program wildlife unsuitability criteria for the Bull Mountain area. This effort will be 
continued in consultation with the USFWS and the MTFWP. 

Monitoring 
The wildlife program will focus on completing 60,000 acres of terrestrial habitat monitoring yearly.  
This will allow a three-year cyclic collection and update of habitat condition on all big game winter 
concentration areas, upland game bird nesting areas, the PMWHR, the 24 implemented AMPs, and 
those “I” and “M” allotments in which potential habitat conflicts exist. Surveys will be conducted in 
12 selected waterfowl concentration areas to collect utilization and average annual brood numbers. 
Approximately 300 acres of known prairie dog colonies will be surveyed annually for the occurrence of 
black-footed ferrets and to updated colony size data. Due to the relatively small acreages of prairie dog 
towns on public lands, this intensity will provide a minimum of a three-year cyclic update of all colonies. 

Approximately 10 miles of streams with active fisheries will be surveyed per year to collect species 
occurrence and habitat condition data. This effort will be concentrate on the Musselshell, Clarks Fork, 
Yellowstone, Sage Creek, Crooked Creek and Bad Canyon Creek drainages.  Three reservoirs will be 
surveyed annually to determine their suitability for fisheries stocking. A very limited number of existing 
reservoirs have fisheries potential and at this intensity, all those possessing potential can be evaluated in 
the short term. 

Implementation Priorities 
1. 	 Monitor, maintain or improve sensitive habitats for threatened or endangered species (bald eagle, 

black-footed ferret, peregrine falcon). Upon identification of an occupied habitat area or introduction 
of any T&E species into an area, a habitat management plan will be initiated immediately. 

2. 	 Monitor, maintain or improve crucial winter ranges for pronghorn antelope and mule deer focusing 
initially on the “I” and “M” category allotments. Monitor, maintain or improve crucial habitat for 
mule deer, black bear, and bighorn sheep in the PMWHR. 

Monitor, maintain, or improve upland game bird nesting sites (grouse, chukar partridge, sharptail 
grouse). This effort will focus initially on the “I” and “M” category allotments. 
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Monitor, maintain, or improve waterfowl nesting habitat.  This effort will focus initially on the Big 
Lake complex and 12 concentration areas located in Musselshell County, Montana. 

Monitor, maintain, or improve known, active fisheries habitat. This effort will focus initially on 
Crooked Creek and Bad Canyon Creek. 

3. 	 Maintain all existing wildlife habitat improvement facilities. This effort will focus on guzzlers, 
exclosures, waterfowl nesting islands, and antelope passes. 

4. 	 Maintain or improve 80 percent of 41 miles of woody floodplain riparian habitat to good or excellent 
range condition, utilizing acceptable grazing systems and fencing where needed. 

5. 	 Initiate development of new wildlife habitat enhancement projects. Over the long term, these would 
include five upland game bird watering devices, 50 waterfowl nesting islands, fencing seven existing 
reservoirs to protect aquatic vegetation, planting 25 acres of dense nesting cover, installing 20 raptor 
perches, and building three fi sheries reservoirs. 

6. 	 Develop a habitat management plan for chukar partridge. This plan would set forth management 
actions aimed at the southcentral portion of the resource area in Carbon County, Montana. 

7. 	 Identify lands suitable for acquisition as high value wildlife habitat. Attention would be focused on 
T&E species habitat, waterfowl nesting/resting habitat, and crucial big game and upland game bird 
habitats. 

Support 
Monitoring for all wildlife species will be closely coordinated with the MTFWP.  Any action having an 
effect on T&E species habitat will be brought to the attention of the USFWS, which will be consulted to 
render an opinion in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

Project development will require input from all resource programs to assess impacts through a defined 
process. Additionally, purchasing support, contracting, survey and design and project inspection 
support will be required. The development of an HMP for chukar partridge will require support from all 
resource programs to assess potential impacts. Input from the MTFWP will also be requested.  As lands 
are identified for acquisition, the realty program will be given the lead to identify lands available for 
exchange and develop the feasibility report/land report. Input from such agencies as USFWS, MTFWP, 
and Ducks Unlimited may be requested. 

1984 Billings RMP (Grazing Management) - pg.22 
Any action or project having an effect on T&E species habitat will be brought to the attention of the 
USFWS, which will be consulted to render an opinion in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act.  Vegetation manipulation or sagebrush burning will require input from MTFWP. 

Standards for Rangeland Health – Miles City and Billings (August 1997) 
Standards are statements of physical and biological condition or degree of function required for healthy 
sustainable rangelands. Achieving or making significant progress towards these functions and conditions 
is required of all uses of public rangelands. Historical data, when available, should be utilized when 
assessing standards. 

Miles City Standard #1: Uplands are in proper functioning condition. 
This means that soils are stable and provide for the capture, storage and safe release of water appropriate 
to soil type, climate and landform. The amount and distribution of ground cover (i.e., litter, live and 
standing dead vegetation, micro-biotic crusts, and rocks/gravel) for identified ecological site(s) or soil 
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plant associations is appropriate for soil stability.  Evidence of accelerated erosion in the form of rills 
and/or gullies, erosional pedestals, flow patterns, physical soil crusts/surface sealing and compaction 
layers below the soil surface is minimal. Ecological processes including hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle 
and energy flow are maintained and support healthy biotic populations. Plants are vigorous, biomass 
production is near potential and there is a diversity of species characteristic of and appropriate to the site. 

As indicated by: 
Physical Environment - erosional flow patterns; - surface litter; - soil movement by water and wind; -
infiltration; - soil crusting and surface sealing; - compaction layer; - rills; - gullies; - cover amount; and 
- cover distribution. 

Biotic Environment - community diversity; - community structure; - exotic plants; - photosynthesis 
activity; - plant status; - seed production; - recruitment; and - nutrient cycle. 

Guidelines 
Guidelines for grazing management are preferred or advisable approaches to grazing management 

practices determined to be appropriate to ensure that standards can be met or that significant progress can 

be made toward meeting the standard(s). 


Guidelines are provided to maintain or improve resource conditions in upland and riparian habitats 

available to livestock grazing. In both riparian and upland habitats, these guidelines focus on establishing 

proper functioning conditions. The application of these guidelines is dependent on individual management 

objectives. Desired future conditions in plant communities and streambank characteristics will be 

determined on a case-by-case basis. 


Miles City Guideline #2: Manage grazing to maintain watershed vegetation, biodiversity, and flood 

plain function. Maintain riparian vegetative cover and structure to trap and hold sediments during run
off events to rebuild streambanks, restore/recharge aquifers, and dissipate flood energy.  Promote deep-

rooted herbaceous vegetation to enhance streambank stability. Where potential for woody shrub species 

(willows, dogwood, etc.) exists, promote their growth and expansion to aid in controlling animal access to 

streambanks, and to provide wildlife cover. 


Miles City Guideline #11:  Grazing management practices should maintain or promote the interaction of 

the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle and energy flow that will support the appropriate types and amounts 

of soil organisms, plants, and animals appropriate to soil type, climate and landform. 


Miles City Guideline #14: Grazing management practices should maintain or promote physical, 

ecological and biological functions and conditions to sustain native plant and animal communities.
 

Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment /ROD (February 1994) pp 9-19.
 
No surface occupancy stipulations are used to protect raptor nests, grouse breeding sites (leks), riparian 

areas, flood plains, wetlands, and reservoir fisheries.
 

Timing limitations designed to protect crucial habitat during birthing, fledgling and nesting (big game 

species, raptor and grouse species). 


Fire/Fuels Management Plan EA/Plan Amendment for Montana and the Dakotas – pages 103 to 104)
 
• 	 Rehabilitation after wildland fire: Consistent with Department Policy on Burned Area 

Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR), the following factors affecting  wildlife are 
addressed through the ESR process: 

• 	 Emergency stabilization or rehabilitation actions are generally undertaken to reduce risks 

significantly or to improve lands unlikely to recover naturally.
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• 	 If natural recovery is unlikely, plantings or seeding may be used for stabilization, to prevent 
T&E or other SSS habitat from being permanently impaired, or to facilitate natural succession of 
vegetative communities that were largely native before the fire but would be subject to aggressive 
invasion of non-native species after the fire. 

• 	 Native species are considered preferable where plantings or seeding are necessary. 

Design features are standard operating procedures or criteria applied to proposed projects on public lands. 
The objective of the design features is to provide guidance for the protection of wildlife and habitat 
that are not provided in other planning or guidance. T&E species protection is provided by recovery or 
conservation plans and is described in other sections of this plan. These design criteria were developed 
for species or habitat or habitat not designated or protected under SSS programs. 

Design Features for Wildland Fire Suppression and Rehabilitation:  the features listed below are 
designated to minimize wildlife habitat loss during wildland fire and wildland fi re suppression. 

Design Features for wildland fi re response: 
• 	Give wildland fire suppression priority to designated known wildlife habitat, especially 

known SSS habitat, unless doing so would compromise protection of human life or 
property. 

• 	 Use direct attack tactics when it is safe and effective at minimizing the amount of wildlife 
habitat imperiled by wildland fire. 

• 	 Retain unburned areas (including interior islands and patches between roads and fire 
perimeter) of wildlife habitat, unless doing so would compromise safety, resource 
protection, or wildfire control objectives. 

• 	 Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) (See Red Book for description) or light-
on-the land tactics should be considered during fire suppression in high-priority wildlife 
habitat (such as sagebrush habitats).

 Design Features for fuels management: 
• 	 Fuels projects should be designated to enhance wildlife species and habitat diversity in 

conjunction with fuels management objectives by: 
• 	 Burning in a mosaic pattern to create ecotones or edge effect in vegetation. 
• 	 Using mechanical treatments to create diversity in burn patterns in areas where fuel type 

and loadings are contiguous.

 Grassland features: 
• 	 If treatment areas are dominated by exotic annual grasses (such as cheatgrass) projects 

should include restoration and, if necessary, reseeding to re-establish native vegetation. 

Forestland and woodland features: 
• 	 General: Treatments should maintain snags and down woody debris as important habitat 

features. The amount of snags and debris should be based on apparent natural occurrence 
in the larger area surrounding fuels projects. 

• 	 Aspen: Fuels treatments in aspen stands could be used to improve vigor, stimulate 
regeneration, increase vegetative diversity, and preserve the genetics of aspen clones in 
degraded aspen stands. 
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• 	 Juniper: To achieve fuels management benefits while minimizing impact to wildlife, 
treatments should focus on dense young juniper as opposed to mature, large juniper.  Data 
from Maser and Gashwiler (1977) suggest that mature or old and decadent juniper stands 
harbored the most avian and mammal species. Additionally, Sauder (2002) found that 
areas with high densities of young juniper have the lowest abundance and diversity of 
birds. Manage ecotones to have juniper with prominent shrub understories to promote 
wildlife diversity. 

Shrubland features: 
• 	 Sagebrush: Vegetation management strategies should be consistent with historical 

succession and disturbance regimes. Strategies should be based on comparison of 
historical and current ecological processes and landscape patterns, and should address the 
habitat needs of greater sage-grouse and other sagebrush dependent species. 

• 	 Fuels treatments in greater sage-grouse habitats would be carefully analyzed, including 
consideration of available historical and current ecological processes and landscape 
patterns. Treatments should consider the habitat needs of migratory and non-migratory 
greater sage-grouse populations, as determined from available habitat data, scientific 
research and existing management guidance. 

• 	 Shrubs along riparian zones, meadows, lake beds, and farmlands should be maintained to 
provide habitat diversity forage, and hiding cover for wildlife. 

Aquatic Wildlife/Fisheries 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 RMP direction is “to protect, maintain and enhance wetland and riparian habitats, existing or 
potential fisheries habitat and habitat for state or federally listed threatened and/or endangered species.” 

Since the finalization of the 1984 RMP, there have been numerous amendments, policies, and bureau-wide 
standards and program guidance that have affected the management of fisheries resources in the planning 
area, including: 

Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990s which directs the BLM to restore and maintain riparian/wetland 
areas so that 75% or more are in proper functioning condition (PFC). 

1997 Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management 
Miles City Standard #2:  Riparian areas and wetlands are in PFC 

Miles City Standard #2: Water quality meets MT state standards 

Miles City Standard #5:  Habitats are provided for healthy, productive, and diverse native plant and 
animal populations and communities. Habitats are improved or maintained for SSS. 

BLM Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment ROD (Feb. 1994, Appendix A (pg 158) 
Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within riparian areas, 100 year flood plain of major rivers, and 
on water bodies and streams to protect the unique biological and hydrological features associated with 
said habitats. The objective is to protect the unique biological and hydrological features associated with 
riparian areas, 100-year flood plains of major rivers, and water bodies and streams. An exception to this 
stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan which demonstrates 
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that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. The area affected by 
this stipulation may be modified by the authorized officer if it is determined that portions of the area do 
not include riparian areas, flood plains, or water bodies. This stipulation may be waived by the authorized 
officer if it s determined that the entire leasehold does not include riparian areas, flood plains, or water 
bodies. 

Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within ¼ mile of designated reservoirs with fi sheries. This 
stipulation is intended to protect the fisheries and recreational values of reservoirs. An exception to this 
stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan which demonstrates 
that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. The boundaries of 
the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized officer determines that portions of the area can be 
occupied without adversely affecting the fisheries and recreational values of the reservoir. This stipulation 
may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold can be occupied without 
adversely affecting the fisheries and recreational values of the reservoir. 

Fire/Fuels Management Environmental Assessment Plan Amendment for MT/DAKs
 Management Goals: 

• 	 Sustain the ecological health and function of fire adapted ecosystems. 
• 	 Minimize the adverse effects of wildland fi re suppression. 
• 	Use fire and other fuels management methods to reduce hazardous fuels while meeting other resource 

objectives (e.g., restore degraded fish and wildlife habitat). 

Billings Field Office Fire Management Plan 2004 (this document was not an amendment but provides 
best practices and management goals/objectives). 

Protect, maintain, preserve, and/or restore habitats necessary for the conservation of species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend to maintain viable and diverse populations of plants, animals and 
aquatic species, including SSS. 

Improve ecosystem health and maintain or restore the range of ecological conditions in which native 
aquatic, vegetative, terrestrial and SSS evolved. 

Meet federal and state water quality standards and prevent degradation. 

Limit and/or minimize erosion in all fire management activities. 

Meet standards for rangeland health, including managing for PFC. 

Under BLM SSS policy (BLM Manual 6840), BLM shall ensure that actions it authorizes, funds, or 
carries out do not contribute to the need for listing a candidate or BLM Sensitive Species under the 
Endangered Species Act. 

Desired Future Conditions--all wetlands and riparian are in PFC, water quality meets Montana state 
standards. 

Guidelines Specific to Riparian, Water Quality and Aquatic Wildlife Health 
FM-A1: Site-specific assessments should determine appropriate buffer, or interim buffer of two site-
potential tree heights, should be maintained around streams, ponds, and lakes containing SSS in forested 
areas. See page 16 and Appendix D of the MT/Dak plan amendment (BLM 2003) for description of 
methods and rationale. 
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FM-A2 – FM-A4: Site-specific assessments should determine appropriate buffer, or interim buffer for 
ecosystems consisting of the body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian 
vegetation, or to the extent of the seasonally saturated soil, or to the extent of moderately and highly 
unstable areas, or to a distance equal to one site-potential tree height (whichever is greatest). See page 16 
and Appendix D of the MT/Dak plan amendment (BLM 2003) for description of methods and rationale. 

1991 Montana Streamside Management Zone Law 
This series of rules passed by the Montana Legislature to guide landowners in responsible timber harvest 
adjacent to and within “streamside management zones,” therefore creating a buffer around streams and 
wetlands to ensure riparian health and sufficient water quality to support the wildlife that depend on it. 

3.1.7 Special Status Species 

Section 7 of the ESA requires that BLM land managers ensure that any action authorized, funded, 
or carried out by the BLM is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or 
endangered species and that it avoids any appreciable reduction in the likelihood of recovery of affected 
species. Consultation is required on any action proposed by the BLM or another federal agency that 
affects a listed species or that jeopardizes or modifies critical habitat. As with other species in the 
planning area, SSS are managed by USFWS and MTFWP.  Although the BLM is not directly responsible 
for the management of these populations, the agency manages habitat that supports these plants and 
animals and, thus, performs an important role in sustaining and ensuring their ecological health and 
viability.  This section addresses the existing conditions of SSS habitat in the planning area. 

The BLMʼs SSS policy outlined in BLM Manual 6840 is to conserve listed species and the ecosystems 
on which they depend and to ensure that actions authorized or carried out by BLM are consistent with 
conservation needs of SSS and do not contribute to the need to list any of these species. The BLMʼs 
policy is intended to ensure the survival of those species that are rare or uncommon, either because they 
are restricted to specific uncommon habitat or because they may be in jeopardy due to human or other 
actions. 

Other management direction is based on RMP management objectives, activity level plans, and other 
aquatic habitat and fisheries management direction, including 50 CFR 17, the Land Use Planning 
Handbook, Appendix C, Part E, Fish and Wildlife. 

Management Objectives 

Terrestrial Wildlife 
Billings Resource Area RMP ROD (revised 1984) pp.25-2: The Billings Resource Area operates under 
a number of general wildlife habitat management objectives which are utilized Bureau-wide. Each 
objective is mandated and/or supported by specific Federal regulation or legislation. The BLM wildlife 
habitat management program places special emphasis on, but is not limited to the protection, maintenance 
and enhancement of: 

• 	 Crucial habitats for nongame species of special interest and concern to state or other Federal 
agencies. 

• 	 Habitat for state or federally listed threatened and/or endangered species. 

Management Actions 
Upon identification of an occupied habitat area for any T&E species, or pursuant to any relocation efforts 
for a T&E species, priority will be given to the development of a habitat management plan for that 
species. 
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Implementation Priorities 
Monitor, maintain, or improve sensitive habitats for threatened or endangered species (bald eagle, black-
footed ferret, peregrine falcon). Upon identification of an occupied habitat area or introduction of any 
T&E species into an area, a habitat management plan will be initiated immediately. 

1. 	 Monitor, maintain or improve upland game bird nesting sites (grouse, chukar partridge, sharp-tailed 
grouse). This effort will focus initially on the “I” and “M” category allotments. 

2. 	 Identify lands suitable for acquisition as high value wildlife habitat. Attention would be focused on 
T&E species habitat, waterfowl nesting/resting habitat and crucial big game and upland game bird 
habitats. 

Support 
Monitoring for all wildlife species will be closely coordinated with MTFWP.  Any action having an effect 
on T&E species habitat will be brought to the attention of the USFWS, which will be consulted to render 
an opinion in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

Standards for Rangeland Health – Miles City and Billings (August 1997) 
Standards are statements of physical and biological condition or degree of function required for healthy 
sustainable rangelands. Achieving or making significant progress towards these functions and conditions 
is required of all uses of public rangelands. Historical data, when available, should be utilized when 
assessing standards. 

Miles City Standard #1: Uplands are in proper functioning condition. 
This means that soils are stable and provide for the capture, storage and safe release of water appropriate 
to soil type, climate and landform. The amount and distribution of ground cover (i.e., litter, live and 
standing dead vegetation, microbiotic crusts, and rocks/gravel) for identified ecological site(s) or soil 
plant associations is appropriate for soil stability.  Evidence of accelerated erosion in the form of rills 
and/or gullies, erosional pedestals, flow patterns, physical soil crusts/surface sealing and compaction 
layers below the soil surface is minimal. Ecological processes including hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle 
and energy flow are maintained and support healthy biotic populations. Plants are vigorous, biomass 
production is near potential and there is a diversity of species characteristic of and appropriate to the site. 

As indicated by: 

Physical Environment - erosional flow patterns; - surface litter; - soil movement by water and wind; -
infiltration; - soil crusting and surface sealing; - compaction layer; - rills; - gullies; - cover amount; and 
- cover distribution. 

Biotic Environment - community diversity; - community structure; - exotic plants; - photosynthesis 
activity; - plant status; - seed production; - recruitment; and - nutrient cycle. 

Miles City Standard #5: Habitats are provided for healthy, productive, and diverse native plant and 
animal populations and communities. Habitats are improved or maintained for special status species 
(federally threatened, endangered, candidate or Montana species of special concern). 
This means that native plant communities will be maintained or improved to ensure the proper 
functioning of ecological processes and continued productivity and diversity of native plant life-
forms. Where native communities exist, the conversion to exotic communities after disturbance will 
be minimized. Management for native vegetation is a management priority.  Ecological processes 
including hydrologic cycle and energy flow are maintained and support healthy biotic populations. Plants 
are vigorous, biomass production is near potential and there is a diversity of species characteristic of 
and appropriate to the site. The environment contains all the necessary components to support viable 
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populations of a sensitive/T&E species in a given area relative to site potential. Viable populations are 
wildlife or plant populations that contain an adequate number of reproductive individuals distributed on 
the landscape to ensure the long-term existence of the species. 

As indicated by: 
- plants and animals are diverse, vigorous and reproducing satisfactorily, noxious weeds are absent 
or insignificant in the overall plant community; - an effective weed management program is in place; 
- spatial distribution of species is suitable to ensure reproductive capability and recovery; - a variety 
of age classes are present (at least two age classes); - connectivity of habitat or presence of corridors 
prevents habitat fragmentation - diversity of species (including plants, animals, insects and microbes) 
are represented; and - plant communities in a variety of successional stages are represented across the 
landscape. This will be accomplished by allowing progression of succession in conjunction with livestock 
grazing. 

Guidelines 
Guidelines for grazing management are preferred or advisable approaches to grazing management 
practices determined to be appropriate to ensure that standards can be met or that signifi cant progress 
can be made toward meeting the standard(s). Guidelines are provided to maintain or improve resource 
conditions in upland and riparian habitats available to livestock grazing. In both riparian and upland 
habitats, these guidelines focus on establishing proper functioning conditions. The application of 
these guidelines is dependent on individual management objectives. Desired future conditions in plant 
communities and streambank characteristics will be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

Miles City Guideline #2:  Manage grazing to maintain watershed vegetation, biodiversity, and flood 
plain function. Maintain riparian vegetative cover and structure to trap and hold sediments during run
off events to rebuild streambanks, restore/recharge aquifers, and dissipate flood energy. Promote deep-
rooted herbaceous vegetation to enhance streambank stability. Where potential for woody shrub species 
(willows, dogwood, etc.) exists, promote their growth and expansion to aid in controlling animal access to 
streambanks, and to provide wildlife cover. 

Miles City Guideline #13:  Grazing management practices should maintain or improve habitat for 
federally listed threatened, endangered, and special status plants and animals. 

Miles City Guideline #14:  Grazing management practices should maintain or promote physical, 
ecological and biological functions and conditions to sustain native plant and animal communities. 

Fire/Fuels Management Plan EA/Plan Amendment for Montana and the Dakotas – pages 55-63 
Mitigation and protection measures will be used as design criteria in the specific project planning to 
minimize adverse impacts to the species. With application of these design criteria and attention paid to 
providing adequate amounts of suitable habitat spatially arranged across the landscape, no BLM sensitive 
species should be moved toward federal listing. 

The mandatory direction contained in section 2.5.3.1 was designed to reduce potential adverse effects 
to federally listed and proposed species. These measures were included as mitigation in the biological 
assessment for this action and consulted on with the USFWS under the requirements of Section 7 of the 
ESA. These measures would be followed during wildland fire management activities and fuels reduction 
projects, unless there is risk to human life or a more preferable way of minimizing the effects, based on 
characteristics of individual projects, could be developed through consultation with the USFWS. 

Wildland fire management and fuels reduction activities would also operate under applicable guidelines, 
standards, and protection measures as established in this document and incorporated into the LUPs 
through amendment. 
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Four Dances ROD/RMP Amendment (May 2002) 
• 	 Riparian vegetation conditions will be maintained or improved to represent diverse and healthy 

plant communities for neo-tropical birds. 
• 	 Special management and priority will be given to protecting falcon eyries by restricting human 

activity along the rims that might adversely affect the nesting birds.  Non-ACEC values may be 
adjusted as necessary. 

Sun Dance Lodge ROD/ RMP Amendment (May 2002) 
• 	 Riparian vegetation conditions will be maintained or improved to represent diverse and healthy 

plant communities for neo-tropical birds. 

Aquatic Wildlife 

Management Objectives and Actions 
Several actions have been taken to address YCT populations.  These actions are described in detail in the 
Fisheries Section of the AMS.  No specific management actions have been implemented for other SSS 
fish. General actions to conserve and promote healthy fish populations are documented in the fisheries 
section. 

Special Status Plants 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 Billings RMP ROD did not identify any management objectives for special status plants in the 

planning area.
 

Oil & Gas RMP/EIS Amendment ROD (1994)
 
There are no management objectives for special status plants in the O&G amendment. 


Standards for Rangeland Health & Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Montana, North 

Dakota and South Dakota, 1997.
 
Standard #5 (p. 14): Habitats are provided for healthy, productive, and diverse native plant and animal 

populations and communities. Habitats are improved or maintained for SSS (federally threatened, 

endangered, candidate or Montana species of special concern).
 

ACEC Amendment (March 1999): The Meeteetse Spires ACEC was designated to protect and enhance 

Shoshonea pulvinata, a bureau-sensitive species. No specific objectives were identified beyond this.
 

Special status plants are not considered in the East Pryor ACEC designation.  There are sites of special 

status plants in this ACEC.
 

OHV EIS RMP Amendment (June 2003):  OHV managementʼs goal is to provide a range of safe 

motorized recreation opportunities while minimizing the current or anticipated effects on wildlife and 

their habitat, soil, native vegetation, water, fish, and other users. No clear objective is stated in the plan.
 

Statewide Fire EA/RMP Amendment (July 2003): Fire management goals are to protect, maintain, 

preserve, and/or restore habitats necessary for the conservation of species and the ecosystems upon which 

they depend, to maintain viable and diverse populations of native plant, animal, and aquatic species 

including SSS. 


The objective from this EIS which relates to special status plants reiterates the standard for rangeland 

health that addresses native plant species. Under management common to all alternatives, it states that 

the BLM shall ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to the 
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need for listing a candidate or bureau-sensitive species. For T&E species, occupied or suitable habitat 
would be protected from adverse effects from fire and fuels management-related activities. 

Management Actions 
1984 Billings RMP: There are no management actions for special status plants.
 

Oil & Gas RMP/EIS Amendment ROD (1994):  In the environmental consequences chapter, on-site 

examination is required prior to surface-disturbing activities to determine if restrictions are necessary to 

the operatorʼs plan.
 

Standards for Rangeland Health & Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Montana, North 

Dakota and South Dakota, 1997. 

Guideline #13 (p. 15): Grazing management practices should maintain or improve habitat for federally 

listed threatened, endangered, and special status plants and animals.
 

ACEC Amendment (March 1999): RMP amendment EA identifies many management actions to protect 

and enhance the Shoshonea. Primary among these is the closures to livestock grazing, closure to entry 

for locatable minerals, closure to mineral material sales, no geophysical exploration, and off-road vehicle 

limitations on existing road and trails.
 

There are no management actions specific to special status plants identified in the East Pryor Mountain 

ACEC.
 

OHV EIS RMP Amendment (June 2003):  Restrictions on cross country motorized travel would reduce or 

eliminate crushing, trampling, or destruction of special status plants. 


The Fire/Fuels Management Plan Environmental Assessment/Plan Amendment for Montana and the 

Dakotas (July 2003): Actions described in this EA include evaluating all BLM actions for potential effect 

on special status plants and on-site inventory for species of concern prior to treatment.
 

3.1.8 Wild Horse and Burros 

Management Objectives 
Maintain a viable breeding herd which could perpetuate the characteristics of the Pryor Mountain wild 
horses, maintain 2,775 acres that are currently in good range condition, prevent further deterioration of 
range sites in less than satisfactory condition, and achieve an upward trend in range condition on those 
range sites. The primary benefit will be a healthier, more viable horse herd.  

The initial stocking level will be 121 adult wild horses (46 on Tillett Ridge, 44 on Sykes Ridge and 31 
on Dryhead) Herd Areas (HA).  These numbers are based on current estimates of grazing capacity for 
each HA. These numbers are also dependent on the continuation of current agreements which allow wild 
horses to graze areas outside the designated wild horse range boundary.  

Management Actions 
The initial target allocation for wild horses will be 121 head (it is estimated that 80 percent of this number 
would be two years old or older). Actual numbers may vary from year to year due to variations in foal 
crops, natural death loss, forage productivity, and other factors including budgetary constraints.  

During the short-term, monitoring studies will be conducted to confirm or modify the initial estimates of 
grazing capacities and trends in habitat conditions. Data from these studies will be used to modify the 
initial target allocation, either upward or downward. 

189
 



 
  

 

 

 

 

 

During the long-term (25 years), the number of wild horses in an HA will be permitted to increase if 
monitoring shows that additional forage is available. Ultimately, the PMWHR has the potential to support 
up to 179 wild horses yearlong. This assumes all areas now grazed by the wild horses will continue to be 
available. However, the projected long-term population increase in this action is considerably less than 
the potential level of 179 head since no rotational grazing systems will be in effect. 

Improved wild horse grazing habits and distribution will be attempted by controlling their access to water 
sources. When the average utilization on important grasses within the area serviced by a water source 
reaches 45 percent by weight, access to that water source will be denied. This would stimulate the horses 
to move to another watered area. 

To assure that non-public lands remain available for grazing by wild horses, land acquisitions will be 
attempted (1,467 acres of state land and 632 acres of private land). 

The emphasis in herd management will be to limit the reproduction rate and perpetuate the characteristics 
of the Pryor Mountain wild horses. This will necessitate beginning a selection program to retain only 
those wild horses with conformation, color and breeding (genetic) characteristics typical of the Pryor 
Mountain wild horses. This action will require altering the current sex ratio so that it is heavier to studs 
than the current population. This will reduce the foal crop and minimize the need for excessing wild 
horses. 

When it becomes necessary to reduce the number of horses within an HA, the excess horses will, if 
possible, be relocated to one of the other HAs. If this option is not available, the excess horses will be 
disposed of through the adoption program or other legal processes. 

3.1.9 Wildland Fire Ecology and Management 

The National Fire Plan (NFP) was developed and implemented following a report to the president after 
the 2000 fire season. The report was an interagency document recommending how to respond to severe, 
ongoing fire activity, reduce impacts of fires on rural communities and the environment, and ensure 
sufficient firefighting resources in the future. 

The 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy (2001) and its Implementation Plan (2002) provide for long-term 
implementation of NFP objectives, emphasize collaboration-based support from many participants, 
including local, state, and tribal governments, as well as nongovernmental organizations.  The goals of the 
10-Year Comprehensive Strategy are: 

• 	Improve fire prevention and suppression. 

• 	 Reduce hazardous fuels. 

• 	Restore fire-adapted ecosystems where practical. 

• 	 Promote community assistance. 

The Healthy Forest Initiative (HFI) and Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) include legislation and 
administrative reforms that provide streamlined approaches to NEPA requirements for fuels treatment 
projects. Among other directions, the legislation established the following requirements: 

• 	 Collaboration between federal agencies and local communities, particularly when community 
wildfire protection plans (CWPPs) are prepared. 

• 	 Maintenance and restoration of old-growth forest stands when the FS and BLM carry out HFRA 
projects in such stands. 
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• 	 Performance to be monitored when agencies conduct hazardous fuel reduction projects and 
encourages multiparty monitoring that includes communities and other diverse stakeholders 
(including interested citizens and tribes). 

The 2001 Review and Update of the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy (FWFMP) added 
additional statements that reflect the initiatives of the NFP.  Chapter 3 of the review and update provide 
the following guiding principles of the updated federal fi re policy: 

• 	Firefighter and public safety is the first priority in every fire management activity. 

• 	 The role of wildland fire as an essential ecological process and natural change agent will be 
incorporated into the planning process. Federal agency land and RMPs set the objectives for the 
use and desired future condition of the various public lands. 

• 	 Fire management plans, programs, and activities support land and RMPs and their 

implementation.
 

• 	 Sound risk management is a foundation for all fire management activities. 

• 	 Fire management programs and activities are economically viable, based upon values to be 
protected, costs, and land and resource management objectives. 

• 	 Fire management plans and activities are based upon the best available science. Knowledge and 
experience are developed among all wildland fire management agencies. 

• 	 Fire management plans and activities incorporate public health and environmental quality 

considerations. 


• 	 Federal, state, tribal, local, interagency, and international coordination and cooperation are 
essential. 

• 	 Standardization of policies and procedures among federal agencies is an ongoing objective. 

The Interagency Standards for Fire and Fire Aviation Operations (2008 Redbook) summarizes the 
following fire management planning policy: 

Every area with burnable vegetation must have an approved fire management plan 
(FMP). FMPs are strategic plans that define a program to manage wildland and 
prescribed fires based on the areaʼs approved RMP.  Response to wildland fi res must 
utilize the direction in the FMPs to guide the fire management response. For specific 
geographic areas within the FMP, Fire Management Units (FMUs) identify desired 
future conditions, objectives, and the fire management strategies that will be used to 
accomplish them. Fire management strategies include suppression strategies, needed 
fuels treatments, and any operational constraints such as restrictions on the use of dozers 
and retardant. 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 RMP contained no guidance on wildland fire ecology or management and only a limited 
analysis and guidance for prescribed fire. The 1984 RMP addresses prescribed fire stating: “Burning is 
the only method proposed for the treatment of sagebrush on 6,418 acres.” The 1984 RMP was amended 
by the Fire/Fuels Management Plan Environmental Assessment/Plan Amendment for Montana and the 
Dakotas (2003), which provides guidance for wildland and prescribed fire. This amendment describes 
the use of prescribed fire for hazardous fuels reduction and resource benefit and provides guidance for 
wildland fire operations. Lands that have special designations such as WSAs and ACECs are managed 
using best management practices to meet the objectives set forth in those plans. Areas that have 
developed LUPs are managed under the guidelines of those LUPS. The BiFO Wildland Fire Management 
Plan was developed in 2004 and tiers to the Fire/Fuels Management EA/Amendment as well as integrates 
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wildland fire management guidance, direction, and activities as required to implement national fi re policy 
and fire management direction. 

Management Objectives and Actions
 The BiFO fire management plan establishes the following objectives for the BiFO fi re program: 

• 	 The protection of human life is the single, overriding priority.  Setting priorities among protecting 
human communities and community infrastructure, other properties and improvements, and 
natural and cultural resources will be based on the values to be protected, human health and 
safety, and the costs of protection. Once people have been committed to an incident, these human 
resources become the highest value to be protected. 

• 	Use prescribed fire, mechanical treatment, chemical treatment, and biological treatments to 
reduce the risk and cost of severe wildland fire, sustain ecological health and function of fire
adapted ecosystems. 

• 	 Reduce the amount of forest, shrub, and grasslands that are characterized as condition class 2 and 
3 (where fire regimes have been moderately to significantly altered from their historical ranges, 
where there is a moderate to high risk of losing key ecosystem components, where fi re return 
frequencies have departed from historical frequencies by more than one return interval, and where 
vegetation attributes have been significantly altered from their historical range.) 

• 	Reduce fire risk to wildland urban interface (WUI) communities. Use fuels reduction methods to 
create defensible areas which coincide with the natural fire regime as close as reasonably feasible. 

• 	 Protect, maintain, preserve, and/or restore habitats necessary for the conservation of species and 
the ecosystems upon which they depend, to maintain viable and diverse populations of native 
plant, animal, and aquatic species including special status species. 

• 	 Improve ecosystem health and maintain or restore the range of ecological conditions in which 
native aquatic, vegetative, terrestrial, and special status species evolved. 

• 	 Manage visual resources according to established guidelines for VRM classes in accordance with 
procedures outlined in the BLM Handbook 8410-1. 

• 	 Protect cultural and paleontological resources. 

• 	 Response to wildland fire is based on ecological, social, and legal consequences of the fire. 
The circumstances under which a fire occurs, and the likely consequences on firefi ghter and 
public safety and welfare, natural and cultural resources, and values to be protected dictate the 
appropriate management response to the fire. 

• 	 Fire management planning, preparedness, prevention, suppression, restoration and rehabilitation, 
monitoring, research, and education will be conducted on an interagency basis with the 
involvement of cooperators and partners. 

• 	 Meet federal and state air quality standards and comply with the Montana/Idaho Airshed Group 
Operating Guide. 

• 	 Meet federal and state water quality standards and prevent degradation. 

• 	 Limit and/or minimize erosion in all fire management activities. 
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• 	 Meet Standards for Rangeland Health. 

• 	Under BLMʼs SSS policy (BLM Manual 6840), BLM shall ensure that actions it authorizes, 
funds, or carries do not contribute to the need for listing a candidate or BLM sensitive species 
under the ESA. 

The MT/Daks Fire/Fuels Amendment (2003) identifies the following desired future conditions: 

• 	Natural fire regimes are restored (vegetation succession classes and fuel loadings are similar to 
reference conditions in terms of percent representation in the landscape). 

• 	 WUI areas are maintained for defensible space. 

Current Management 
Fire is management is divided into four categories (A-D) in the BLM planning guidance (Handbook H
1601-1). Each category contains management constraints. A summary of these categories and constraints 
can be found in the Fire/Fuels Management Environmental Assessment/Plan Amendment for Montana 
and the Dakotas (2003), p. 14. 

Four Category B and one Category C FMUs are identified in the BiFO fire management plan. They are 
characterized by common suppression requirements and management needs and may be modifi ed as 
needed to reflect changing conditions. 

The following outlines conditions and guidance for each of the management categories developed in 
the Fire/Fuels Management Environmental Assessment/Plan Amendment for Montana and the Dakotas 
(2003). These categories were developed in accordance with the planning handbook (H-1601-1, 
Appendix (C.I.J)). Under this guidance, most wildland fires in the fi eld office are aggressively suppressed 
because of mixed ownership and high value assets that may include croplands, rangelands, and structures. 

Category “A” Areas - areas where fire is not desired at all. 
• 	 General description: This category includes areas where mitigation and suppression is 

required to prevent direct threats to life or property. It also includes areas where fi re never 
played a large role historically in the development and maintenance of the ecosystem, 
and some areas where fire return intervals were very long. Examples are very mesic 
(moderate moisture) sites, very xeric (dry habitat) sites and riparian areas. 

• 	 Fire mitigation considerations: “Wildland fire mitigation” is defined as those fire 
prevention and education actions that reduce unwanted human-caused ignitions and those 
fuels management activities that reduce undesirable impacts and loss to life, property, 
and natural and cultural resources. Emphasis should be focused on those actions that will 
reduce unwanted ignitions and reduce losses from unwanted wildland fires. 

• 	 Fire suppression considerations: Emphasis should be placed on prevention, detection, and 
rapid suppression response and techniques. 

• 	 Fuel treatment considerations: Non-fire fuel treatments should be employed. 

Category “B” Areas - areas where unplanned wildfire is not desired because of current 
conditions. 
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• 	 General description: These are ecosystems (including some urban-interface areas) where an 
unplanned ignition could have negative effects unless/until some form of mitigation takes place. 
Sagebrush ecosystems, for example, can fall into this category because of encroachment of 
cheatgrass or a prolonged lack of fire which leads to large monotypic stands of sagebrush that 
wonʼt burn as they historically would have. 

• 	 Fire mitigation considerations: Emphasize prevention/mitigation programs that reduce unwanted 
fire ignitions and resource threats. 

• 	 Fire suppression/use considerations: For unplanned wildfire, suppression is the objective of this 
category. 

• 	 Fuel treatment considerations: Fire and non-fire fuels treatments are utilized to reduce the 
hazardous effects of unplanned wildfire. Restorative treatments may consist of multiple non-fire 
treatments before the use of fire will be considered. 

Category “C” Areas - areas where wildland fire is desired, but there are significant constraints that must 
be considered for its use. 

• 	 General description: Areas where significant ecological, social, or political constraints must be 
considered. These constraints could include air quality, T&E species considerations (effect of fire 
on survival of species), or wildlife habitat considerations. 

• 	 Fire mitigation considerations: Programs should reduce unwanted fire ignitions and resource 
threats. 

• 	 Fire suppression/use considerations: Resource considerations could be described in terms of 
maximum burn acreage (e.g., no more than 10% of the polygon acreage can burn in a year to 
preserve sagegrouse habitat), in terms of time of year (e.g., spring only), or as desired burned 
acres per decade from all types of fire. Areas in this category would generally receive lower 
suppression priority in multiple wildfire situations than would areas in the A or B categories. 

• 	 Fuel treatment considerations: Fire and non-fire fuels treatments may be utilized to ensure 
constraints are met or to reduce any hazardous effects of unplanned wildfire. 

Category “D” Areas - areas where wildland fire is desired, and there are few or no constraints for its use. 

• 	 General Description: Areas where unplanned and planned wildfire fire may be used to achieve 
desired objectives such as to improve vegetation, wildlife habitat, or watershed conditions. 

• 	 Fire mitigation considerations: Implement programs that reduce unwanted human-caused 
ignitions, as needed. 

• 	 Fire suppression/use considerations: These areas offer the greatest opportunity to take advantage 
of the full range of options available for managing wildfire under the appropriate management 
response. Resource use considerations similar to those described for Category C may be 
identified if needed to achieve resource objectives. Areas in this category would be the lowest 
suppression priority in a multiple fi re situation. 

• 	 Fuel treatment considerations: There is generally less need for fuel treatment in this category.  If 
treatment is necessary however, both fire and non-fire treatments may be utilized. 
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Federal Wildland Fire Policy allows fire managers to manage a fire for multiple objectives and increase 
managersʼ flexibility to respond to changing incident conditions and firefighting capability, while 
strengthening strategic and tactical decision implementation, supporting public safety and resource 
management objectives. Response to wildland fire is based on ecological, social, and legal consequences 
of fire. Policy implementation guidance allows two kinds of wildland fire: planned ignitions (prescribed 
fire), and unplanned ignitions (wildfire). (Guidance for Implementation of Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy (2009)). 

The following guidelines should be followed to provide consistent implementation of federal wildland fire 
policy: 

• 	Wildland fire management agencies will use common standards for all aspects of 
their fire management programs to facilitate effective collaboration among cooperating 
agencies. 

• 	 Agencies and bureaus will review, update, and develop agreements that clarify the 
jurisdictional inter-relationships and define the roles and responsibilities among local, 
state, tribal and federal fire protection entities. 

• 	 Responses to wildland fire will be coordinated across levels of government regardless of 
the jurisdiction at the ignition source. 

• 	 Fire management planning will be intergovernmental in scope and developed on a 
landscape scale. 

• 	Wildland fire is a general term describing any non-structure fire that occurs in the 
wildland. Wildland fires are categorized into two distinct types: 

o Wildfires – Unplanned ignitions or prescribed fires that are declared wildfires 
o Prescribed Fires – Planned ignitions. 

• 	A wildland fire may be concurrently managed for one or more objectives and objectives 
can change as the fire spreads across the landscape. Objectives are affected by changes in 
fuels, weather, topography; varying social understanding and tolerance; and involvement 
of other governmental jurisdictions having different missions and objectives. 

• 	 Management response to a wildland fire on federal land is based on objectives established 
in the applicable Land/ Resource Management Plan and/or the Fire Management Plan. 

• 	 Initial action on human-caused wildfire will be to suppress the fire at the lowest cost with 
the fewest negative consequences with respect to firefighter and public safety. 

• 	 Managers will use a decision support process to guide and document wildfire 
management decisions. The process will provide situational assessment, analyze hazards 
and risk, define implementation actions, and document decisions and rationale for those 
decisions. 

Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR) 
Current management considers rehabilitation of burned areas on a case-by-case basis. Treatments have 
included noxious plant control, soil stabilization structures, erosion filters, and seeding. The RMP could 
develop programmatic ESR guidance that would define resource condition criteria and processes to 
facilitate the decision, initiation, and implementation of rehabilitation plans and treatments. 
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Prescribed Fire 
The 2003 fire/fuels amendment discloses the cumulative effects of broad levels of fuels treatments, 
wildland fire suppression, and associated support treatments such as chemical weed treatments. The 
plan updated specific decisions in the 1984 Billings RMP to include: 1) Directions for fire and fuels 
management needed to protect other resources values, 2) Give broad levels of treatment over 10 years, 
allow timber harvested through community and/or hazardous fuels treatments to not be counted against 
the yearly allowable sales quantities, and allow the use of a wide variety of silvicultural prescriptions to 
meet fuels management objectives. 

The BIFO prescribed fire program is managed on an interagency basis to treat natural fuel accumulations 
to meet resource management objectives, standards, and guidelines. Treatments have traditionally 
included wildlife habitat enhancement, site preparation for artificial and natural regeneration, range 
habitat improvement, and hazardous fuels reduction. 

Fire Prevention, Community Assistance, and Education 
Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPʼs) have been completed for all counties in the planning 
area. The BLM and other agencies provide funding and technical support.  As directed by the HFRA, 
the plans must identify and prioritize areas for hazardous fuel reduction treatments that protect at-risk 
communities. In addition, the plans recommend measures that homeowners and communities can take 
to reduce the ignitability of structures throughout the counties (Handbook for Wildland-Urban Interface 
Communities, 2004). Through these CWPPs, the HFRA enables communities to influence how and 
where Forest Service and BLM implement fuels reduction projects. Counties are actively implementing 
fuels reduction projects from these planning efforts. 

3.1.10   Cultural and Heritage Resources 

Cultural resources are recognized as fragile irreplaceable resources with potential public, scientific, 
conservation, traditional, and experimental uses, and represent an important and integral part of our 
nationʼs heritage. The BiFO encourages responsible scientific use of cultural resources by protecting 
and preserving examples of cultural and historical resources and by continuing to identify and evaluate 
cultural resources in accordance with existing laws, regulations, and guidelines, including: 36CFR800, 
Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC 432, 433); Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 USC 461); National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470, as amended); National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (43 
USC 4321); Executive Order 11593 (36 CFR 8921); Historical and Archaeological Data-Preservation 
act of 1974 (16 USC 469); Federal Land Management and Policy Act (43 USC 1701); Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470a et seq., as amended); and Executive Order 13007 (Indian 
Sacred Sites). 

Since the 1984 RMP, management of cultural resources has evolved in accordance with the BLMʼs 
obligations identified under Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 and its amendments.  Section 106 requires 
that every federal agency consider the potential effect an undertaking (as defined by 36 CFR 800) may 
have on any prehistoric or historic site eligible for listing in the NRHP within the area of potential effect.  
If it is determined that a project or undertaking may have an adverse effect on a National Register eligible 
property or properties, the project may be modified to avoid such properties or mitigation measures 
implemented to reduce adverse effects (U.S. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ).  

The BiFO implements Section 106 by working through an agreement with the Montana State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), which is a state version of the national protocol drawn up by the BLMʼs 
Washington Office and the National Council of SHPOs. The Montana State Protocol exempts certain 
inventories from consultation, namely those inventories where no historic properties were found. The 
BiFO is also enabled to make determinations of eligibility or non-eligibility for historic properties located 
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on land it manages. All inventories and all decisions affecting cultural resources are documented in an 
annual report. Other changes described in the protocol establish that the SHPO is a planning partner 
with the BLM. This enables the SHPO to comment on projects that have not been identified as an 
undertaking, for example. When cultural resources are recorded on public land, the assessment of effects 
and consultation to mitigate those effects which are determined to be adverse are largely similar to the 
traditional Section 106 process. 

In order to address the BLMʼs responsibilities under Section 110 of the NHPA and its amendments, the 
BiFO has entered into cooperative agreements with various universities. Section 110 requires federal 
agencies to emphasize the preservation and enhancement of cultural resources directly under their 
jurisdiction as well as cultural resources on nonfederal land which may be affected directly or indirectly 
by agency projects or plans. These universities have inventoried culturally sensitive areas, recorded sites, 
and performed data recovery at vandalized sites and some excavated sites in order to fully understand 
what activities occurred in that area. 

Management Objectives 
In the 1983 Billings Final RMP/EIS, management of cultural resources was relegated to Appendix 4.7. 
The 1984 ROD makes no mention of cultural resources. 

Wilderness EIS (1988) (pg. 20) 
Under the proposed action, cultural resource management will focus on maintenance of cultural resources 
in their existing context. Scientific research will be allowed, but only non-motorized, non-impairing field 
methods will be authorized. Physical stabilization of one site, including one mile of fence construction 
encompassing 45 acres, will be implemented under the wilderness “management standard.” The fence 
will be removed when vegetation is reestablished. Interpretive structures, such as signs, will not be 
introduced into the WSA.  Maintenance of existing site integrity will take place through a program of 
monitoring, coupled with the efforts to educate the public not to disturb cultural resources within the 
WSA. The location of the one mile of fence and two water catchments for wild horse management will 
be inventoried to ensure the avoidance of significant cultural resources and full Section 106 compliance 
will occur. 

Miles City Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment (1992) (pg.45) 
The document identified a list of cultural resources to be allocated to conservation or socio-cultural use. 
The site areas also included a buffer zone in order to protect the sites.  Acreages are limited to those 
portions of the site areas overlying the Federal O&G estate that would be affected by O&G actions.  
Those sites include Steamboat Butte (520 acres), Bruder-Janich site (320 acres), Paul Duke site (40 acres), 
Petroglyph Canyon National Register Site (240 acres), Demi-John Flat site (200 acres), Castle Butte (280 
acres), Stark Bison Kill site (489 acres), Youngs Point (498 acres), Bighorn Mount North Cliffs rock 
art site (212 acres), Gyp Springs site (320 acres), Dryhead Overlook site (480 acres),Weatherman Draw 
National Register site (2,250 acres), Bandit National Register site (520 acres), and Sykes Spring site (200 
acres). 

Consultation 
Since the 1984 RMP, Congress has passed several acts of legislation changing the way land management 
agencies interact with federally recognized Native American tribes.  Various acts direct the BLM to 
consult with tribal governments to improve stewardship of tribal resources outside of reservation 
boundaries. Ensuring the availability of both locations and resources required for traditional religious 
practices, the preservation of sacred features and locations, as well as the proper procedures for 
inadvertent discoveries of ancient human remains and associated grave goods, are all new responsibilities 
for the BLM since the1984 RMP was published.  These responsibilities require the BLM to develop 
government-to-government relationships with federally recognized Native American tribes that are known 
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to have a historical association with the public land in the management unit. This often includes tribal 
governments no longer located in Montana. 

The 1984 Billings RMP does not contain any specific decision guidance relating to tribal interests. 
However, as part of the cultural resource program, the BiFO will continue Native American consultation 
to identify any traditional cultural properties, sacred/religious sites, or special use areas. The BiFO 
sent letters to the following tribes asking for their comments and input: Crow, Northern Cheyenne, 
Northern Arapahoe, Eastern Shoshone, Oglala Sioux, Rosebud Sioux, Spirit Lake Sioux, Standing Rock 
Sioux, Blackfeet, Cheyenne River Sioux, Lower Brule Sioux, Ft. Peck Sioux, Assiniboine, Gros Ventre, 
Chippewa Cree, Three Affiliated Tribes, and Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa.  Phone contact will 
be made to confi rm tribes  ̓interest in commenting and input, and consultation with interested tribes will 
continue throughout the planning process. If tribally sensitive areas are identified or become known 
through Native American notification or during the consultation process, the tribes  ̓concerns will be 
addressed through planning. The BiFO will protect and preserve Native American cultural and sacred 
sites and Native American access to these sites whenever possible.  The BiFO will take no action that 
would adversely affect these areas or locations without consulting the appropriate federally recognized 
Native American tribe. 

3.1.11 Paleontological Resources 

Management Objectives 
Current management direction is based on RMP management objectives (although the 1984 RMP made 
no specific mention of paleontological resources). RMP amendments, and other paleontology resource 
management direction (including H-8270-1 Paleontological Resources Management Handbook, H-1601
1 Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C, I, Natural, Biological, and Cultural Resources, Part H- 
Paleontology). Management of paleontological resources may include research, preservation, collection, 
interpretation, display, and recreation for the benefit of the public. 

According to existing regulations and policies, members of the public may collect common invertebrate 
or plant fossils, in reasonable quantities, for noncommercial use without a permit. Only hand tools may 
be used to collect these fossils. In addition, as much as 25 pounds of petrified wood may be collected per 
person, per day, up to 250 pounds in a calendar year for personal (not commercial) use.  The BLM does 
not allow fossil collecting for commercial purposes. Some areas may be closed to hobby collecting to 
protect scientifi cally significant invertebrate or plant fossils or to prevent further resource damage. 

Qualified paleontologists may obtain permits for collecting vertebrate fossils and other scientifically 
significant specimens. Surface disturbances in excess of one square meter, or use of mechanical 
equipment, require the BLM to prepare an environmental assessment prior to issuing the permit. 
Specimens collected under a permit remain the property of the federal government and must be kept in a 
qualified museum or university collection. 

Management Actions 
Miles City Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment (1992) (pg 73).  Impacts to the paleontological resources 
are mitigated by Section 6 of the lease terms, Conduct of Operations. Under all alternatives, the 
combination of lease stipulations and lease terms would mitigate impacts to the paleontological resources. 
No surface occupancy stipulations for paleontological resources would be applied on 510 acres under 
all alternatives. At any time, the operator has the prerogative of relocating O&G activities to avoid 
the expense of mitigation or the delays associated with this process. If paleontological material is 
uncovered during construction, the operator is to immediately cease work that might further disturb such 
material, and contact the authorized officer (AO). The AO is responsible for all required recordation and 
stabilization of exposed material. The operator is responsible for mitigation costs. 
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3.1.12 Wilderness Characteristics 

The BiFO does not manage any congressionally designated wilderness areas. However, all BLM-
administered public lands within the resource area will be analyzed to determine whether or not they 
possess one or more wilderness characteristics based on: (1) at least 5,000 contiguous acres of public 
lands without roads; (2) the imprint of peoples work must be substantially unnoticeable; and, (3) an 
outstanding opportunity for solitude or primitive and unconfined type of recreation. 

Subsequent to the 1984 Billings RMP, 1,660 acres of private lands were acquired adjacent to the Big Horn 
Tack-On (838 acres) and Pryor Mountain WSAs (822 acres).  These lands were not included in the WSA 
boundary but were recommended for wilderness. 

3.1.13 Visual Resources 

BLM Manual 8400 (VRM) establishes direction and describes the use of the VRM process for BLM 
lands. BLM Handbook 8410-1 defines the inventory process for determining visual values which leads to 
assignment of public lands into VRM classes. 

Management Objectives 
The Billings 1984 RMP and ROD - A visual resource inventory was not completed as part of the 1984 
RMP.  No VRM management classes were assigned to public lands in the planning area to manage for 
visual resources. However, recent acquisitions and subsequent planning documents addressed VRM on a 
case-by-case basis, including the following VRM Class designations. 

The Four Dances Natural Area and Sundance Lodge EA/Amendment (2002) assigned a VRM Class III to 
these areas. 

Management Actions 
Final Statewide O&G EIS/Amendment of the Powder River and Billings Resource Management Plans ROD 
(2003)- Camouflage of all wellheads on federal surface in VRM Class II areas will be required to preserve 
the viewshed. Camouflage will consist of paint chosen to blend in with the background and placement of 
wellheads to reduce visual intrusions. 

Fire/Fuels Management EA/Amendment for MT/Dakotas (July 2003) 
Wildland Fire Suppression:  The use of heavy equipment and retardant for wildland fi re suppression 
should be avoided in designated VRM Class I and Class II areas unless the impact of the fire would more 
severely impact the VRM values than the impact of equipment and retardant. 

3.1.14  Cave and Karst Resources 

The Federal Cave Protection Act of 1988, Title 16, U.S.C.; Section 4301, Chapter 63 recognized the value 
and fragility of cave resources and directed federal agencies to protect significant caves from damage. 
In order to carry out direction of the Federal Cave Protection Act, the BLM established policy through 
Manual 8380, Cave and Karst Resources Management, and Title 43, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 
37, Cave Management. 

Management Objectives and Actions 
The 1984 Billings RMP ROD (p. 43):  Mystery Cave was previously included in an area withdrawn for 
the Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area.  This withdrawal has since been revoked, but an opening 
order was not published. Should management decide to issue an opening order for this area, a formal 
BLM protective withdrawal will be sought for Mystery Cave. 
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The objectives of the BLM cave and karst management program are: 

• 	 To protect sensitive, fragile, biological, ecological, hydrological, geological scientific, 
recreational, cultural, and other cave values from damage; and ensure that they are maintained for 
the use of the public, both now and in the future. 

• 	 Establish surface and subsurface management practices and policies that are adequate to ensure 
long-term protection for cave and karst systems. 

• 	 Address cave and karst resources and issues in all appropriate management plans and NEPA 
documents. 

• 	 Ensure listing of caves meeting the significance criteria and the confidentiality of cave locations. 

• 	 Promote consistency of management among Federal agencies, and to facilitate the exchange of 
information between all entities and individuals concerned with management, protection and 
scientific investigation of cave resources. 

Management Actions 

Mystery Cave is currently monitored on an annual basis by BLM law enforcement for impacts associated 
with recreational use. The cave was recently resurveyed, and a new map is being prepared. Extensive 
photo-documentation was made of existing damage and old vandalism to aid in monitoring and evaluating 
further impacts. 

Other actions to be undertaken, dependent upon available resources: 
• 	 Conduct inventories and evaluations of cave resources for planning purposes. 
• 	 Develop, implement, and monitor of cave management plans. 
• 	 Monitor land use activities to avoid conflicts and ensure protection of cave and karst resources. 
• 	 Maintain liaison with other government agencies and NGOs. 
• 	 Develop and implement cave search and rescue plans to assist local search and rescue personnel. 

3.2 RESOURCE USES 

3.2.1 Energy and Minerals 

Geothermal Energy 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 RMP did not address geothermal energy.  The Final Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
ROD was issued in December 2008.  The Geothermal ROD describes the BLMʼs decision to 
allocate lands as open or closed to geothermal leasing and to adopt stipulations, BMPs, and 
procedures for leasing by amending 114 LUPs in the 11 western states and Alaska.  The BLM is 
responsible for leasing geothermal resources on the federal mineral estate, including FS lands. 
A geothermal lease is for the earthʼs heat resource where there is federal mineral estate. This 
programmatic EIS amended the existing Billings RMP. 

Based on the plan amendments in the programmatic EIS, the BLM can make decisions whether or not to 
issue geothermal leases in conformance with the amended LUP on the basis of this programmatic EIS. 
Following this amendment process, it is the intent of the BLM that, upon receipt of future nominations 
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or applications for direct use, affected BLM offices would be able to conduct a DNA evaluation 
(Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and National NEPA Adequacy) to make lease sale 
decisions without further plan amendments or NEPA analysis, unless new information or special 
circumstances require additional environmental evaluation. Prior to issuing leases, the BLM and FS 
would conduct additional environmental reviews, as appropriate, to comply with other laws, including but 
not limited to the Endangered Species Act and National Historic Preservation Act. 

This ROD does not authorize any ground-disturbing activities or waive the environmental review and 
NEPA compliance requirements for subsequent geothermal lease issuance or exploration, drilling, 
utilization, and reclamation permits. 

Oil and Gas 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 Billings RMP ROD - O&G leasing decisions in the RMP were replaced by those in the Final 
Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment completed in 1992. 

Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment (ROD February, 1994 – Final EIS approved in 
1992) this document amended the 1984 Billings RMP.  The Final EIS p. 1 - The amendment will provide 
a master plan for leasing lands for O&G within the planning area for approximately 15 years. Using lease 
stipulations, it identifies resource values that will be protected or the impacts that will be mitigated during 
the conduct of O&G activities. Lands subject to lease stipulations, lands closed to O&G leasing, and 
lands protected only by regulations and the terms of the lease are identified. 

Decision Record-Finding of No Significant Impact- Approved Billings Resource Management Plan 
Amendment for Pompeys Pillar Area of Critical Environmental Concern (Approved August 1, 1996)
-This decision established that if federal minerals within the ACEC are leased for O&G they would be 
subject to NSO stipulations. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern – Decision Record and Approved Amendment of the Billings, 
Powder River and South Dakota RMPs (Approved March 10, 1999)--This ROD established O&G 
management prescriptions for seven ACECs: 

• 	 Bridger Fossil Area – no lease for O&G.  The use of shot holes for seismic exploration is banned. 
Other seismic techniques are allowed if they do not harm paleontological resources. 

• 	 Castle Butte – seismic exploration is not allowed in areas of significant cultural resource sites. 
Seismic exploration (surface methods and vibroseis) is allowed in the remainder of the area. 

• 	 East Pryor Mountains – no leasing of O&G, and seismic exploration is banned. 

• 	 Meeteetse Spires – no lease for O&G. In the sensitive plant area, geophysical exploration for 
O&G will not be allowed by any method. On the remaining area, geophysical exploration will be 
accessed by air only.  Exploration will be shot holes and above-ground shots. Vibroseis will not 
be allowed. 

• 	 Petroglyph Canyon--no lease for O&G. Seismic exploration is banned. 

• 	 The Stark Site - O&G leasing allowed with a NSO stipulation. Seismic exploration for O&G will 
not be allowed on the significant cultural resource sites and will be allowed (surface methods and 
vibroseis) in the remainder of the ACEC. 
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• 	 Weatherman Draw - O&G leasing allowed with a NSO stipulation with no waiver, exception, or 
modification provisions. The area is closed to seismic exploration for O&G. 

Decision Record-Finding of No Significant Impact- Approved Billings RMP Amendment for Pompeys 
Pillar Area of Critical Environmental Concern (Approved August 1, 1996) This decision amended the 
Billings RMP to establish management objectives for federally owned O&G estate for the ACEC. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern – Decision Record and Approved Amendment of the Billings, 
Powder River and South Dakota RMPs (Approved March 10, 1999) This ROD amended the Billings 
RMP  to add O&G leasing and development guidance for seven new ACECs in the fi eld office. 

Final Supplement to the Montana Statewide Oil and Gas EIS and Amendment of the Powder River and 
Billings RMPs (Approved October 10, 2008). The BLM and the State of Montana were co-leads for 
preparation of the state-wide document. The BLM is responsible for managing federally owned O&G 
resources. For the BLM, the purpose of the state-wide document was to analyze impacts from O&G 
activity, including CBNG exploration, production, development, and reclamation in the Powder River and 
Billings RMP areas.  The EIS was used to analyze options for the BLM to change its planning decision 
by considering O&G management options, including mitigating measures that will help address the 
environmental and social impacts related to CBNG activities. 

The analysis in the state-wide document focused on O&G development issues not covered in the 1994 
and previous RMPs such as water management from CBNG production. The alternatives provided a 
range of management options for amending the RMPs. 

Management Actions 
Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment (ROD signed on February, 1994 – Final EIS 
approved in 1992)--This document amended the 1984 RMP.  As noted above, the constrained RFD 
scenario for the selected alternative (Alternative D in the Final EIS) forecasts 309 federal wells with 987 
federal acres disturbed. The life of the RFD scenario is 15 years. 

Oil and gas lease stipulations adopted in this RMP/EIS Amendment are found in Appendix B of the 
Amendment beginning at page 159. Two other stipulations have been adopted for the BiFO.  Both are 
applied to all leases and are listed below. 

Cultural Resources Lease Stipulation  #16-1 
MTM 79010 - This lease may be found to contain historic properties and/or resources protected under 
the NHPA, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act, E.O. 13007, or other statutes and executive orders. The BLM will not approve any ground-
disturbing activities that may affect any such properties or resources until it completes its obligations 
under applicable requirements of the NHPA and other authorities.  The BLM may require modifi cation to 
exploration or development proposals to protect such properties, or disapprove any activity that is likely 
to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully avoided, minimized, or mitigated. 

Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Stipulation #16-2 
MTM 79010 - The lease area may now or hereafter contain plants, animals, or their habitats determined 
to be threatened, endangered, or other SSS. BLM may recommend modifications to exploration 
and development proposals to further its conservation and management objective to avoid BLM-
approved activity that will contribute to a need to list such a species or their habitat. BLM may require 
modifications to or disapprove proposed activity that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued 
existence of a proposed or listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of a designated or proposed critical habitat. BLM will not approve any ground-disturbing 
activity that may affect any such species or critical habitat until it completes its obligations under 
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applicable requirements of the Endangered Species Act as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq., including 
completion of any required procedure for conference or consultation. 

Other management requirements are found in Alternative A of the final amendment of the: Final 
Supplement to the Montana Statewide Oil and Gas EIS and Amendment of the Powder River and Billings 
RMPs (Approved October 10, 2008 and ROD December 2008). Proposed management actions for both 
conventional oil and gas and coal bed natural gas (CBNG) were adopted. This document does not propose 
to change existing lease stipulations in the Miles City District Oil and Gas RMP/EIS Amendment.   

Mitigation that is being considered for implementation is found in Chapter 2 of the Amendment.  
Mitigation measures common to all alternatives for BLM to administer O&G that are being considered 
are found in Table 2-1 beginning on page 2-8.  Mitigation measures for BLMʼs preferred alternative 
are found in Chapter 2 beginning on p 2-20. Other mitigation measures may be found in the Minerals 
Appendix beginning on page MIN-36. 

A monitoring appendix is also included with the Amendment.  For each resource, a series of items will 
be monitored. Each item is evaluated by location, technique for data gathering, unit of measure, and 
frequency and duration of data gathering. When duration is not specified, the duration is for the next 20 
years. The monitoring plan states the event that will be evaluated and lists the key resources that will be 
monitored. If an adverse impact can be corrected by a management action within the scope of this plan, 
the change will be implemented. If the adverse impact can be corrected only by a management action that 
is outside the scope of this plan, the management change will be a formal amendment. 

Under the phased development alternatives addressed in the Supplemental EIS, resource-based screens 
are used to phase development. The screens applicable to the preferred alternative are described in detail 
in the monitoring plan. 

A complete list of current management stipulations for coal, oil and gas are summarized in Appendix D of 
this document. 

3.2.2 Livestock Grazing Management 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 Billings RMP Final EIS, ROD - p. 17: The resource objective for improve (“I”) allotments will 
be to improve poor and fair range condition to good range condition through implementation of improved 
grazing management and vegetative manipulation practices. Because of topography, soil limitations, 
and wildlife habitat concerns, it is not feasible to strive for 100% improvement on all poor and fair 
condition range. As a general guide, AMPs developed under this plan will be designed to achieve 80% 
good condition on key livestock use areas (key areas being defined as drainage bottoms and fl atter areas 
that normally receive at least moderate use and have the capability to respond to grazing treatments or 
vegetative manipulation practices). 

The objective for maintain (ʻM”) allotments is to maintain the current satisfactory condition. 

The objective for most “C” allotments will be to continue custodial management. However, the Gravelly, 
Petroglyph, Gyp Springs, and Bluewash allotments will be monitored at a level to ensure resource 
conditions are not deteriorating. These four allotments have substantial amounts of public land as 
compared to the majority of “C” allotments but are in an area with low production capability. 

The livestock production objective will be to maintain current proper use allocations in the short term, 
while increasing potentially available livestock forage in the “I” allotments and selected “M” allotments. 
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Where current allocations exceed proper use, the objective will be to determine the proper use level 
through monitoring and allocate livestock forage accordingly. 

Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands 
Administered by the Bureau of Land Management for Montana and the Dakotas, (Miles City and Billings) 
(August 1997: Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management are 
intended to maintain healthy and productive public rangelands that are essential to support long-term 
grazing and stable communities that rely on the land. 

Management Actions 
Billings Resource Area RMP, Final EIS, Record of Decision, (September 1984):  In this program, 62,437 
AUM authorizations to 333 operators will continue in the short term. Any reductions in livestock use will 
generally be phased in over a five-year period, according to BLM grazing regulations where substantiated 
by monitoring and consultation. 

The analysis in the 1984 Billings Final RMP/EIS (preferred alternative) projected a 10,711 AUM 
increase available to livestock. This was under the assumption that all proposed range improvements, 
land treatments, and grazing systems would be completed and implemented. This AUM fi gure takes 
into consideration the requirements of consumptive and non-consumptive users and an appropriate 
allocation was reserved for these resources. Appendix B displays the current allocation by allotment. 
Any adjustment, either upward or downward, will be substantiated through monitoring and allocated in 
accordance with BLM policy. 

Sixteen new AMP s will be developed on “I” category allotments, and seven existing AMPs in the “I” 
category will be revised. Allotment-specific objectives, would be developed on these I” allotments to 
resolve resource conflicts and improve resource conditions. Grazing systems incorporating rest and/or 
deferment treatments will be designed to achieve these objectives. Current grazing systems in 16”M” 
category existing AMPs will be continued.  Table 3-2 summarizes “M, C and I” category allotments 
according to current and proposed management status. 

TABLE 3-2 
CURRENT AND PROPOSED MANAGEMENT STATUS 

Category Management Status No. of Allotments Acres AUMs 

M Existing AMPs 16 63,479 7,711 

New AMPs 1 4,333 1,284 

Non-AMPs 95 127,531 25,124 

I Revised AMPs 7 38,165 4,547 

New AMPs 15 43,456 8,726 

C Existing AMPs 2 42,553 2,872 

Non-AMPs 257 79,781 12,173 

Implementation Priorities 

• 	 Continue to implement the annual base program for range management in the Billings Resource 
Area (issuance of permits and bills, transfers, day to day routine business, etc). 
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• 	 Achieve the resource objectives for grazing management as stated previously under Resource 
Objectives and Recommendations in this document. This is dependent upon receiving sufficient 
funding to complete range improvements and adequate staffing to implement grazing systems, 
supervise grazing use and monitor resource changes. 

• 	 First priority for rangeland improvements will be given to “I” category allotments with “M and 
C” category allotments being of a lower priority.  Further priority has been given on an allotment 
specific basis. Ranking is subject to change based upon changes in resource conditions, project 
redesign, or private contributions by individual operators. 

3.2.3 Recreation and Visitor Services 

Current management direction is based on RMP management objectives, activity level plans and other 
recreation management direction, including 43 CFR 8340, Subchapter H, Recreation, Part 8342 and Part 
8364 and H-1601-1 Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C – Recreation and Visitor Services.  In 
addition, recreation management on public lands administered by the BLM is authorized under the laws, 
executive orders, and policies identified in Chapter 6 of this AMS.  

Management Objectives 
Billings Resource Area RMP (1984): Improve recreation access to public lands and pursue in the 
following priority: 

• 	 Exchanges would be sought through the land tenure program for lands adjacent to the 
Yellowstone, Musselshell, Boulder, Stillwater, Clarks Fork and Bighorn Rivers.  With regard to 
the Yellowstone River, priority consideration will be given to areas near Big Timber, Springtime, 
Huntley and Pompeys Pillar (these locations have been recommended by the MTFWP to meet 
fl oating demand). 

• 	 Acquire legal and physical access to the following public land areas: (A) block of public lands 
seven miles west of Pompeys Pillar bordering the north bank of the Yellowstone River, (B) 
Youngʼs Point, approximately three miles southwest of Park City; (C) Bad Canyon walk in-
access, located approximately 15 miles west of Absarokee.  Where vehicular access is required, 
travel may be restricted to designated roads or trails. These restrictions will be determined after 
preparation of detailed activity plans. 

• 	 Legal public access will not be pursued to the large block of public land roughly bounded by the 
communities of Bridger, Belfry and Warren (Triangle Area) and the west side of the Red Pryor 
Mountain unless access across privately owned lands is denied. 

Any new or existing recreational sites would be inspected periodically for possible damage. Visitor use 
would be monitored using various methods including selected road/traffic counters and visitor registers. 

Since completion of the 1984 Billings RMP, legal access for walk-in traffic into Bad Canyon has been 
obtained and several key areas along the Yellowstone River have been acquired including, Four Dances 
Natural Area, Sundance Lodge Recreation Area, and the area referred to as Bundy Island just west of 
Pompeys Pillar NM. 

The 1984 RMP did not identify any SRMAs.  

The 1984 RMP provided no specific management direction for SRPs. 
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Environmental education: The 1984 Billings RMP identified 77 acres for environmental education at 
Shepherd Ah-Nei (Area 2) as long as local groups indicate an interest in the area.  If excessive vandalism 
occurs, the facilities will be removed. The Acton site consisting of 133 acres will not be developed until 
the Shepherd site use exceeds the carrying capacity of 6,000 visitors annually or the schools express an 
interest in developing this area. 

Wild horse interpretation:  the 1984 RMP stated that interpretation of the Pryor Mountain wild horses 
and their management will be pursued as a cooperative venture between the BLM, FS, and NPS. Major 
interpretive efforts will be centered at the Lovell, Wyoming, NPS Visitor Center.  Upon completion of the 
herd management area plan, a roadside interpretive panel may be placed along Bad Pass highway within 
the BCNRA. Interpretation on BLM-public lands will be limited, in most respects, to six boundary or 
roadside signs. No major structure or overlook is anticipated on BLM public lands at this time. 

The Four Dances Natural Area and Sundance Lodge Recreation Area were designated SRMAs 
when they were acquired (EA/Amendment (DR, 2002) (EA MT-010-0-39).  The decision allows 
the BLM to provide an enhanced recreation experience for these two areas. Through this EA/ 
Amendment, Four Dances was designated as an ACEC based-on “significant historic, cultural, or 
scenic values” and ʻʼnatural hazards” of the cliffs. 

Final Statewide O&G EIS and Proposed Amendment of the Powder River and Billings RMPs (ROD 
2003) - Exploration activities will be coordinated for timing to minimize conflicts during peak use 
periods. 

3.2.4 Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 

Management Objectives and Actions 
Billings Resource Area RMP, 1984 - The BLM will attempt to meet the demand for off-road vehicle 
(OHV) use on public land while protecting resource values, while limiting other conflicts which may 
occur between OHV users, adjacent landowners, and permittees.  The following actions will be pursued: 

Off road vehicle use in Asparagus Point Area will be limited to the main access road and the parking area. 

The following designations were applied to roads in the Pryor Mountains in the 1984 RMP. 
• Bear Spring Road (#1) Open 

• Timber Canyon Road(#2) Open 

• Water Canyon Road (#3)  Open 

• Inferno Canyon Road (#4) Open 

• Demi-John Flat Road (#10) Open 

• Turkey Flat Road (#11) Closed (administrative use only) 

South Hills is the only area in the planning area managed as open, where cross country travel is allowed. 
The 1984 RMP decision closed a 70-acre portion of the area to provide a noise buffer for a large adjacent 
residential area. The 1984 RMP also closed a 1,200 acre portion to all 4-wheeled vehicles, including 
ATVs.  

A Federal Register Notice was published in September 2001 to update and correct errors in the September 
25, 1979, and August 4, 1987, designations.  The following roads were designated open within the Pryor 
Mountains. 
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• 	 Bear Canyon Ridge Road (#1030) 

• 	 Bear Canyon Road (#1014) 

• 	 Bent Springs Road (#1039) 

• 	 Burnt Timber Ridge Road (#1018) 

• 	 Crooked Creek Road (#1017) 

• 	 Dandy Mine Road (#1034) 

• 	 Demi John Flat Road (#1035) 

• 	 East Horsehaven Road (#1030) 

• 	 East Petroglyph Canyon Road (#1020) 

• 	 Gyp Spring Road (#1015) 

• 	 Helt Road (#1016) 

• 	 Inferno Canyon Road (#1050) 

• 	 Lower timber Ridge Road (#1048) 

• 	 Miller Trail Road (#1046) 

• 	 Red Pryor Mountain Road (#1022) 

• 	Stockman Trail (#1013) 

• 	 Sykes Road East Loop (#1033) 

• 	 Sykes Ridge Road (#1019) 

• 	 Sykes Spring road (#1052) 

• 	 Timber Canyon Road (#1049) 

• 	 Timber Ridge Road (#1047) 

• 	 Water Canyon Road (#1051) 

• 	 West Horsehaven Road (#1021) 

• 	 West Petroglyph Canyon Road (#1036) 

To meet national objectives, each federal agency is required to designate areas and trails for OHV use or 
restriction. Area and trail designations are completed during the RMP planning process in accordance 
with BLM regulations (43 CFR 8340) and are limited to the following three management categories: 

• 	 Open: Areas used for intensive OHV use where there are no compelling resource needs, user 
conflicts, or public safety issues to warrant limiting cross-country travel. 

• 	 Limited: Areas or trails where the BLM must restrict OHV use in order to meet specifi c resource 
management objectives. These limitations may include the following: limiting the time; number 
or types of vehicles; limiting the time or season of use; permitted, licensed use only; limiting use 
to existing roads and trails; and limiting use to designated roads and trails. The BLM may impose 
additional limitations, as necessary, to protect other resources, particularly in areas that OHV 
enthusiasts use intensely or where they participate in competitive events. 

• 	 Closed: This designation is used if closure to all vehicular use is necessary to protect resources, 
ensure visitor safety, or reduce conflicts. 
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The open designations (seasonal, all year, or intensive) are developed to provide for OHV use including 
off-road cross-country use within designated areas.  Intensive use areas are generally defined as public 
lands with no restrictions on where OHVs can be driven and where no compelling resource protection 
needs, user conflicts, or public safety issues exist to warrant limiting cross-country travel. 

Limited and closed designations are imposed to help protect natural resources and minimize conflicts 
among various users of public lands. The limited designation applies to areas and trails where OHV use 
is subject to restrictions, such as limiting the number or types of vehicles allowed, dates and times of use 
(seasonal restrictions), or limiting use to existing and designated roads and trails. The closed designation 
applies to areas and trails where OHV use is permanently or temporarily prohibited. In 1998 there were 
5.8 million acres of the BLM land in Montana and North and South Dakota designated as Open to 
motorized cross country travel including 317,000 acres in the Billings Field Office. 

In January 1999, the BLM and the FS initiated the Off-Highway Vehicle Environmental Impact Statement 
and Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota (OHV EIS).  This EIS 
considered various ways to minimize the potential for resource damage from cross-country OHV use. 

The Off-Highway Vehicle EIS and Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota (ROD June 2003) limited motorized travel to existing roads and trails on BLM-managed lands in 
Montana and the Dakotas In December 2003, all BLM Field offices completed a prioritzed list of areas 
for site specific route designations as directed by the OHV EIS. 

Existing laws and regulations provide management direction to control and direct the use of OHVs on 
public lands to protect resources, promote safety, and minimize conflicts. These laws and regulations give 
BLM the ability to restrict or prohibit OHV use to minimize: 

• 	 Damage to soil, watershed, vegetation or other resources of public land; 
• 	 Harm to wildlife, wildlife habitat; and 
• 	Conflict between the use of OHVs and other types of recreation and land uses currently 


authorized (OHV FEIS, p. 3).
 

Site-specific planning would involve designating existing roads and trails as open, closed, or limited. 
Specific criteria for open, limited, and closed designations are provided in definitions outlined in 43 CFR 
8340: 

• 	 Closed areas or trails are where the use of off road vehicles is permanently or temporarily 

prohibited.
 

• 	 Limited areas are those areas that may be restricted at certain times, in certain areas, and/or to 
certain vehicular use. 

• 	 Open refers to areas and trails where all types of vehicle use is permitted at all times and 

anywhere in the area subject to the operating regulations and vehicle standards. 


Since the OHV ROD, BiFO has completed site-specific travel plans for three high priority areas. All 
existing roads were inventoried and designated open, closed, or limited. Specific criteria for open, 
limited, and closed designations are provided in definitions outlined in 43 CFR 8340. The areas are: 

• 	Acton Recreation Area 
• 	Horsethief Area 
• 	 Shepherd Ah Nei OHV Area 
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3.2.5 Forestry 

Management Objectives 
Guidance for the sale of forest products is currently provided through the 1984 RMP, as amended by the 
Statewide Fire and Fuels EA/Amendment (2003). The 1984 RMP primarily focused on forest product 
sales. The sale program is based on allowable sale quantities based on and eight and 25 year totals of 560 
mbf and 1.75 mmbf. 

A total of 9,500 acres are reserved from timber harvest,  including the Pryor Mountain WSAs, Bad 
Canyon, Youngʼs Point, Hamiltonʼs (Asparagus) Point, Shepherd Ah Nei and the Acton Area, , except for 
where there are other resource values or concerns. 

There is no guidance for old-growth management or identifying characteristics or indicators of healthy 
forest conditions. 

The 1984 RMP (p. 29) states: 

The resource area will meet local demand for timber products through small negotiated sales. 
Additionally, occasional advertised sales will be held which could amount to sales of up to 1 
mmbf being offered in the Twin Coulee area .  An annual cut of 70 mbf over 30 acres is expected 
to occur.  In the short term (8 years), 560 mbf will be harvested on 240 acres. In the long term 
(25 years), 1.75 mmbf will be harvested on 750 acres. 

A total of 9,500 acres of forested land will be protected from cutting, except where needed 
for other resource value or concern such as watershed, safety, or wildlife.  The protection area 
includes the Pryor Mountain WSAs, Bad Canyon, Youngʼs Point, Hamiltonʼs (Asparagus) Point, 
Shepherd Ah Nei and the Acton area. 

Management Actions 
The 1984 Billings RMP (p. 29) describes the following actions: 

• 	 Monitor designated protection areas. 
• 	 Investigate all trespass and epidemics reported by resource area personnel and take appropriate 

action. 
• 	 Attempt to accommodate requests made by the public for the sale of forest products. Prepare and 

advertise timber sales identified in the annual work plan 

The HFI , the HFRA, and stewardship contracting authority have placed a greater emphasis on managing 
for forest health rather than commodity extraction. Present management actions are based on forest health 
and in compliance with the Montana forest BMPs and Montana Stream Management Laws. 

3.2.6 Lands and Realty 

Management Objectives 
1984 RMP p. 39--The resource objective of this action is to adjust the resource area land and/or mineral 
base using various Bureau authorities (exchanges, sales, Recreation and Public Purpose patents, etc.) to 
improve management of both public and private land. 

1984 RMP p. 45 – Recreation Access.  Access to public land areas will be pursued to address demand 
created by an expanding population pressure in the greater Billings area. This will allow BLM to pursue 
recreational access to key areas without making significant changes in the land ownership pattern. 
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Management Actions –Land Tenure Adjustment 
The 184 RMP identified 5,237 acres of public land as suitable for disposal within the Land Tenure 
Adjustment Area.  Within the same area, 3,622 acres were identified as suitable for exchange. Following 
public comments, the resource area staff evaluated 19 tracts of public land previously identifi ed for 
disposal. This evaluation reduced the total acreage in the disposal category from 5,237 to 3,837 acres. 
In light of public responses and further clarification of land tenure policy at the national and state levels, 
land exchange will be the predominant method of land adjustment and/or disposal. The adjustment in this 
action makes the 3,837 acres of public land categorized for disposal within the Land Tenure Adjustment 
Area available for disposal by exchange, as well as by sale or other authorized methods of disposal. 

The attached 1984 land tenure adjustment lists by county have been updated to reflect disposal actions. 
Presently, there are approximately 4,037 acres identified for disposal, 29,739 acres categorized for 
retention, and 2,260 acres have been categorized for further study.  Lands placed in the further study 
category will be evaluated later using the criteria defined in the State Director Guidance for RMPs in the 
MT/DAKs (1983). 

Under the current 1984 Billings RMP, the following land tenure adjustments have been completed: 

Altman Land Exchange (Sundance Lodge), acquired 379 acres, disposed 7,411 acres of federal lands; Cub 
Creek Land Exchange (Phases I and II), acquired 4,212 acres, disposed of 16,510 acres of federal lands; 
and the Larsen Exchange (Four Dances), acquired 765 acres, disposed of 2,155 acres of federal lands. 
Additional funding for the Larsen Exchange was provided by the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

The remaining portion of the resource area was delineated into retention and disposal zones (see Map 28). 
Approximately 364,350 acres are delineated in retention zones, while approximately 52,500 acres are 
delineated in disposal zones. The remaining 42,350 acres of public land in the disposal zones are suitable 
for disposal by any method, but predominantly through exchange. 

Exchanges will also be the predominant method of land disposal for public lands outside of the Land 
Tenure Adjustment Area.  Lands to be acquired by exchange will generally be located within retention 
areas, while lands to be disposed of by exchange or sale will primarily be located in disposal areas. Based 
on site-specific application of the land tenure adjustment criteria in the State Director Guidance, some 
lands within a disposal zone, such as critical wildlife habitat, may be retained, while some lands in a 
retention zone may be disposed of. 

If and when a lands sale is completed outside the Land Tenure Adjustment Area as defined in the 
Billings RMP, the determination(s) and evaluation required by Section 102 and 203 of FLPMA will be 
made through the planning process using the pertinent provisions of 43 CFR 1600 and the regulations 
implementing NEPA. 

Lands to be acquired should: 
• Facilitate access to public land, 
• Maintain or enhance important public values and uses, 
• Maintain or enhance local social and economic values, 
• Facilitate implementation of other aspects of the Billings RMP, including: 

o Acquisition of non-BLM lands within the PMWHR 
o Facilitation of future mineral development, and/or 

• Facilitate other criteria addressed in the State Director Guidance. 

Appendix C identifies the legal descriptions, by county, for land tenure proposals.  
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Recreation Access 
Access to the following public land areas will be pursued in this priority: 

• 	 Exchanges will be sought through the land tenure program for lands adjacent to the Yellowstone, 
Musselshell, Boulder, Stillwater, Clarks Fork and Bighorn Rivers.  With regard to the Yellowstone 
River, priority consideration will be given to areas near Big Timber, Springtime, Huntley and 
Pompeys Pillar (these locations have been recommended by the MTFWP to meet floating 
demand). 

• 	 Acquire legal and physical access to the following public land areas: (A) block of public lands 7 
miles west of Pompeys Pillar bordering the north bank of the Yellowstone River (this need was 
resolved in 2008 by the MTFWP acquisition of the Circle R River Ranch Property); (B) Youngʼs 
Point, approximately 3 miles southwest of Park City; (C) Bad Canyon walk-in access, located 
approximately 15 miles west of Absarokee.  Where vehicular access is required, travel may be 
restricted to designated roads or trails. These restrictions will be determined after preparation of 
detailed activity plans. 

• 	 Legal public access will not be pursued to the large block of public land roughly bounded by 
the communities of Bridger, Belfry and Warren (Triangle Area) and the west side of Red Pryor 
Mountain unless access across privately-owned lands is denied. 

Expanding population pressure in the greater Billings area has created a demand for more recreational 
sites or more access to existing sites on public land. This action will allow BLM to pursue recreational 
access to key areas in cooperation with other federal, state, and local partners. 

3.2.7 Transportation Facilities and Access 

Management Objectives 
Billings 1984 RMP: did not address Transportation Facilities.  

Access to public lands was addressed in several areas refer; to Land Tenure in 3.2.6 above.  


3.2.8 Renewable Energy 

Management Objectives 
The 1984 Billings RMP did not discuss renewable energy.  

Management Actions 
The BLM Washington Office issued an IM for the ROD for the Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy 
Development and guidance on processing ROW applications for wind energy projects on public lands 
administered by the BLM. It is BLM general policy, consistent with the National Energy Policy of 2001 
and the Energy Policy Act of 2005, to facilitate environmentally responsible commercial development of 
solar energy projects on public lands and to use solar energy systems on BLM facilities where feasible. 

IM No. 2005-006, Solar Energy Development Policy, states: 
Applications for commercial solar energy facilities will be processed as ROW authorizations 
under Title V of the FLPMA and Title 43, Part 2802 of the CFR.  Commercial CSP or PV 
electric-generating facilities must, however, comply with BLMʼs planning, environmental and 
current ROW application requirements, as do other similar commercial uses.  BLM ROW project 
managers are available to coordinate the planning, environmental, application, permitting, and 
monitoring process. 
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The BLM will evaluate the feasibility of installing PV systems on administrative 
facilities and projects involving resource monitoring, range improvements, public safety and 
recreation projects. Project planning and design should incorporate an appropriate analysis to 
determine the feasibility, cost and benefits of using PV systems. 

3.3 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

3.3.1 Pompeys Pillar 

Management Objectives and Actions 
Establishment of the Pompeys Pillar National Monument, by the President of the United States of 
American: A Proclamation (January 17, 2001). Section 2 of the Act of June 8, 1906 (34 Stat. 225, 16 
U.S.C. 431), approximately 51 acres at Pompeys Pillar was designated a national monument on January 
17, 2001, for the purpose of protecting the historic and cultural objects associated with the Pillar.  The 
proclamation states that: 

All Federal lands and interests in lands within the boundaries of this monument are hereby 
appropriated and withdrawn from all forms of entry, location, selection, sale, or leasing or other 
disposition under the public land laws, including but not limited to withdrawal from location, 
entry, and patent under the mining laws, and from disposition under all laws relating to mineral 
and geothermal leasing. Lands and interests in lands within the proposed monument not owned 
by the United States shall be reserved as a part of the monument upon acquisition of title thereto 
by the United States. The establishment of this monument is subject to any valid existing rights, 
including the mineral estate held by the United States in trust for the Crow Tribe. 

Pompeys Pillar EA/Amendment for the Billings RMP (1996).  Pompeys Pillar (470 acres) was designated 
an ACEC.  The ACEC does not include three acres on the south side of the interstate, which were 
included in the acquisition of Pompeys Pillar in 1991. 

The management objectives from this EA/Amendment emphasize the recreation and historic setting of 
1806 with a moderate level of facility development and visitor services, provide visitor access, and protect 
the values of the NHL. The management objectives are based on three different management zones 
that emphasize different aspects of the setting near the Pompeys Pillar NHL:  Historic Zone: 90 acres; 
Historic Zone – Developed: 110 acres; and General Management Zone:  270 acres. 

For minerals that are privately owned, BLM would work with willing owners to secure title to the mineral 
estate through exchange or purchase. 

For minerals that are federally owned, the following would apply: for O&G activities, a NSO stipulation 
would apply to the entire site. This decision applies to the original NHL and the ACEC. 

Management Actions 
Specific management actions are described below within the three delineated management zones at 
Pompeys Pillar.  
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Table 3-3 

Pompeys Pillar ACEC 
470 acres designated as ACEC 

Designated: 1996 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorization 

Through willing sellers, acquire fee title, scenic or conservation 
easement, etc to preserve the view shed of the Pillar. 
ROW excluded from the historic zone, except those necessary 
to serve the site facilities. 

Off-highway vehicle use 
Limited to designated roads and trails (admin use or other 
authorized use allowed) 

Visual Resource Management 
NHL managed as Class II; remainder of site managed as 
Class III 

Plant collecting N/A 

Road maintenance N/A 

Leasable minerals 
Monument withdrawn, subject to valid, existing rights 
Remainder of ACEC – NA, purchase from willing sellers 

Locatable minerals 
Monument withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights 
Remainder of ACEC – NA, purchase from willing sellers 

Mineral materials sales and permits 
Monument withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights 
Remainder of ACEC – NA, purchase from willing sellers 

Oil and gas leasing 
Monument withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights 
Remainder of site – NSO, purchase from willing sellers 

Land disposals 
Not allowed (3 acres south of the highway – not part of the 
ACEC – could be disposed w/ easement for billboard) 

Fire management 
Water only within NHL 
Full suppression outside NHL 

Livestock management Allowed option only as a management tool 

Fuel wood cutting and wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Geophysical exploration for oil and gas 
Monument withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights 
N/A 

Animal trapping/trap lines Permitted 

Hunting/target shooting Permitted with restrictions for public safety 

Cremains scattering N/A 

Historic Zone – undeveloped (90 acres) 
Management Objective: to provide visitor access to Clarkʼs signature and other historic inscriptions/rock art, 
viewable from boardwalk, on the pillar and to enhance the visitors  ̓experience through providing landscapes that 
appear similar to the natural setting Clark viewed in 1806. 

Management activities: 
Managed primarily to provide access to Clarkʼs signature in a 
historic setting 

Existing visitor contact station and restrooms will be removed 

Visitor access is provided through trails to the base of the Pillar 
and the Yellowstone River 
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Pompeys Pillar ACEC 
470 acres designated as ACEC 

Designated: 1996 

Farming will be excluded and the tilled ground restored to a 
setting characteristic of 1806. Current farming will be allowed 
until displaced by restoration to the historic setting 

The existing access road and parking lot will be closed and 
reclaimed 

Historic Zone – developed (110 acres) 
Management Objective: provide an area where most facilities would be placed. Facilities would be designed to 
enhance visitor experiences through interpretation and visitor services. Facilities would include a visitor center, 
vehicle parking, picnic area, interpretive displays, and demonstrations. 

Management activities: 
New facilities may be developed to provide indoor and outdoor 
interpretive experiences, including an interpretative trail 

Facilities will be developed to allow fishing access and take
out of non-motorized boats and boat docking 

Farming will be excluded and the tilled ground restored to a 
setting characteristic of 1806. Current farming will be allowed 
to continue until displaced by facilities or restoration to the 
historic setting. 

The existing access road will be closed and reclaimed 

General Management Zone (270 acres) 
Management objective: improve and/or maintain wildlife habitat condition, enhance recreation opportunities and 
utilize agriculture to further general management. 

Management activities: 

Farming may continue in this zone. Depending on future 
development, trends and visitor demand, farming on more or 
less than 150 acres may be used to accomplish management 
goals. Where necessary, management of recreation, historic 
sites, and the historic setting could take precedence over 
agriculture and its associated wildlife habitat in this zone 
if visitor demand and management resources require such 
measures. 

Farming practices would include leaving standing crops to 
provide forage and cover for wildlife. Shelterbelt strips of 
shrubs and trees may be planted or maintained in a manner 
compatible with maintenance and access to the irrigation 
system 

A new hiking trail system may be constructed to expand visitor 
access to the area and provide additional fishing access. Space 
for maintenance facilities will be available in this zone. 

3.3.2 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

The 1984 Billings RMP did not designate any ACECs.    

The ACEC EA/Amendment of the Billings, Powder River and South Dakota RMPs, March 1999 (pp 2-3) 
designated the following seven ACECs.  The management objectives for each ACEC are identified in the 
Table 3-4 through 3-10.   
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• Bridger Fossil Area 
• Castle Butte 
• Easy Pryor Mountains 
• Meeteetse Spires 
• Petroglyph Canyon 
• Stark Site 
• Weatherman Draw 

The Sundance Lodge and Four Dances Natural Area EA/Amendment (2002) designated Four Dances as 
an ACEC and identified special management (refer to Table 3-11). 

Fire/Fuels Management EA/Amendment for Montana/Dakotas (2003) – unique resources and values of 
ACECs would be considered for fire management actions and fuels reduction projects. 

Table 3-4 

Bridger Fossil Area ACEC 
575 BLM public surface acres 

Designated: 1999 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land Use Authorization ROW not allowed 

Off-highway vehicle use Limited to designated road 

Visual resource management Class IV 

Plant Collecting N/A 

Road Maintenance N/A 

Oil & gas leasing Not allowed 

Locatable Minerals N/A 

Leasable Minerals N/A 

Mineral materials sales & permits Not allowed 

Land Disposals N/A 

Fire Management N/A 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed 

Fuelwood cutting N/A 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements N/A 

Geophysical exploration 
Allowed if no damage to paleontological resources – however 
if monitoring indicates fossil damage, this activity will not be 
allowed 

Underground explosives for geophysical 
exploration for oil & gas 

Not allowed 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Non-commercial collection of common 
invertebrate and plant fossils 

Allowed 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-5 

Castle Butte ACEC 
185 BLM public surface acres 

Designated: 1999 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land Use Authorization Allowed if significant cultural sites avoided 

Off-highway vehicle use Limited to designated roads and trails 

Visual resource management Class III 

Plant collecting N/A 

Road Maintenance N/A 

Leasable Minerals Private 

Locatable Minerals Private 

Mineral Materials Private 

Land disposals N/A 

Fire Management Conditional fi re suppression 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed 

Fuelwood cutting/wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements Allowed 

Geophysical exploration for oil & gas 
Not allowed on the significant cultural sites, surface methods 
and vibroseis allowed in the remainder of the area 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Oil & gas leasing N/A 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-6 

East Pryor Mountains Area ACEC 
29,500 BLM public surface acres 

Designated: 1999 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorization Not allowed 

Off-highway vehicle use Limited to designated road 

Visual resource management Class II 

Plant Collecting N/A 

Road Maintenance N/A 

Leasable Minerals N/A 

Locatable Minerals Withdrawn 

Mineral materials sales & permits Not allowed 

Land Disposals N/A 

Fire Management Conditional fi re suppression 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Not allowed 

Fuelwood cutting/wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements N/A 

Geophysical exploration for oil & gas Not allowed 

Oil and gas leasing Not allowed 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Non-commercial collection of common 
invertebrate and plant fossils 

allowed 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-7 

Meeteetse Spires ACEC 
960 BLM public surface acres 

Designated: 1999 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorization Not allowed 

Off-highway vehicle use Limited to designated roads 

Visual resource management Class II 

Plant collecting N/A 

Road maintenance N/A 

Leasable Minerals N/A 

Locatable Minerals Withdrawn 

Mineral materials sales & permits Not allowed 

Oil & gas leasing Not allowed 

Land Disposals N/A 

Fire Management Conditional fi re suppression 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed – no sheep 

Fuelwood cutting/wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements N/A 

Geophysical exploration 
Not allowed in sensitive plant area, in other areas access 
allowed by air only – no vibroseis allowed, shot holes and 
above ground shots only 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Easement across state land Obtain 

Selected timber harvest Allowed 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-8 

Petroglyph Canyon ACEC 
240 BLM public surface acres 

Designated: 1999 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorization Not allowed 

Off-highway vehicle use Closed to vehicle use 

Visual resource management Class IV 

Plant collecting N/A 

Road maintenance N/A 

Leasable minerals N/A 

Locatable minerals Withdrawn 

Mineral materials sales & permits N/A 

Land Disposals N/A 

Fire Management N/A 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed 

Fuelwood cutting/wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements Allowed 

Oil & gas leasing Not allowed 

Geophysical exploration for oil & gas Not allowed 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Protected under Classification & Multiple Use 
Act of 1964 classification segregated from 
appropriation under the agricultural land laws, 
from sales under Sec. 2455 of the Revised 
Statutes, and from the operation of the mining 
laws, but not mineral leasing 

W-7991 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-9 

Stark Site ACEC 
800 BLM public surface acres 

Designated: 1999 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorization Not allowed 

Off-highway vehicle use Limited to designated roads and trails 

Visual resource management Class III 

Plant Collecting N/A 

Road Maintenance N/A 

Leasable Minerals N/A 

Locatable Minerals N/A 

Mineral materials sales & permits Not allowed 

Oil & gas leasing NSO 

Land Disposals N/A 

Fire Management Conditional fi re suppression 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed 

Fuelwood cutting/wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements Allowed 

Geophysical exploration for oil & gas 
Not allowed on the significant cultural resource sites, but 
allowed in other areas of the ACEC (surface methods and 
vibroseis only) 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-10 

Weatherman Draw ACEC 
4,268 BLM surface Acres 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorization 
ROWs associated with valid existing oil or gas lease rights 
allowed with restrictions. Other ROWs not allowed 

Off-highway vehicle use Limited to authorized use only 

Visual resource management Class II 

Plant Collecting N/A 

Road Maintenance N/A 

Leasable Minerals N/A 

Locatable Minerals Withdrawn from mineral entry 

Mineral materials sales & permits Not allowed 

Oil & gas leasing NSO (with no waiver, exception, or modifi cation provisions) 

Land Disposals N/A 

Fire Management Conditional fi re suppression 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed 

Fuelwood Cutting and wood product sales Not allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements Allowed if no conflicts with ACEC values 

Geophysical exploration for oil & gas Closed 

Animal trapping/traplines N/A 

Hunting/target shooting N/A 

Protected under Classification & Multiple Use 
Act of 1964 classification 

W-7991 

Segregated from appropriation under the 
agricultural land laws, from sales under Sec. 
2455 of the Revised Statutes, and from the 
operation of the mining laws, but not mineral 
leasing 

Cremains scattering N/A 
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Table 3-11 
Four Dances ACEC 

765 BLM public surface acres 
Designated: 2002 

Management Activities Current Management Decisions 

Land use authorizations 
Lands would not be available for R&PP lease or conveyance, 
long-term leases for habitation or industrial use, or for military 
training purposes 

Uses and practices will be consistent with the Deed of 
Conservation Easement 

Restricted quantity of ROWs, temporary use permits, and land 
authorizations if they are consistent with ACEC objectives 

An on-site caretakerʼs residence may be allowed 

Non-federal lands within and adjacent to the ACEC boundary 
may be acquired from willing sellers 

Designated a ROW avoidance area and any authorized ROW 
will have to be compatible with the purpose of the ACEC 

Off-highway vehicle use 
OHV use (including bicycles) will be limited to administrative 
or authorized uses only 

Use of snowmobiles will be prohibited 

Visual resource management Class III 

Plant collecting N/A 

Road Maintenance N/A 

Leasable minerals 
The area will be closed (discretionary closure by PLO 5180) to 
mineral leasing, exploration and development 

Locatable minerals Withdrawn from mineral location or entry 

Mineral materials sales and permits Not allowed 

Oil and gas leasing Closed and withdrawn. 

Geophysical Exploration Not allowed 

Land disposals Lands would not be available for sale 

Fire management 
Conditional fire suppression. Prescribed fire could be used to 
reduce hazardous fuels and meet other resource objectives 

Transportation N/A 

Livestock management Allowed – no buffalo 

Fuelwood cutting and wood product sales Not Allowed 

Commercial timber harvest Not Allowed 

Renewable energy N/A 

Range improvements Allowed if no conflicts with ACEC values 

Animal trapping/traplines 
Animal damage control will be conducted using procedures 
approved and coordinated as necessary with the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) 

Hunting/target shooting Not allowed 

Cremains scattering N/A 

Air quality 
Activities will be conducted to preserve the class II air quality 
designation 

Hazardous materials waste management 
No authorizations will be allowed for solid waste for hazardous 
material disposal facilities 
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3.3.3 Wilderness Study Areas 

The 1984 RMP made the following recommendations:  

Table 3-12 
WSA Recommendations from 1984 RMP 

WSA Name WSA Number 
Acres Recommended Suitable Acres 

Recommended 
Non-SuitableMontana Wyoming 

Big Horn Tack-On MT-067-207 2,470 353 

Burnt Timber Canyon MT-067-205 3,430 

Pryor Mountain MT-067-206 12,575 4,352 

Twin Coulee MT-067-212 6,870 

These recommendations were included in the Montana Statewide Wilderness Study Report released in 
September 1991 (USDI-BLM 1991b). 

Final Statewide Oil and Gas EIS and Proposed Amendment of the Powder River and Billings RMPs 
(2003) – ROD - Laws and regulations established to protect WSAs prohibit leasing of designated WSA 
lands for resource extraction. Existing O&G leases in WSAs will be developed in accordance with the 
BLM policy for interim management of WSAs.  

3.3.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The 1984 Billings RMP did not address wild and scenic rivers.  

A WSR Eligibility Study was completed for Billings and Pompeys Pillar NM RMPs.  This process 
identified those eligible rivers or river segments needing further study and assessment for suitability or 
non-suitability as potential WSRs.  The study determined eligibility and tentative classification of all free 
flowing streams in the planning area. Refer to the WSR Eligibility Report for the Billings Field Offi ce and 
Pompeys Pillar National Monument. 

3.3.5 Backcountry Byways/ NHTs 

The BiFO does not administer any backcountry byways as part of the National Scenic Byway system. 

3.3.6 Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range 

Management Objectives and Management Actions 
Refer to Section 3.1.8. 

3.3.7 National Natural Landmarks 

Management Objectives and Management Actions 
The Crooked Creek Natural Area NNL and the Bridger Fossil Area NNL are within existing ACEC 
boundaries and fall within the management actions currently identified. Refer to section 3.3.2 (ACECs) 
for the specific management objectives and actions for the NNLs. 
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3.4 Social and Economic Conditions
 

Current management decisions within the existing Billings RMP and current amendments are limited 
to land and resource management decisions that indirectly affect social and economic conditions in the 
planning area. 
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CHAPTER 4 – MANAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES/MANAGEMENT ADEQUACY 

4.1 Air Quality 

No changes to current management practices are currently under consideration. Current data indicate 
that both the NAAQS and MAAQS are being met throughout the planning area. Management of the 
nonattainment area near Laurel, Montana, will be guided by the DEQ through monitoring and the 
permitting process. Current data indicate that current management practices are adequately ensuring 
compliance with current regulations; however, specific goals and objectives should be developed in the 
RMP.  These goals and objectives should include the use of adaptive management strategies to address 
changing federal and state regulations and climate change. 

Table 4-1
 
Air Quality
 

Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

The Billings RMP (1984) does not 
give any direct guidance. 

No Management decisions 
are guided by federal and 
state laws and policies, and 
Standards for Rangeland 
Health. 

The RMP should develop goals  
and objectives to meet air 
quality standards. 

The Billings RMP does not give 
any guidance for climate change 

No Climate change is not reliably 
predictable, especially at the 
project level. 

Climate change should be 
addressed through an adaptive 
management approach 

Under FLPMA and the Clean Air 
Act, the BLM cannot conduct or 
authorize any activity that does 
not conform to all applicable 
federal, tribal, state, and local air 
quality laws, statutes, regulations, 
standards, and implementation 
plans 

Yes Future developments in air 
quality requirements applicable 
to the planning area airshed will 
be guided by changes in federal 
and state regulations, as well 
as the Montana/Idaho Airshed 
Group Smoke Management 
Program. 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
Future developments in air quality requirements applicable to the planning area airshed will be guided by 
changes in federal and state regulations. State and federal regulatory requirements, as well as the Montana/ 
Idaho Airshed Group Smoke Management Program, function to maintain the planning area airshed in 
compliance with current regulations. 

The ability to predict climate change at the local level is not feasible; however, as prediction methodology 
improves and changes occur at the local level, opportunities to utilize adaptive management will occur. 
Adaptive management allows methodology to adapt to changes in climate conditions and continue to meet 
resource objectives and goals. The RMP must address changing climate and provide for the use of adaptive 
management strategies. 
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Additional Trend Information (Affected Environment) 
Local conditions, including terrain and climate conditions, influence the air quality of a given airshed. 
Because of these effects, BLM actions causing air pollution are normally addressed at the operations 
stage. Common air pollutants associated with these activities are: 

• 	 Particulates/fugitive dust generated by construction activities which may promote wind erosion. 
These same particulates are also generated by diesel and gasoline engines. 

• 	 Nitrogen oxides originating from internal combustion engines. 
• 	 Natural gas/methane vented during normal oil/gas production operations. 
• 	 Sulfur dioxide primarily produced from the flaring/ burning of H2S-bearing natural gas. 
• 	Hydrogen sulfide occurring naturally in O&G formations. 

Climate Change: Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as 
temperature or precipitation, which lasts for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The primary 
driver for these changes is believed to be the atmospheric buildup of greenhouse gases (GHG), which 
may persist for decades or even centuries. While GHG can result from either natural- (i.e., solar changes 
and volcanic activity) or human- (i.e., the burning of fossil fuels) related causes, most scientists now 
believe that since the start of the industrial revolution, human influences have greatly exceeded natural 
causes. It is also generally accepted that changes to atmospheric conditions have already begun affecting 
many physical and biological systems on all continents and in most oceans. Examples of these effects 
include increasing air and water temperatures, retreating glaciers, decreases in sea ice, a lengthening of 
the northern hemisphere warm season, and shifts in plant and animal ranges. 

While itʼs generally agreed upon that human activities are changing the composition of the Earthʼs 
atmosphere, important scientific questions remain about how much warming will occur, how fast it 
will occur, and how warming will affect the rest of the climate system (including precipitation patterns 
and storm intensity). Answering these questions will require scientific advances in a number of areas 
including: 

• 	 Improving our understanding of natural climatic variations, changes in the sunʼs energy, land 
use changes, the warming or cooling effect of pollutant aerosols, and the impacts of changing 
humidity and cloud cover; 

• 	 Determining the relative contribution of human activities and natural causes; 
• 	 Projecting future greenhouse gas emissions and how the climate system will respond within a 

narrow range; and 
• 	 Improving our understanding of the potential for rapid or abrupt climate change. 

Public lands in the planning area make up approximately .5 percent of Montanaʼs land base. The land 
cover types are primarily grasslands, woodlands, and wetlands, all of which can store carbon in plant 
material. Typical public land uses include grazing, O&G production, forestry, and recreation.  Given 
that the BLM manages only a small portion of Montanaʼs overall land base, and the fact that these lands 
are in relatively good condition, itʼs clear that the BLMʼs contribution to national emissions would be 
substantially lower than the estimated 0.6 percent reported for the entire state. While BLM Montana 
appears to be a very minor source of potential climatic impacts, the state may be substantially influenced 
by long-term environmental alterations driven by climate change. 

Climate 
No alternative is expected to produce detectable impacts to global climate resources. In fact, maintaining 
or restoring forests, rangelands, and wetlands to good ecological condition would likely reduce emissions, 
thereby producing a minor positive effect. However, given current technology itʼs impossible to quantify 
any affect (positive or negative) with any degree of certainty. 
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Although detectable effects to the global climate conditions are not expected, impacts to BLM managed 
resources resulting from global climate change are expected. However, itʼs currently not possible to 
predict how climate change would affect a specific location in a specific time period. While there are 
several predictive tools for evaluating long term global and continental-scale climate change, these 
models are not appropriate to evaluate the effects of land use at a local scale.  Should a scientifi cally valid 
tool become available, it would be considered for project-level analysis. 

While itʼs currently not possible to accurately quantify future conditions within the planning area, certain 
long-range regional scenarios can be anticipated. The EPA identified the following potential changes for 
the much larger Mountain West and Great Plains region.  

• 	 The region will experience warmer temperatures with less snowfall. 
• 	 Temperatures are expected to increase more in winter than in summer, more at night than in the 

day, and more in the mountains than at lower elevations. 
• 	 Earlier snowmelt means that peak stream flow will be earlier, weeks before the peak needs of 

ranchers, farmers, recreationalist, and others. In late summer, rivers, lakes, and reservoirs will be 
drier. 

• 	 More frequent, more severe, and possibly longer lasting droughts will occur. 
• 	 Crop and livestock production patterns could shift northward; less soil moisture due to increased 

evaporation may increase irrigation needs. 
• 	 Drier conditions will reduce the range and health of ponderosa and lodgepole pine forests and 

increase their susceptibility to fire. Grasslands and rangelands could expand into previously 
forested areas. 

• 	 Ecosystems will be stressed and wildlife such as the mountain line, black bear, long-nose sucker, 
marten, and bald eagle could be further stressed. 

Other impacts could include: 
• 	 Increased levels of particulate matter as drier, less vegetated soils are subject to wind erosion. 
• 	 Shifts in vegetative communities which could threaten individual plants and wildlife species. 
• 	 Changes in the timing and quantity of snowmelt which could affect both aquatic species and 

agricultural needs. 

While these long-range regional changes might occur within this project area, itʼs impossible to predict 
whether or not they would occur during the life of this plan. In fact, during this planning cycle, climatic 
conditions may be quite different than those identified above. This is because this planning effort would 
be in effect for approximately 15-20 years while climate change typically considers timeframes ranging 
from decades to centuries. The following figures illustrate this point at both the regional and local scales. 

A potential regional effect of climate change is earlier snow melt and associated runoff. This is directly 
related to spring-time temperatures. Over a 112-year record, overall warming is clearly evident with 
temperatures increasing .21 degrees per decade. This would suggest that runoff may be occurring earlier 
than in the past. However, examination of the years 1991-2005 would reveal a .45 degree per decade 
cooling. This example is not an anomaly because several other 15-year windows can be selected to show 
either warming or cooling trends. This information is not presented to dispute climate change; it simply 
illustrates the difficulty of predicting actual conditions during any 15-year window or planning cycle. 

This issue with timing also appears to hold true at the local scale. Over the past 90 years there appears 
to have been a warming trend at Flatwillow (see below). However, as with the regional trends there 
are several “windows” where trends actually show cooling (see below). While spring temperatures and 
average annual temperatures are only two indicators of climate, they clearly illustrate the diffi culty of 
predicting impacts when time scales are not consistent (a 15-20 year RMP planning cycle versus decades 
to centuries for climate change). These regional and local examples further support the assertion that 

227
 



            

  

 

       

natural spatial and temporal variability would make it almost impossible to determine actual climatic 
conditions during the life of this planning effort.  In fact, any attempt to identify short-term conditions 
(10-15 years) would be purely speculative. 

Figure 4-1
 
Climatic Conditions: Short and Long-term Trends
 

Climate At A Glance 

Spring Temperature (March – May)
 
West North Central Region (MT, ND, SD, WY)
 

Some of the following data are preliminary.
 
For official data, contact the NCDC customer services branch at ncdc.info@noaa.gov.


            1895 - 2007 Trend = 0.21 degF / Decade  1991 - 2005 Trend = -0.45 degF / Decade 

Figure 4-2
 
Flatwillow Temperature Averages
 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?mt3013 
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4.2 Geology 

The revision will consider various ways to protect unique geologic resources such as ACEC and other 
special designations. 

4.3 Soil Resources 

Limited, existing guidance is in place at the landscape (RMP) level to address soils. Soil resources will 
be addressed in the revised RMP to more adequately address all surface-disturbing activities and to limit 
impacts to fragile soils. 

Table 4-2 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

1984 Billings RMP - Stabilize Yes Current grazing practices The use of BMPs for all resource 
watershed conditions where have improved overall range usages should be considered. 
grazing management or range condition and soil condition Soil properties to be considered 
condition is contributing to is considered in grazing include, but are not limited 
excessive erosion. (p. 16) management at the NEPA 

level. 
to, erodibility, wind erosion 
potential, potential fi re damage 
susceptibility, and compaction. 

ROD Standards & Guidelines Yes Current rangeland standards Continue the use of Rangeland 
(MT/DAKs, 1997) (Miles City ensure responsiveness to standards. 
Standard) changing conditions and 

maintain or improve cover, 
thereby maintaining and/or 
improving soil stability and 
condition. 

There is no guidance for climate No Climate change is not reliably Develop adaptive management 
change. predictable at the project level 

at this time. Climate change 
would affect ground cover 
which in turn would affect soils 
condition, stability, and loss 
due to erosion. 

strategies and guidelines to insure 
maintenance and/or improvement 
in soil conditions and to prevent 
loss of soil resources 
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4.4 Water Resources 

Table 4-3 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Billings RMP 1984; Intensive Yes Water quality improved over Continue utilizing the upland 
grazing management to improve the life of the 1984 Billings and riparian Standards for 
range conditions, resulting Resource Area RMP, Rangeland Health (SRH) as the 
in watershed water quality primary indicators of BLMʼs 
improvement contribution to water quality. 

Other relevant indicators for the 
Billings FO (identified in the 
SRH) include: sediment, turbidity, 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, 
and toxins. These streams should 
be evaluated at least every five 
years to ensure that BLM is 
maintaining or moving towards 
desired conditions. Where current 
management does not appear 
to be producing desired results 
(Silvertip Creek), site specific 
BMPs should be designed to 
improve water quality. 

No guidance is in place to No Climate change is not reliably Adaptive management strategies 
meet the challenges of climate predictable at the project level and guidelines should be 
change at this time. Climate change 

could affect watershed water 
quality and quantity as well 
as aquifer and ground water 
availability 

developed to insure maintenance 
and improvement in water quality/ 
quantity to meet resource and use 
needs. 

Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management 
Goals and objectives should be adjusted to meet those areas identified as not meeting standards and are 
listed as impaired waters. Use of the Rangeland Health Guidelines and BMPs should continue over the 
planning area. Climate change adaptive management goals and objectives and strategies should be used 
to address climate change issues as they develop. 

4.5 Vegetative Communities 

Forests and Woodlands 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address Resource 
Demands 
Landscape analysis is an interdisciplinary examination of existing resource conditions and a description 
of the vegetative conditions needed to sustain ecological systems and conserve biodiversity. This is the 
ecosystem perspective envisioned in BLMʼs “Our Growing Legacy, The Seeds of Change” guidance 
(USDI, BLM 1993). 
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The revised RMP should establish more specific and measurable objectives for vegetation resources, 
based on desired vegetative condition, composition, cover, and seral stages. 

TABLE 4.4 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Monitor protected areas No Some of the protected areas 
have changed in designation 
and usage. Twin Coulee has 
been designated a WSA, and 
harvesting is prohibited by this 
designation. The character 
of usage in the Shepherd Ah 
Nei and the Acton areas has 
changed. 

Recognize the need to manage 
timber-stocking levels for forest 
health and fire in all forested 
lands. Revise the protected areas 
to reflect the changes in conditions 
status and usage. Consider 
wildland fire use for the Pryor 
Mountains. 

Investigate all trespass and No Reliance on casual Monitor forests to determine 
epidemics reported by resource observations to identify forest forest health issues. Prioritize 
area personnel and take health related issues does areas that need treatment and 
appropriate action. not meet the need for forest 

management. Monitoring 
of forest resources should 
be a conscious scientific 
process that measures forest 
health and identifi es effective 
management options to 
respond to those issues. 

plan actions to manage those 
issues. Actions could include 
any appropriate hand or 
mechanical treatment and should 
include the reintroduction of 
fire. Actions based on sound 
scientific principles as well as 
fest management practices and 
Montana Stream Management 
Zone Laws must be used. 
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Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Attempt to accommodate No Requests generally come Change is needed to prioritize 
requests made by the public for from adjacent landowners or areas based on forest health issues 
the sale of forest products. logging operators who are 

interested in saw log and/or 
firewood harvest. The need 
for and type of treatment for 
forest health issues should 
be identified and prioritized 
irrespective of public requests; 
however, treatments should 
be coordinated with the public 
requests. 

and needs. The driving force for 
commercial sale of forest products 
should be for the treatment of 
forest health issues. Attempts 
should be made to accommodate 
public requests. 

The RMP should deal with 
impacts of timber harvest in 
accordance with the Montana 
Forest Best Practices and Stream 
Management laws. 

Set the minimum requirements 
for timber management actions. 
Actions include road construction, 
slash disposal, and placement, etc. 

Set the minimum requirements 
and restrictions for road 
construction, rehabilitation and 
location, Roads constructed 
for timber harvests should be 
constructed to minimum standards 
necessary to remove timber. 

Prepare and advertise timber Yes Demand for forest products is Fuel treatment projects should 
sales identified in the annual variable and unreliable. Sales be developed in conjunction 
work plan. of forest products should be 

coordinated to address forest 
health issues. 

with forest resources and should 
address forest health issues as 
well as fire issues. Commercial 
sales of wood products should be 
included in fuels treatments where 
possible. 
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Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

No management direction given No The 1984 Billings RMP does 
not provide analysis of or 
direction for management of 
forest resources other than for 
sale of forest products. 

The opportunity exists to 
develop objectives and guidance 
addressing forest health issues 
based on vegetative outcomes. 
Analysis should include the use 
of different types of thinning, 
mastication, post and pole cutting, 
fuelwood, pulp, and saw log 
harvest. 
Forest health issues to be analyzed 
should include, but not be limited 
to overstocking, encroachment, 
understory development, old 
growth and old tree retention, and 
insects and disease. 
Analysis of forest restoration 
requirements and techniques 
following wildfires needs to be 
addressed. 

Withdrawal of Pryor Mountain 
WSAs, Bad Canyon, Youngʼs 
Point, Hamiltonʼs (Asparagus) 
Point, Shepherd Ah Nei, and the 
Acton Area from timber harvest 
and management activities. 

No Conditions have changed in 
these areas since the 1984 
RMP.  Twin Coulee has been 
designated as a WSA.  Ah 
Nei is an OHV area and Bad 
Canyon has sustained an 
intense wildfire. In general, 
conditions are conducive 
to stand replacement fires. 
Treatment in these areas could 
address forest health issues. 

Re-evaluate the withdrawal of 
the protected areas from timber 
harvest and management actions. 

Consider management actions that 
improve the quantity and quality 
of quaking aspen and cottonwood 
stands in riparian areas and along 
river systems. Consider invasives 
(salt cedar, Russian olive, etc.). 

Rangelands and Riparian/Wetlands 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address Resource 
Demands 
The revised RMP should establish more specific and measurable objectives for vegetation resources that 
are based on desired vegetative condition, composition, cover, and seral stages. 
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The 1984 RMP did not specifi cally identify “Vegetation Communities” direction or management 
objectives. Instead, it identified grazing management direction and management objectives to improve 
range condition over the short and long-term. Various methods that would be implemented included the 
development of new AMPs and the revision of certain existing plans. Numerous structural improvements 
such as reservoirs, spring developments, wells, and pipelines were proposed over the course of the plan. 
Nonstructural improvements such as seedings, spraying, and burning were also proposed to improve 
range conditions in the short and long term. 

Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management 
Areas of particular ecological importance provide habitat for federally listed or BLM sensitive species. 
There are vegetative communities or associations that are rare or outstanding examples of these habitat 
types. 

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address Resource 
Demands 
Currently, the one staff member who is responsible for noxious weed management also has other program 
duties assigned. Other BiFO staff members also help with inventory and some weed management.  A 
proactive weed management program is anticipated to continue which will include weed inventory, 
coordinated efforts for weed control, monitoring effectiveness of treatments, and development of 
partnerships (e.g., grazing operators and county weed departments), leveraging federal funds via grant 
applications, and educating the public. 

• 	 Continue vegetation treatments, including mechanical, prescribed burning, chemical, and biological 
(classical and non-classical). 

• 	 Continue to implement policies and practices related to cleaning fire vehicles to minimize spread 
of noxious weeds. 

• 	 Require the use of certified noxious weed-free forage within the planning area. 
• 	 Require that any seed or seed mixtures used in management be weed-free. 
• 	 Examine the procedure for authorizing haying on public lands. 
• 	 Emphasize cooperative weed management and prevention. 
• 	 Funding for mitigation and control of invasive plants should be incorporated into project planning 

for each subactivity that may contribute to introduction and spread of invasive plant spread or 
benefit from invasive plant management. 

• 	 Utilize updated BLM-approved herbicide and adjuvant lists and approved biological controls 
when they become available for use. 

• 	 Utilize new herbicides and biological control methods that have been developed since the last 
RMP and amendments; monitor success of past integrated weed control methods. 

• 	 Adjustments to carrying capacity or other intensive management may be necessary on a number 
of allotments in response to noxious weed infestations and forest encroachment. 

• 	 Prescriptive grazing may be used for biological control of noxious weeds. 
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Table 4-5
 
Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management
 

BLM Activity Prevention Measure 

Project Planning 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Incorporate prevention measures into project layout and design, alternative evaluation, and 
project decisions to prevent the introduction or spread of weeds. 
Determine prevention and maintenance needs, including the use of herbicides, at the onset of 
project planning. 
Before ground-disturbing activities begin, inventory weed infestations and prioritize areas 
for treatment in project operating areas and along access routes. 
Remove sources of weed seed and propagules to prevent the spread of existing weeds and 
new weed infestations. 
Pre-treat high-risk sites for weed establishment and spread before implementing projects. 
Post weed awareness messages and prevention practices at strategic locations such as 
trailheads, roads, boat launches, and public land kiosks. 
Coordinate project activities with nearby herbicide applications to maximize the cost-
effectiveness of weed treatments. 

Project 
Development 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Minimize soil disturbance to the extent practical, consistent with project objectives. 
Avoid creating soil conditions that promote weed germination and establishment. 
To prevent weed germination and establishment, retain native vegetation in and around 
project activity areas and keep soil disturbance to a minimum, consistent with project 
objectives. 
Locate and use weed-free project staging areas. Avoid or minimize all types of travel through 
weed-infested areas or restrict travel to periods when the spread of seeds or propagules is 
least likely. 
Prevent the introduction and spread of weeds caused by moving weed-infested sand, gravel, 
borrow, and fi ll material. 
Inspect material sources on site and ensure that they are weed-free before use and transport. 
Treat weed-infested sources to eradicate weed seed and plant parts and strip and stockpile 
contaminated material before any use of pit material. 
Survey the area where material from treated weed-infested sources is used for at least three 
years after project completion to ensure that any weeds transported to the site are promptly 
detected and controlled. 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Prevent weed establishment by not driving through weed-infested areas. 
Inspect and document weed establishment at access roads, cleaning sites, and all disturbed 
areas; control infestations to prevent weed spread within the project area. 
Avoid acquiring water for dust abatement where access to the water is through weed-infested 
sites. 
Identify sites where equipment can be cleaned. Clean equipment before entering public 
lands. 
Clean all equipment before leaving the project site if operating in areas infested with weeds. 
Inspect and treat weeds that establish at equipment cleaning sites. 
Ensure that rental equipment is free of weed seed. 
Inspect, remove, and properly dispose of weed seed and plant parts found on workersʼ 
clothing and equipment. Proper disposal entails bagging the seeds and plant parts and 
incinerating them. 
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BLM Activity Prevention Measure 

• 	 Include weed prevention measures, including project inspection and documentation, in 
operation and reclamation plans. 

• 	 Retain bonds until reclamation requirements, including weed treatments, are completed, 
based on inspection and documentation. 

• 	 To prevent conditions favoring weed establishment, reestablish vegetation on bare ground 
caused by project disturbance as soon as possible using either natural recovery or artificial 
techniques. 

• 	 Maintain stockpiled, un-infested material in a weed-free condition. 
• 	 Revegetate disturbed soil (except travel ways on surfaced projects) in a manner that 

optimizes plant establishment for each specific project site. For each project, defi ne what 
constitutes disturbed soil and objectives for plant cover revegetation. Revegetation may 
include topsoil replacement, planting, seeding, fertilization, liming, and weed-free mulching, 
as necessary. 

Revegetation • 	 Where practical, stockpile weed-seed-free topsoil and replace it on disturbed areas (e.g., road 
embankments or landings). 

• 	 Inspect seed and straw mulch to be used for site rehabilitation (for wattles, straw bales, 
dams, etc.) and certify that they are free of weed seed and propagules. 

• 	 Inspect and document all limited-term ground-disturbing operations in noxious weed 
infested areas for at least three growing seasons following completion of the project. 

• 	 Use native material where appropriate and feasible. Use certified weed-free or weed-seed
free hay or straw where certified materials are required and/or are reasonably available. 

• 	Provide briefings that identify operational practices to reduce weed spread (for example, 
avoiding known weed infestation areas when locating fi re lines). 

• 	 Evaluate options, including closure, to regulate the flow of traffic on sites where desired 
vegetation needs to be established. Sites could include road and trail rights-of-way, and other 
areas of disturbed soils. 
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Table 4-6 


Standard Operating Procedures for Applying Herbicides 


Resource Element Standard Operating Procedure 

Guidance Documents 

BLM Handbook H-9011-1 (Chemical Pest Control); and Manuals 1112 (Safety), 9011 
(Chemical Pest Control), 9012 (Expenditure of Rangeland Insect Pest Control Funds), 
9015 (Integrated Weed Management), and 9220 (Integrated Pest Management). 

General 

• Prepare operational and spill contingency plan in advance of treatment. 
• Conduct a pre-treatment survey before applying herbicides. 
• Select herbicide that is least damaging to the environment while providing the desired 

results. 
• Select herbicide products carefully to minimize additional impacts from degradates, 

adjuvants, inert ingredients, and tank mixtures. 
• Apply the least amount of herbicide needed to achieve the desired result. 
• Follow herbicide product label for use and storage. 
• Have licensed applicators apply herbicides. 
• Use only EPA-approved herbicides and follow product label directions and “advisory” 

statements. 
• Review, understand, and conform to the “Environmental Hazards” section on 

the herbicide product label. This section warns of known pesticide risks to the 
environment and provides practical ways to avoid harm to organisms or to the 
environment. 

• Consider surrounding land use before assigning aerial spraying as a treatment method 
and avoid aerial spraying near agricultural or densely populated areas. 

• Minimize the size of application area, when feasible. 
• Comply with herbicide-free buffer zones to ensure that drift will not affect crops or 

nearby residents/landowners. 
• Post treated areas and specify re-entry or rest times, if appropriate. 
• Notify adjacent landowners prior to treatment. 
• Keep a copy of Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) at work sites. MSDSs are 

available for review at http://www.Codems.net/. 
• Keep records of each application, including the active ingredient, formulation, 

application rate, date, time, and location. 
• Avoid accidental direct spray and spill conditions to minimize risks to resources. 
• Consider surrounding land uses before aerial spraying. 
• Avoid aerial spraying during periods of adverse weather conditions (snow or rain 

imminent, fog, or air turbulence). 
• Make helicopter applications at a target airspeed of 40 to 50 mph and at about 30 to 

45 feet above ground. 
• Take precautions to minimize drift by not applying herbicides when winds exceed 10 

mph (6 mph for aerial applications) or a serious rainfall event is imminent. 
• Use drift control agents and low volatile formulations. 
• Conduct pre-treatment surveys for sensitive habitat and special status species within 

or adjacent to proposed treatment areas. 
• Consider site characteristics, environmental conditions, and application equipment in 

order to minimize damage to non-target vegetation. 
• Use drift reduction agents, as appropriate, to reduce the drift hazard to non-target 

species. 
• Turn off applied treatments at the completion of spray runs and during turns to start 

another spray run. 
• Refer to the herbicide product label when planning revegetation to ensure that 

subsequent vegetation would not be injured following application of the herbicide. 
• Clean OHVs to remove seeds. 
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Air Quality (See 
Manual 7000 Soil, 
Water, and Air 
Management) 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Consider the effects of wind, humidity, temperature inversions, and heavy rainfall on 
herbicide effectiveness and risks. 
Apply herbicides in favorable weather conditions to minimize drift. For example, 
do not treat when winds exceed 10 mph (6 mph for aerial applications) or rainfall is 
imminent. 
Use drift reduction agents, as appropriate, to reduce the drift hazard. 
Select proper application equipment (e.g., spray equipment that produces 200- to 800
micron diameter droplets [spray droplets of 100 microns and less are most prone to 
drift]). 
Select proper application methods (e.g., set maximum spray heights, use appropriate 
buffer distances between spray sites and non-target resources). 

Soil (See Manual 7000 
Soil, Water, and Air 
Management) 

• 

• 

• 

Minimize treatments in areas where herbicide runoff is likely, such as steep slopes 
when heavy rainfall is expected. 
Minimize use of herbicides that have high soil mobility, particularly in areas where 
soil properties increase the potential for mobility. 
Do not apply granular herbicides on slopes of more than 15% where there is the 
possibility of runoff carrying the granules into non-target areas. 

Water Resources 
(See Manual 7000 
Soil, Water, and Air 
Management) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Consider climate, soil type, slope, and vegetation type when developing herbicide 
treatment programs. 
Select herbicide products to minimize impacts to water. This is especially important 
for application scenarios that involve risk from active ingredients in a particular 
herbicide, as predicted by risk assessments. 
Use local historical weather data to choose the month of treatment. Considering the 
phenology of the target species, schedule treatments based on the condition of the 
water body and existing water quality conditions. 
Plan to treat between weather fronts (calms) and at appropriate time of day to avoid 
high winds that increase water movements and to avoid potential storm water runoff 
and water turbidity. 
Review hydrogeologic maps of proposed treatment areas. Note depths to 
groundwater and areas of shallow groundwater and areas of surface water and 
groundwater interaction. Minimize treating areas with high risk for groundwater 
contamination. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Conduct mixing and loading operations in an area where an accidental spill would not 
contaminate an aquatic body. 
Do not rinse spray tanks in or near water bodies. Do not broadcast pellets where there 
is danger of contaminating water supplies. 
Maintain buffers between treatment areas and water bodies. Buffer widths should be 
developed based on herbicide- and site-specific criteria to minimize impacts to water 
bodies. 
Minimize the potential effects to surface water quality and quantity by stabilizing 
terrestrial areas as quickly as possible following treatment. 

Wetlands and Riparian 
Areas 

• 
• 

Use a selective herbicide and a wick or backpack sprayer. 
Use appropriate herbicide-free buffer zones for herbicides not labeled for aquatic use 
based on risk assessment guidance, with minimum widths of 100 feet for aerial, 25 
feet for vehicle, and 10 feet for hand spray applications. 
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Vegetation (See 
Handbook H-4410
1-National Range 
Handbook, and 
Manuals 5000- Forest 
Management and 
9015- Integrated Weed 
Management 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Refer to the herbicide label when planning revegetation to ensure that subsequent 
vegetation would not be injured following application of the herbicide. 
Use native or sterile species for revegetation and restoration projects to compete with 
invasive species until desired vegetation establishes. 
Use weed-free feed for horses and pack animals. Use weed-free straw and mulch for 
revegetation and other activities. 
Identify and implement any temporary domestic livestock grazing and/or 
supplemental feeding restrictions needed to enhance desirable vegetation recovery 
following treatment. Consider adjustments in the existing grazing permit to maintain 
desirable vegetation on the treatment site. 

Pollinators 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Complete vegetation treatments seasonally before pollinator foraging plants bloom. 
Time vegetation treatments to take place when foraging pollinators are least active 
both seasonally and daily. 
Design vegetation treatment projects so that nectar and pollen sources for important 
pollinators and resources are treated in patches rather than in one single treatment. 
Minimize herbicide application rates. Use typical rather than maximum rates where 
there are important pollinator resources. 
Maintain herbicide free buffer zones around patches of important pollinator nectar 
and pollen sources. 
Maintain herbicide free buffer zones around patches of important pollinator nesting 
habitat and hibernacula. 
Make special note of pollinators that have single host plant species, and minimize 
herbicide spraying on those plants (if invasive species) and in their habitats. 

Fish and Other 
Aquatic Organisms 
(See Manuals 
6500-Wildlife and 
Fisheries Management 
and 6780- Habitat 
Management Plans 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Use appropriate buffer zones based on label and risk assessment guidance. 
Minimize treatments near fish-bearing water bodies during periods when fish are in 
life stages most sensitive to the herbicide(s) used, and use spot rather than broadcast 
or aerial treatments. 
Use appropriate application equipment/method near water bodies if the potential for 
off-site drift exists. 
For treatment of aquatic vegetation, 1) treat only that portion of the aquatic system 
necessary to achieve acceptable vegetation management, 2) use the appropriate 
application method to minimize the potential for injury to desirable vegetation and 
aquatic organisms, and 3) follow water use restrictions presented on the herbicide 
label. 

Wildlife (See Manual 
6500-Wildlife and 
Fisheries Management 
and 6780-Habitat 
Management Plans 

• 
• 

• 

Use herbicides of low toxicity to wildlife, where feasible. 
Use spot applications or low-boom broadcast operations where possible to limit the 
probability of contaminating non-target food and water sources, especially non-target 
vegetation over areas larger than the treatment area. 
Use timing restrictions (e.g., do not treat during critical wildlife breeding or staging 
periods) to minimize impacts to wildlife. 

Threatened, 
Endangered, and 
Sensitive Species (See 
Manual 6840-Special 
Status Species) 

• 

• 

• 

Survey for special status species before treating an area. Consider effects to special 
status species when designing herbicide treatment programs. 
Use a selective herbicide and a wick or backpack sprayer to minimize risks to special 
status plants. 
Avoid treating vegetation during time-sensitive periods (e.g., nesting and migration, 
sensitive life stages) for special status species in area to be treated. 
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• 	 Whenever possible and whenever needed, schedule treatments when livestock are not 
present in the treatment area. Design treatments to take advantage of normal livestock 
grazing rest periods, when possible. 

• 	 As directed by the herbicide product label, remove livestock from treatment sites prior 
to herbicide application, where applicable. 

• Use herbicides of low toxicity to livestock, where feasible. 
Livestock (See • Take into account the different types of application equipment and methods, where 
Handbook H-4120-1 possible, to reduce the probability of contamination of non-target food and water 
Grazing Management) sources. 

• 	 Avoid use of diquat in riparian pasture while pasture is being used by livestock. 
• 	 Notify permittees of the herbicide treatment project to improve coordination and 

avoid potential conflicts and safety concerns during implementation of the treatment. 
• 	 Notify permittees of livestock grazing, feeding, or slaughter restrictions, if necessary. 
• 	 Provide alternative forage sites for livestock, if possible. 

Wild Horses and • Minimize using herbicides in areas grazed by wild horses and burros. 
Burros • 	 Use herbicides of low toxicity to wild horses and burros, where feasible. 

• 	 Remove wild horses and burros from identified treatment areas prior to herbicide 
application, in accordance with herbicide product label directions for livestock. 

• 	 Take into account the different types of application equipment and methods, where 
possible, to reduce the probability of contaminating non-target food and water 
sources. 
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Cultural Resources 
and Paleontological 
Resources 

(See Handbooks H
8120-1-Guidelines 
for Conduction Tribal 
Consultation and 
H-8270-1-General 
Procedural Guidance 
for Paleontological 
Resource Management 
and Manuals 8100-
The Foundations 
for Managing 
Cultural Resources, 

• 	 Follow standard procedures for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
8120- Tribal 

Preservation Act as implemented through the Programmatic Agreement among the 
Consultation Under 

Bureau of Land Management, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the 
Cultural Resources 

National Conference of State Historic Preservation Offi cers Regarding the Manner in 
Authorities, and 

Which BLM Will Meet Its Responsibilities Under the National Historic Preservation 
8270-Paleontological 

Act and state protocols or 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800, including
Resource 

necessary consultations with State Historic Preservation Officers and interested tribes.
Management) 

• 	 Follow BLM Handbook H-8270-1 (General Procedural Guidance for Paleontological 
Resource Management) to determine known Condition I and Condition 2

See also: 
paleontological areas or collect information through inventory to establish Condition

Programmatic 
1 and Condition 2 areas, determine resource types at risk from the proposed treatment,

Agreement among 
and develop appropriate measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts.

the Bureau of Land 
• 	 Consult with tribes to locate any areas of vegetation that are of significance to the

Management, the 
tribe and that might be affected by herbicide treatments. 

Advisory Council on 
• Work with tribes to minimize impacts to these resources. 

Historic Preservation 
• 	 Follow guidance under Human Health and Safety in the programmatic EIS in areas

and the National 
that may be visited by native peoples after treatments.

Conference of State 
Historic Preservation 
Offi cers Regarding 
the Manner in Which 
BLM Will Meet Its 
Responsibility Under 
the National Historic 
Preservation Act 
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Visual Resources 
(See Handbooks 
H-8410-1- Visual 
Resource Inventory 
and H-8431-1-Visual 
Resource Contrast 
Rating, and Manual 
8400-(Visual Resource 
Management) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Minimize the use of broadcast foliar applications in sensitive watersheds to avoid 
creating large areas of browned vegetation. 
Consider the surrounding land use before assigning aerial spraying as an application 
method. 
Minimize off-site drift and mobility of herbicides (e.g., do not treat when winds 
exceed 10 mph; minimize treatment in areas where herbicide runoff is likely; establish 
appropriate buffer widths between treatment areas and residences) to contain visual 
changes to the intended treatment area. 
If the area is a Class I or II visual resource, ensure that the change to the characteristic 
landscape is low and does not attract attention (Class I), or if seen, does not attract the 
attention of the casual viewer (Class II). 
Lessen visual impacts by: 1) designing projects to blend in with topographic forms; 
2) leaving some low-growing trees or planting some low-growing tree seedlings 
adjacent to the treatment area to screen short-term effects; and 3)  revegetating the site 
following treatment. 
When restoring treated areas, design activities to repeat the form, line, color, and 
texture of the natural landscape character conditions to meet established visual 
resource management (VRM) objectives. 

Wilderness and Other 
Special Areas 

(See Handbooks H
8550-1-Management 
of Wilderness Study 
Areas (WSAs) and H
8560-1-Management 
of Designated 
Wilderness Study 
Areas, and Manual 
8351-Wild and Scenic 
Rivers) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Encourage backcountry pack and saddle stock users to feed their livestock only weed-
free feed for several days before entering a wilderness area. 
Encourage stock users to tie and/or hold stock in such a way as to minimize soil 
disturbance and loss of native vegetation. 
Re-vegetate disturbed sites with native species if there is no reasonable expectation of 
natural regeneration. 
Provide educational materials at trailheads and other wilderness entry points to 
educate the public on the need to prevent the spread of weeds. 
Use the “minimum tool” to treat noxious and invasive vegetation, relying primarily on 
the use of ground-based tools, including backpack pumps, hand sprayers, and pumps 
mounted on pack and saddle stock. 
Use chemicals only when they are the minimum method necessary to control weeds 
that are spreading within the wilderness or threaten lands outside the wilderness. 
Give preference to herbicides that have the least impact on non-target species and the 
wilderness environment. 
Implement herbicide treatments during periods of low human use, where feasible. 
Address wilderness and special areas in management plans. 
Maintain adequate buffers for wild and scenic Rivers (¼ mile on either side of river, 
½ mile in Alaska). 

Recreation (See 
Handbook H-1601-1-
(Land Use Planning 
Handbook, Appendix 
C) 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Schedule treatments to avoid peak recreational use times, while taking into account 
the optimum management period for the targeted species. 
Notify the public of treatment methods, hazards, times, and nearby alternative 
recreation areas. 
Adhere to entry restrictions identified on the herbicide product label for public and 
worker access. 
Post signs noting exclusion areas and the duration of exclusion, if necessary. 
Use herbicides during periods of low human use, where feasible. 
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Social and Economic 
Values 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Consider surrounding land use before selecting aerial spraying as a method, and avoid 
aerial spraying near agricultural or densely-populated areas. 
Post treated areas and specify re-entry or rest times, if appropriate. 
Notify grazing permittees of livestock feeding restrictions in treated areas, if 

necessary, as per herbicide product label instructions. 
Notify the public of the project to improve coordination and avoid potential conflicts 
and safety concerns during implementation of the treatment. 
Control public access until potential treatment hazards no longer exist, per herbicide 
product label instructions. 
Observe restricted entry intervals specified by the herbicide product label. 
Notify local emergency personnel of proposed treatments. 
Use spot applications or low-boom broadcast applications where possible to limit the 
probability of contaminating non-target food and water sources, especially vegetation 
over areas larger than the treatment area. 
Consult with Native American tribes and Alaska native groups to locate any areas of 
vegetation that are of significance to the tribes and native groups and that might be 
affected by herbicide treatments. 
To the degree possible within the law, hire local contractors and workers to assist 
with herbicide application projects and purchase materials and supplies, including 
chemicals, for herbicide treatment projects through local suppliers. 
To minimize fears based on lack of information, provide public educational 
information on the need for vegetation treatments and the use of herbicides in an 
integrated pest management program for projects proposing local use of herbicides. 

Rights-of-way 

• 

• 
• 

Coordinate vegetation management activities where joint or multiple use of a ROW 
exists. 
Notify other public land users within or adjacent to the ROW proposed for treatment. 
Use only herbicides that are approved for use in ROW areas. 

4.6 Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve desired conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
Current management direction is not likely to provide desired fish and wildlife habitat conditions and 
meet future resource demands. The increased demand for resources that also provide fish and wildlife 
habitat could result in long-term loss of high quality vegetation and water, undeveloped areas that provide 
fish and wildlife security zones, and undisturbed areas that provide important breeding habitat. All of 
these habitat components are necessary for the long-term viability of most fish and wildlife species 
indigenous to public lands managed by the BiFO. 

Resource demands that are likely to adversely affect fish and wildlife habitat in the planning area 
include energy and mineral development, outdoor recreation (primarily OHV travel), and private land 
development adjacent to public lands. Naturally occurring resource demands, including large-scale 
wildfire and long-term drought, coupled with the resource demands listed above, could have long-lasting 
negative impacts on wildlife habitat, if current management direction were to continue. 
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Table 4-7
 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 
Is Decision 

Responsive to Current 
Issues 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Protection, maintenance, Yes Remains a valid Improve and complete inventory 
enhancement(PME) of crucial objective. data base of crucial habitat in 
habitats for big game, upland cooperation with other agencies 
game birds, and waterfowl 

PME of wetland, riparian, 
fi sheries habitat 

Yes Remains a valid 
objective. 

Complete wetland inventory. 
Increase monitoring frequency 
of riparian areas. 

Wildlife Improvements / Yes Remains a valid Maintenance of existing 
Maintenance of Improvements objective for most 

improvements. Nest 
island construction is 
not cost-effective in 
most locations. Raptor 
nest sites will not be 
constructed adjacent to 
prairie dog towns. 

improvements remains a priority. 
Raptor nest sites will be 
constructed adjacent to prairie 
dog towns if prairie dogs 
are no longer considered a 
Special status species. Fences 
not meeting BLM standards 
for wildlife migration will be 
modified to meet standards. 
Wildlife escape ramps will be 
installed or maintained on water 
tanks. 

Habitat management plans No HMPs no longer a Implementation of S&Gs for 
(HMPs) for big game , priority.  Chukar habitat should maintain or 
chukars, grouse, waterfowl, patridge are not a enhance habitat. 
raptors, prairie dogs, fisheries. native species. Habitat 

management for chukar 
partridge is contrary to 
BLM S&Gs. 

Land acquisition/exchange 
program for identifi ed high 
value fish and wildlife habitat 
areas. 

Yes 

Acquire blocks of public 
lands with high fi sh and 
wildlife habitat values. 
Scattered land ownership 
pattern is unmanageable. 

Priority fish and wildlife habitat 
areas will be identifi ed through 
GIS ranking process. Accelerate 
land acquisition program 
with increased funding and 
staff support. Acquire blocks 
of public land through land 
exchange or purchase. 

Three- year cycle for No Priorities have changed Monitoring and inventory will 
monitoring and inventory of for species and habitat. be based on priority species and 
wildlife and habitat condition Therefore, inventory and 

monitoring needs should 
change. 

habitat needs. 

Vegetation manipulation or 
sagebrush burning will require 
input from MTFWP 

Yes MTFWP manages the 
species dependent on 
the habitat that BLM 
manages. BLM will 
consult with MTFWP on 
habitat projects. 

No change required.
 Invasive species such as 
Russian olive, salt cedar 
(tamarisk), and other noxious 
weeds will be managed through 
the weeds program. 
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Planning Decision 
Is Decision 

Responsive to Current 
Issues 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

6,418 acres of sagebrush No Research and technology Utilize most recent research 
control and 160 acres of have improved to allow when analyzing vegetative 
crested wheatgrass treatment thorough assessments of 

vegetative treatments. 
It is expected that 
sagebrush control will 
diminish and restoration 
of crested wheatgrass 
to native sagebrush/ 
grasslands will increase. 

treatments in consultation with 
MTFWP. 

Standards and Guidelines for 
Rangeland Health 

Yes Rangeland health is 
a direct indicator of 
wildlife/ fi sheries habitat 
health 

None 

Oil and gas leasing stipulations 
–NSO, timing, controlled 
surface use 

Yes 
Decision to implement 
stipulations is valid. 
New species of concern 
identified and recent 
research not addressed. 

Implement stipulations that 
consider protection of habitat 
and species (including new 
species of concern) through all 
phases of development (leasing 
through production). 

Investigate impacts/ benefits 
of avoidance of key crucial or 
core habitat areas with energy 
development potential. 

Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management 
Most of the management decisions related to fish and wildlife in the 1984 RMP can be categorized as 
decisions to collect additional data, cooperate with other agencies, provide/protect habitat for specific 
species or populations, or improve habitats for particular species. Since the 1984 RMP, certain wildlife 
objectives and management prescriptions (e.g., development of stocking rates for wildlife) are no longer 
applicable or practical due to changes in wildlife habitat conditions and population numbers. As wildlife 
data are updated as part of the RMP revision process, it is recommended that the BIFO determine if the 
new information results in needed modifications to existing management prescriptions. 

Management opportunities for the revised RMP could include identifying desired habitat conditions or 
population objectives for major habitat types that support a wide variety of game and nongame species. 
Once this is determined, actions and area-wide use restrictions needed to achieve desired population and 
habitat conditions could be identified. 

Coordinating with other groups who are collecting regional data and using their data as a framework in 
which to interpret habitat provision/protection needs could enhance the BLMʼs responsiveness toward 
maintaining desired habitat conditions. For example, ecological assessments by The Nature Conservancy, 
the MNHP, or MTFWP may provide data on regional populations and regional conservation goals 
that might provide a larger context for the BLM to evaluate its desired habitat conditions and habitat 
management decisions. 

Areas of ecological importance or priority wildlife habitats include the sagebrush steppe, native 
grasslands, riparian/ wetlands, aquatic ecosystems, woodlands, coniferous forests, and mountain 
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mahogany in the south Pryor mountains. The following areas provide critical habitat for priority species, 
such as big game, migratory birds, and raptors: 

• 	 Coniferous forest and sagebrush habitats that provide important big game winter habitat; 

• 	 Sagebrush habitats that provide greater sage-grouse habitat; 

• 	 Mountain mahogany and juniper habitat that provide crucial winter range for mule deer and 
bighorn sheep in the south Pryor Mountains; and 

• 	 All listed and SSS habitats. 

Consider the following species priority wildlife species: 

• 	 Migratory birds listed on the USFWS Region 6 Birds of Conservation Concern list and in the 
Montana Bird Conservation Plan; 

• 	 Bighorn sheep (Note: one population in the Boulder River area has been lost to disease and the 
single remaining population in the Pryor Mountains could easily be extirpated due to disease.) 

Conifer Forests:  Enhance open-forest habitat for dependent species by maximizing conifer treatments 
within limits of topography and stand size. Bighorn sheep habitat in the Pryor Mountains could be 
enhanced by reducing forest canopy. 

Sagebrush Steppe: Use the national and Montana greater sage-grouse conservation strategies to address 
habitat management in the planning area. 

Manage sagebrush habitats to provide age and height class diversity of sagebrush with herbaceous 
understory adequate for meeting seasonal habitat requirements for greater sage-grouse and other 
wildlife species that use sagebrush, including wintering antelope and mule deer.  Emphasize restoration 
and rehabilitation of sagebrush in areas that are capable of supporting sagebrush and contribute to the 
distribution and connectivity of patches. Allow no net loss of sagebrush habitat while recognizing that 
short-term losses may occur through management activities. Focus wildfire suppression efforts on 
protecting large stands of sagebrush that are isolated from other sagebrush habitat. 

Crested Wheatgrass: Crested wheatgrass was planted as a reclamation planting to protect farmed 
areas from erosion after many Bankhead-Jones (LU) lands were not proved-up by homesteaders. 
Approximately 29,727 acres of crested wheatgrass stands exist on BLM lands, primarily in Musselshell 
and Yellowstone counties.  Many of these crested wheatgrass stands remain monocultures of crested 
wheatgrass with very little vegetation diversity and little wildlife habitat value. Areas that would be 
targeted for conversion to native sagebrush/grasslands would be areas that have high potential wildlife 
habitat value, particularly for greater sage-grouse, big game, and other sagebrush obligate species, and 
are currently monocultures with little vegetation diversity.  Preferred treatment areas would be areas 
that are not currently being used in a grazing system to provide early spring grazing and reduce grazing 
pressure from other areas within a grazing allotment. Most (90 percent) greater sage-grouse brood sites 
are in Wyoming big sagebrush, with less than four percent in crested wheatgrass (Lane 2005).  Greater 
sage-grouse almost always nest under sagebrush. In Montana most (91 percent) nested under sagebrush, 
with less than 2 percent nesting under crested wheatgrass (Lane 2005). In another study in Montana, 91 
percent were located under sagebrush and six percent were located in either seeded grasslands (includes 
crested wheatgrass) or alfalfa fields (Sika 2006). Nest success is higher (53 percent) when sage-grouse 
are able to use sagebrush, compared with non-sagebrush nests (22 percent) (Connelly et al. 1991). 
Crested wheatgrass forms large homogenous stands, lacking the sagebrush and plant species diversity 
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required by greater sage-grouse (Heidinga and Wilson 2002; Crawford et al. 2004).  Refer to Table 4-8 
for an analysis and summary of greater sage-grouse habitat/and crested wheatgrass on public lands in the 
planning area. 

Table 4-8  

Greater Sage-grouse Habitat on Public Lands
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Fragmentation: Road densities and other long-term disturbances should be managed in high-value 
wildlife habitat areas to control impacts to wildlife. A report by USDI (1997) stated: “As road density 
increases, the influence on habitat effectiveness increases exponentially, such that at road densities of 3 
miles per square mile, habitat effectiveness is reduced by about 30 percent.” (USDI, BLM, 1997.) 

As part of the location and design of transportation systems, existing habitat occupancy and movement 
patterns and probable elk crossing areas should be identified and provisions made to maintain security for 
unimpeded movement. Both the location and density of forest roads have been shown to be disturbing 
to elk security on most elk ranges in North America. While any road constructed will tend to reduce the 
security level of existing elk habitat, losses in security can be significantly reduced if initial road designs 
and locations recognize existing elk behavior, habitat use, and probable response to new roads.  A number 
of considerations can help to minimize the loss of habitat security: 

• 	 Locate permanent and high volume traffic roads in those areas least used by elk. 
• 	 Design secondary roads, in both construction and layout, to facilitate eventual closure. This is 

particularly important where roads enter drainage heads. 
• 	 Maintain frequent dense cover areas adjacent to the road. 
• 	 Avoid road construction in saddles and low divides frequented by elk in crossing ridges between 

drainages. 
• 	 Construct roads to the lowest standard that will meet management objectives. In important elk 

range, this usually implies a low-speed, single-track construction without large cut slopes, fi lls, or 
straight stretches. 

• 	 Dispose of road ROW slash so it does not inhibit elk movement. 
• 	 Locate roads, even temporary roads, to avoid disturbance of moist sites and other areas of 

concentrated use by elk. 
• 	 Avoid areas of important elk winter range. 
• 	 Where maintenance of elk habitat quality and security is an important consideration, open road 

densities should be held to a low level, and every open road should be carefully evaluated to 
determine the possible consequences for elk. 

• 	 When choices for road closures are available, the following criteria for road closure selections 
should be implemented. High priorities for closure include: roads in the heads of drainages, 
saddles, and low divides; roads through moist areas and wet meadows; loop roads that 
encourage through traffic; trunk roads with many dead-end side roads under one-half mile in 
length; mid-slope roads in the lower two-thirds of the drainages ( especially in fall); roads in 
known calving areas (especially in spring); roads in winter range concentration areas (especially 
in winter); and roads in areas with poor cover (especially in fall) (Lyon, L.J.,  T.N. Lonner, et al., 
1970-1985.) 

• 	 Consider water barring existing open roads to reduce soil erosion affects,  reduce maintenance 
costs, and improve travel safety. 

• 	 Modify existing fences on public land that inhibit wildlife migration to meet BLM Fencing 
Handbook standards (H1741-1). 

• 	 Intensify oversight and management of grazing strategies on priority wildlife habitat areas 
requiring grass cover and forage such as big game winter ranges, elk calving areas, and greater 
sage-grouse habitat. 

4.7 Special Status Species 

Special Status Plants: Since the Billings RMP was approved in 1984, many changes have been made to 
the Bureauʼs sensitive plant list. Primary among these changes is to the list of species which have been 
designated as bureau-sensitive. These changes need to be brought forward and the management identified 
in the RMP modified. Many of the special status plants in the planning area have limited distribution 
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state-wide. Some of them are globally rare. Management objectives and actions need to include these 
plant species so that they are protected and do not decline to the point where a listing as threatened or 
endangered might be necessary. 

Table 4-9
 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Billings RMP No Management of special status 
plants (SSP) is not discussed in 
this plan. 

Objectives and management 
actions for SSP need to be spelled 
out in the RMP to meet the 
requirements of Appendix C of 
the LUP manual handbook. 

Oil &Gas Amendment No There are management actions 
but no clear objectives for 
special status plants in this 
plan. 

Carry forward the management 
actions into the RMP. 

Standards and Guides Yes Concisely identifi es objectives 
and management actions for 
special status plants. 

The intent of this objective and 
management action needs to be 
carried forward and expanded in 
the RMP. 

ACEC Amendment Yes and No East Pryor ACEC description 
does not mention the sensitive 
plant species that occur. 
Management of Shoshonea is 
adequately discussed. 

Identify the SSP in the East 
Pryor ACEC, identify objectives, 
management, and how to deal 
with the potential for confl ict with 
wild horses. 
Carry forward management of the 
Meeteetse Spires ACEC. 

OHV Amendment No Old definition of sensitive. 
Actions are vague as to 
management of special status 
plants. 

Update definition and clarify 
objectives and management of 
SSP. 

Fire Amendment Yes Calls for clearances 

Terrestrial Wildlife and Aquatic/Fisheries 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address Resource 
Demands 
Since preparation of the 1984 RMP, there have been several changes in species designations and habitat 
regarding federal and state-listed species. In addition, new species have been identified as BLM sensitive. 
Also, since 1984, some population recoveries have occurred such as bald eagle, peregrine falcons, and 
wolves. As a result, RMP decisions will need to be modified to reflect these changes and the management 
needed to prevent adverse effects on listed species that were not considered in the 1984 RMP biological 
opinion. Backlog consultation with USFWS was completed in 2008 for T&E species.  The service 
identified 45 species of “Migratory Birds of Concern” for Region 6 (USFWS, 2002). Of the 45 species in 
Region 6, an estimated 36 species have been documented in Montana. 
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Current management direction is not likely to provide desired SSS habitat conditions and meet future 
resource demands. The increased demand for resources that also provide SSS habitat could result in long-
term loss of high quality vegetation and water, undeveloped areas that provide SSS buffer zones, and 
undisturbed areas that provide important breeding and colonization habitat. All these habitat components 
are necessary for the long term viability of most SSS indigenous to public lands managed by the BIFO. 

Resource demands that are likely to adversely affect SSS habitat within the planning area include energy 
and mineral development, habitat fragmentation from development, outdoor recreation (primarily OHV 
travel), and private land development adjacent to public lands. Naturally occurring resource demands, 
including large-scale wildfire and long-term drought, coupled with the resource demands listed above, 
could have long-lasting negative impacts on SSS, if current management direction were to continue. 

Table 4-10
 
Special Status Species – Wildlife
 

Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 
Is Decision 

Responsive to 
Current Issues 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Protection, Maintenance, 
Enhancement (PME) of crucial 
habitats for nongame species 

of special interest and concern, 
and T&E species 

Yes This remains a valid 
objective. 

Improve and complete 
inventory data base of crucial 

habitat for Special Status 
Species. Need to address and 

identify migratory birds of 
concern. 

PME of Wetland, Riparian, 
fi sheries habitat 

Yes This remains a valid 
objective, although it 
only applies to 80% of 
riparian on 41 miles in 
“I” and “M” allotments 

BLM policy has been updated 
to include all riparian areas. 
S&Gs also updated policy. 
Priorities will be based on 
habitat value and size, and 
cost. Wetlands should be 
inventoried. Consider fencing 
of reservoirs with water gaps or 
offsite pipelines. 

PME for Habitat for state or 
federally listed T & E species 

Yes Priorities may change 
based on population 

trends. 

Change priorities based on 
population and habitat trends. 

Any action affecting T&E will 
require input from USFWS 

Yes Required by Endangered 
Species Act 

No change required. 

Upon identifi cation of T&E 
occupied habitat a Habitat 

Management Plan (HMP) will 
be initiated. 

No HMPʼs no longer a 
priority.  Most species 

have large scale recovery 
plans. 

Consultation will be initiated 
with USFWS. 

Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management 
Similar to vegetation management and fish and wildlife habitat management, management opportunities 
for the revised RMP could include identifying desired habitat conditions and population objectives 
for SSS and identifying priority species that require immediate intensive management. Once this is 
determined, actions and area-wide use restrictions needed to achieve desired population and habitat 
conditions could be identified. Consider the following priority wildlife species: 

250 



 

         

 

 

• 	 All listed and SSS, with greater sage-grouse receiving emphasis; 
• 	 Vegetative communities that should be focused on to benefit priority species such as the SSS 

include sagebrush steppe, crested wheatgrass treatment areas, riparian/wetlands, and aquatic 
ecosystems. 

• 	 Cave and karst areas will be managed for bats. 
• 	 Other species to focus on include rare SSS plants. 

Implement wildlife species conservation initiatives and recovery plans as co-signed or approved by 
BLM management. Conservation plan strategies, standards, and guidelines for several species have been 
developed since the 1984 RMP.  The following reference actions, standards, and guidelines were adopted 
through a memorandum to USFWS on Backlog Consultation for T&E species in 2007. 

• 	 Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan (1994) standards and guidelines pertaining to 

management of bald eagle nests and roost sites.
 

• 	 Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC), 2006.  Suggested Practices for 
Avian Protection on Power Lines, the State of the Art in 2006, Edison Electric Institute, APLIC, 
and California Energy Commission, Washington D.C. and Sacramento, CA.  These guidelines 
protect birds from possible power line electrocution on BLM ROWs. 

• 	 Northern Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan (1987) standards and guidelines.  Wolves 
are considered an experimental population in the planning area. 

• 	 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (1982, revised 1993) standards and guidelines for habitat and 
population management. 

• 	 Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (Ruedinger, et.al. 2000). 
• 	 Black-footed Ferret Recovery Plan (1988) Standards, guidelines, and objectives for population 

and habitat management. 

Support research, inventory, or monitoring of habitats and and populations for species with unknown 
habitat requirements and populations to enhance management effectiveness, with emphasis on migratory 
birds, amphibians, reptiles, and bats. Examples where population and life cycle data are unknown or 
vague are pale milk snake, hog-nosed snake, spiny soft shell turtle, several amphibians, and bats. 

Ensure that habitat is provided for SSS and that proposed actions do not jeopardize the continued 
existence of a threatened or endangered species, contribute to its possible listing as threatened or 
endangered, or cause its habitat to be adversely affected.  

Continue white-tailed prairie dog translocations until objectives are reached. The long-term objective 
is the maintenance of a viable population of white-tailed prairie dogs. The short-term objective is to 
reestablish up to two white-tailed prairie dog colonies on BLM lands. 

Given the significance of the Pryor Mountain area for bats, it has been suggested that a comprehensive bat 
conservation plan for the Pryor Mountains be developed to guide future management activity affecting 
bats and bat habitat, in coordination with the USFS and NPS (Hendricks etal, 2004). 

Fragmentation 
Fragmentation of habitats and corridors continues to be an ongoing problem for wildlife. An analysis 
of fragmentation and existing corridors will be completed. Some affected or altered habitats will be 
managed to reestablish corridors and reduce fragmentation affects. 

Use minimum road- and site-construction specifications based on projected transportation needs. 
Schedule construction times to avoid seasonal use periods for wildlife as designated in species-specific 
guidelines. Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks will seek to maintain road densities of one mile or less per 
square mile of habitat as the preferred approach (MTFWP, 2002). 
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Coordinate with staff when new roads or other rights-of-way realty actions are proposed to determine if 
concerns with wildlife displacement and/or habitat fragmentation exist. 

Manage the road system to maintain a “no net gain” in roads designated open roads over the life of the 
plan when wildlife issues (wildlife displacement, fragmentation, road density) or other resource issues are 
identified as a resulting from road density. If resource issues related to road density are identifi ed, road 
density would be managed to not to exceed one mile per square mile, considering both existing and newly 
created roads. Seasonal restrictions may be used to mitigate resource concerns by reducing the open road 
density during periods of concern. In areas where resource issues are not identified, do not increase the 
number of new roads by more than one percent of the baseline over the life of the plan. To meet the 
provisions, miles of new road can be offset by closing existing roads. 

4.8 Wild Horse and Burros 

Table 4-11 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Wild horse management Partially Limit resource specifi cs to 
activity level plans 

Develop broad based management 
decisions that allow for adaptive 
management and open the entire 
herd area for wild horse use. 

ACEC amendment No Wild horses have protection 
regardless. 

Look at protections for habitat; 
- wild horses are already under 
federal protection. 

4.9 Wildland Fire Ecology and Management 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
The RMP must address fire management and provide guidance to integrate resource needs, prescribed fire 
and fire operations. The new RMP will establish objectives and constraints and guidance to integrate both 
wildland and prescribed fire with resource objectives and constraints. 
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Table 4-12
 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

The current Billings RMP 
(1984) and Montana State 
Fire Management Plan 
(2003) 
The 1984 Billings Resource 
Area RMP addresses 
prescribed fi re stating: 
“Burning is the only method 
proposed for the treatment 
of sagebrush on 6,418 
acres .” The Fire/Fuels 
Management Environmental 
Assessment/Plan Amendment 
for Montana and the Dakotas 
(2003 plan amended and set 
further goals and guidance 
for wildland and prescribed 
fire. 

No 
The 1984 Billings RMP 
does not provide guidance 
for wildland or prescribed 
fire other than to list 
6,418 acres of sagebrush 
treatment. 

Develop guidance for beneficial use of 
wildland and management ignited fire. 

Fire/Fuels Management Plan No The issues addressed in the Develop guidance for wildland fire 
Environmental Assessment/ Fire/Fuels Management suppression and fuels treatments: 
Plan Amendment for Plan Environmental 
Montana and the Dakotas Assessment/Plan 

Amendment for Montana 
and the Dakotas, must be 
considered in the planning 
process for the new 
Billings RMP. 

• Wildland fire management for 
resource benefit. 

• Fuels Management for resource 
benefit. 

• Moving areas toward historic 
condition class. 

• Use of management ignited fire. 
• Fuels reduction in the wildland 

urban interface. 
• Resource management 

constraints. 
• Wildland fi re management 

strategies. 
• Benefit to resource objectives. 
• Rehabilitation and stabilization. 

• The RMP could develop 
programmatic ESR guidance that 
would define resource condition 
criteria and processes to facilitate 
the decision, initiation, and 
implementation of rehabilitation 
plans and treatments. 

The RMP will be in compliance with the 
guidance set forth in the “Guidance for 
Implementation of Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy (2009)”. 
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4.10 Cultural and Heritage Resources 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
When surface-disturbing activities, such as energy development, fuels reduction projects, range 
improvements, and recreation site development threaten cultural resources, the cultural resources program 
provides support by evaluating cultural resource sites through Section 106 consultation. Relying on the 
reactive nature of Section 106 preserves resources from direct effects but also results in the decline of 
cultural sites due to natural deterioration, incidental damage, and vandalism. Additionally, there have been 
policy changes in the BLM cultural resource management program since completion of the 1984 RMP. 
Management guidance contained in BLM Manual 8130.13 is not present in the 1984 RMP. Additionally, 
allocation of cultural resource sites to use categories, as required in BLM Manual 8110.4, is ongoing, but 
most of the previously recorded sites have not been assigned to use categories. The 1984 RMP relegated 
cultural resources to the appendix. The 1984 RMP was developed before the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act, the 1992 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1969, and Executive Order 13007, and it does not have specific resource management goals and actions 
that address these and other directives. Additionally, the National Programmatic Agreement between 
the BLM, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Council of State Historic 
Preservation Officers (1997); the Montana BLM/State Historic Preservation Officer Protocol (199?); and 
2003 BLM Montana Handbook Guidelines all have helped streamline cultural resource procedures not 
covered in the 1984 RMP. 

A Class I overview is being developed to comply with Manual H-1601-1, Manual Section 8110, and WO 
IM 202-101 and to update the current cultural resource GIS database. The overview will accomplish the 
following: 

• 	 Synthesize all of the previous archaeological and historical work; 
• 	 Outline the prehistory and history as currently understood; 
• 	 Identify data gaps in our knowledge; 
• 	 Develop management recommendations for site types; and 
• 	 The information will be used to define and evaluate the nature and distribution of property 

types, the historic and prehistoric contexts of properties of special significance, the uses to 
which property types may be assigned, the threats to site integrity, and the strategies for resource 
management and protection. 

Issues 
• 	 Due to the limited and scattered parcels of public land in the planning area and the proximity of 

this public land to a large population center, visitation to public land is increasing s well is the 
likelihood of damage/vandalism to cultural resources. 

• 	 Many of the rock art sites located on public land in the planning area are well known to the local 
and non-local public. They both make frequent inquiries about visiting these rock art sites. The 
conflict arises because these rock art sites are not designated public use sites and one of the sites 
is considered sacred by several Native American tribes.  

Opportunities 
• 	 With the ongoing work in the Weatherman Draw area, nominate Weatherman Draw NRHP; 
• 	 Nominate Castle Butte to the National Register ; 
• 	 Use the RMP revision process to develop a proactive cultural resource management framework 

that incorporates changes in BLM policy and law and archaeological theory; 
• 	 Protect sites by developing and implementing additional stipulations on all new ground-disturbing 

activities based on assigned use categories to enhance cultural resource management decisions to 
protect cultural resources; 
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• 	 Maintain or improve the cultural resource GIS database; 
• 	 Use the Class I effort to guide the cultural resources program and provide a framework for a 

cultural resources management plan. Allocate cultural resources to use categories, and establish 
criteria for management of sites yet to be identified. This Class I could also provide a framework 
for priority cultural resource areas or site types. This could allow managers to know in advance 
how to respond to conflicts that arise between specific cultural resources and other land uses; 

• 	 Emphasize the importance of large block inventories early in the planning stages for project 
development, especially for energy development projects. These large inventories have greatly 
improved the ability of the developer/operator and the BLM to cooperate as to the best placement 
of facilities while protecting cultural resources; 

• 	 Continue working with partners on research projects; 
• 	 Continue consultation with Native American tribes to help redevelop traditional ties to the 

landscape and identify and protect sacred and traditional use areas. 

4.11 Paleontological Resources 

Past and current management practices have had little appreciable effect on paleontological resources. 
There have been no reported instances of damage to paleontological resources resulting from 
implementation of RMP management decisions.  Changes in paleontological resources management 
policy and increases in paleontological resource data should be incorporated into the revised RMP.  
Decisions for inventory and management of paleontological resources could be determined based on 
fossil diversity, distribution, and reasons for their importance to science. Priority areas for inventory could 
be identified, along with future research needs. 

4.12 Wilderness Characteristics 

The revised RMP will evaluate wilderness characteristics in the planning area. 

4.13 Visual Resources 

While population growth/rural development in the planning area has occurred, no dramatic area-wide 
alterations of the landscape have occurred. The prevalence of grazing in the planning area and the open 
spaces afforded by an agricultural-based economy have resulted in a continuation of visual features that 
arose over the past 50 years. 

Oil, coal, and gas extraction projects and related infrastructure could increase substantially over the next 
few years. Extraction could result in surface mining and the associated presence of extraction equipment. 
An increase in wind farms, depending upon the location, would impact scenic vistas. Other commercial 
activities in rural settings such as power lines, ROWs, and infrastructure associated with residential 
development could result in impacts to visual resources and opportunities for open space. 

Public interest and demand for motorized travel opportunities are expected to continue to increase. 
Foreground, scenic vistas, and natural settings will diminish as a result of this use. 
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4.14 Cave and Karst Resources 

Table 4-13 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Restriction of recreational 
access to Mystery Cave. 

Uncertain, not 
likely. 

There is no comprehensive 
inventory of cave mineral/ 
biologic resources to establish 
baseline for trends. 

Complete identifi cation, inventory 
and management plans for all 
signifi cant caves. 

Manage species of concern, i.e., 
bats. 

Uncertain, not 
likely 

Bat populations are not 
regularly monitored to 
establish trends. 

Incorporate bat species 
management into cave 
management plans. 

Monitor land use activities 
to avoid conflicts and ensure 
protection of cave and karst 
resources. 

Uncertain, not 
likely 

Lack of adequate cave 
location inventory precludes 
knowledge of conflicts. 

Complete identifi cation, inventory 
and management plans for all 
significant caves. Any activity 
occurring on the Mission Canyon 
or Upper Madison formations 
should include a survey for cave 
and karst features. 

Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management 
Since the preparation of the 1984 RMP, there have be several changes in laws, regulations and policies 
concerning the protection and management of caves and karst resources. There have also been changes in 
species designations and habitat regarding federal and state-listed species. In addition, new species have 
been identified as BLM sensitive. As a result, RMP decisions will need to be modified to refl ect these 
changes and the management needed to prevent adverse effects on caves and karst resources and listed 
species that were not considered in the 1984 RMP biological opinion. 

Similar to vegetation management and fish and wildlife habitat management, management opportunities 
for the revised RMP could include identifying desired cave resource and habitat conditions and population 
objectives for SSS and identifying priority species that require immediate intensive management. Once 
this is determined, actions and area-wide use restrictions needed to achieve desired population and habitat 
conditions could be identified. 

4.15 Energy and Minerals 

Geothermal Energy 
The ROD for Geothermal Leasing in the Western US amended the existing Billings RMP.  During 
preparation of the revised RMP, existing decisions in the programmatic EIS need to be reviewed to 
determine if they are appropriate and applicable to the planning area. If the answer is yes, they should be 
incorporated into the ROD for the RMP. 

Oil and Gas 
Existing management is adequate to achieve most objectives for O&G management. However, the 
RMP revision process should serve to resolve resource conflict and management inconsistencies 
and incorporate BMPs and best available technology in minerals development. The following are 
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management issues related to O&G development on BLM-administered lands in the planning area that 
need to be addressed in the revised RMP: 

• 	 Coalbed natural gas development has not been addressed in detail in previous plans that made 
O&G leasing decisions. Resource development potential, drilling, operational requirements, 
spacing and conflict with other uses should be addressed in detail in the revised RMP by 
incorporating the appropriate portions of the Supplement to the Montana Statewide Oil and Gas 
Environmental Impact Statement and Amendment of the Powder River and Billings RMPs.  

• 	 Much of the planning area has been leased. Many of the existing leases are held by production 
or will have new drilling on them in order to keep the leases. The revised RMP needs to address 
whether constraints identified in the plan for new leases also apply to areas currently under lease. 

• 	 Current lease stipulations and conditions of approval for O&G development should be reviewed 
to ensure they are consistent with resource management objectives adopted in the revision and the 
most recent scientifi c developments. 

• 	 Management prescriptions for any new special management areas need to be developed. 
Management for existing areas should be reviewed and updated as needed. 

• 	 Identify whether the leasing and development decisions in the plan also apply to geophysical 
exploration. 

• 	 Long-term resource condition objectives for areas currently under development need to be 
developed to guide reclamation activities prior to abandonment. 

Coal 
Analyze an RFD for hard rock mineral potential in the area. Consider the associated impacts of 
development of coal. 

4.16 Livestock Grazing Management 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
The 1992 Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) specifi cally identified issues in rangeland management 
that needed attention when the current RMP was to be revised. Several modifications and updates to 
existing livestock grazing management were included in the RPS, including the following: 

• 	 As necessary, develop AMPs (or activity plans designed to serve as the functional equivalent of 
AMPs) that address riparian issues; 

• 	 Noxious weed expansion and method of control issues had gained much needed attention. Since 
the RPS report date, assistance agreements that allow for combined and cooperative treatment 
scenarios have been developed with five county agencies; 

• 	 41 allotment management category (improve, maintain, and custodial) changes occurred which 
had not been changed since the 1984 RMP; 

• 	 A policy should be developed as to how livestock will be managed with increasing O&G, 
recreation, and subdivision activity to reduce conflicts; 

• 	 Upland bird habitat (specifically the greater sage-grouse) and livestock should be managed to 
reduce conflicts with forage resources; 

• 	 Continue to evaluate allotments and watersheds based on the Standards for Rangeland Health and 
apply applicable Guidelines for Grazing Management through the permit renewal and transfer 
process. 
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Since the implementation of the S&Gs in 1997, management practices for livestock grazing have been 
focused on achieving land health standards and meeting objectives for other resources (for example, 
vegetation and soils) established for allotments. This has been accomplished by better conformance with 
the guidelines for livestock management, such as changing the duration of grazing use, season of use, 
reducing animal units, and improving grazing distribution. Reducing the duration of grazing use and 
improving livestock distribution are generally the keys to meeting rangeland objectives, particularly those 
associated with riparian areas. Grazing management has been improved by a variety of actions, such as 
adjustments in grazing permits (including the addition of terms and conditions designed to maintain or 
improve riparian zones and wetlands, utilization and trampling limits, herding and riding requirements, 
and placing salt and supplemental feed away from riparian zones), construction of water developments 
and pasture fencing, and ensuring compliance with maintenance of range improvements and grazing 
permits. 

Staffing--Current staffing for the BiFO range program includes one fulltime permanent rangeland 
management specialist (RMS), one term rangeland management specialist, and one natural resource 
specialist (NRS). Collateral duties (RMP revision, S&G assessment) are assigned to one the RMS. 
Monitoring, permit renewal, transfers, and weeds are assigned to the term RMS and the NRS. Shifts 
in workload priority (e.g., grazing permit renewal and transfers, S&G assessment, RMP revision) have 
hampered the capability of the range staff to focus on other important work such as compliance, AMP 
preparation/implementation, and range improvements. Generally, the staff is stretched thin during the 
field season (May to October) when such work as monitoring, compliance, trespass investigation, and 
upland health assessment work is at its peak. Seasonal help during the field season has helped increase the 
staffʼs capabilities, and funding to hire seasonal employees has been generally reliable. Increased O&G 
development, recreation, and subdivision- associated conflicts with livestock grazing have also reduced 
the capability of the range staff. 

Table 4-14
 
Adequacy of Current Rangeland Management Direction
 

And Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 
Is Decision 

Responsive to 
Current Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

AMP Development Yes and No AMPs require extensive time and 
labor to develop. Staff reductions 
have decreased the ability to keep 
up with the planned number of 
new and revised AMPs. 

In most cases, develop 
allotment-specifi c activity 
plans that are implemented 
on the ground at the time the 
permit is renewed, or through 
the transfer process, 

AUM allocation No Land tenure exchanges, drought, 
sensitive species habitat 
requirements, and wildfi re have 
reduced the available forage base 
in the planning area. 

Re-evaluate livestock carrying 
capacity on an allotment-by-
allotment basis, based on new 
and emerging issues.  Make 
adjustments in allocation 
(grazing preference) where 
necessary. 

Range Improvements No Allotment-specifi c improvement 
planning at the RMP level 
is difficult to implement. 
Additionally, annual budget 
fluctuations and staffing hinder the 
ability to develop and implement 
project work. 

Develop projects that will 
improve the likelihood of 
success of new or revised 
activity plans. 
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4.17 Recreation and Visitor Services 

Opportunities exist to identify additional SRMAs in the planning area to address the increasing demand 
for recreational experiences on public lands. 

Consider SRP areas where there is a growing demand for permitted activities/uses. 

Ensure the planning area provides a wide range of opportunities for recreational experiences. 

4.18 Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 

OHV use in the planning area primarily consists of riding ATVs, motorcycles, and other full-sized trucks 
and vehicles for pleasure. Participation in these recreation activities varies by season, topography, 
vegetative cover, and number of people taking part in the activity.  Public lands in the planning area 
provide many opportunities for OHV use that vary from backcountry to concentrated use areas.  In 
general, most OHV use occurs on designated roads and trails in the planning area (BLM et al., 2001). 

Overall, a small percentage of the total recreational OHV use in the planning area occurs cross-country, 
suggesting a low frequency of motorized wheeled cross-country travel. However, even under a low 
frequency rate, motorized, wheeled cross-country travel does cause resource impacts. For example, clear 
evidence of impacts from motorized wheeled cross-country travel has occurred in the Pryor Mountains 
and the Acton Recreation Area.  Much of the motorized wheeled cross-country use in the planning area 
occurs during the fall hunting season (BLM et al., 2001). User conflicts in the South Hills riding area are 
common and include illegal access, trespass, and safety concerns. 

Existing roads and trails, some of which are user-created, provide access to the general areas where most 
recreation activities take place on public lands in the planning area. However, the public land ownership 
pattern in the planning area is highly fragmented, resulting in access difficulties and potential conflict. 
Conflicts over access can take place whenever ownership is fragmented, along waterways, or where 
prime resource values occur and recreation or other user demands are high. Even where access exists, the 
lack of boundary markers and adequate maps often contribute to confusion about access and can result 
in conflicts between the public, public land administrators, and the owners of associated or intermingled 
private lands. 

Demand for access to public lands is expected to increase, and access for the general public to private 
lands is expected to decrease over time. This is due to a number of factors, including public awareness, 
increased tourism, and increased restrictions by private landowners. Increased costs associated with 
motorized recreation (fuel, equipment) could impact both recreationists and resources. We could see a 
decrease in use overall or there could be a drastic increase in use on public lands in close proximity of 
larger communities.  It seems the public is becoming more aware of recreation opportunities on public 
land within the planning area. 

Visitation is expected to increase as the result of federal, state, and local agency marketing efforts to 
increase tourism. With an increase in non-local users, demand for commercially guided activities (such 
as hunting, fishing, and sightseeing) will increase. However, demand is expected to increase much faster 
than the BLMʼs ability to acquire new access. With the decrease in availability of private lands due to 
land acquisition and limited access due to fencing, local users are expected to increase their demands on 
public land (BLM 1996). 
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4.19 Forestry 

The forests and woodlands in the RMP planning area have become overstocked and decadent, much of 
which is due to the lack of management, exclusion of fire, and extended drought. Forests and woodlands 
are becoming more susceptible to insect invasion and disease infestation. Direction for forest and 
woodland management should focus on changing objectives and actions to reflect the desired plant 
communities. 

The RMP analysis should: 
• 	 assess forest health, 
• 	 provide forest health treatment guidance, 
• 	 evaluate timber harvest and biomass usage, and 
• 	 consider treatment types. 

The RMP should address the: 
• 	 need to restore forest health 
• 	 use of timber harvest to reduce overstocked timber and treat insects and disease 
• 	 use of biomass 
• 	 actions of other resource treatments, including fuels reduction 

4.20 Lands and Realty 

Land actions constitute resource allocations, and, as such, are made through a variety of means. They 
generally fall into five broad categories: use authorizations (primarily rights-of-way and 2920 permits), 
disposal actions, acquisitions, exchanges, and withdrawals. Each proposal or application for a lands 
action is considered on a case-by-case basis and is either authorized or rejected. The primary objective 
for the BIFO lands and realty program is to manage the acquisition, disposal, withdrawal, and use of 
public lands to meet the needs of internal and external customers and to preserve important resource 
values. 

Many of the management decisions related to lands and realty in the planning area can be categorized as 
being driven by growth and urbanization and the interface between private land owners and the demand 
for public lands needed for the facilities (e.g., access roads, electric powerlines, telephone lines, O&G 
pipelines, and communication sites). 

Although land exchanges and other land tenure adjustment actions completed by the BiFO conform with 
the 1984 RMP, there has been recent interest for BLM to retain public land and/or  improve access to 
public land, as these lands often provide open space if they are surrounded by private lands. Land tenure 
adjustments in the BiFO will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and include community involvement. 

Management opportunities for land tenure adjustment or the acquisition of conservation easements to 
protect/preserve the viewshed around Pompeys Pillar NM are entirely dependent on having willing sellers 
and available funding. 

Opportunity to address ROWs in the revised RMP: 

• 	 ROWs that facilitate the development of subdivisions. ROWs must be in conformance with 
all federal, state, and local laws, but the 1984 RMP does not specifically discuss county road 
standards being applied to subdivision access roads across public lands. Cooperating agencies, 
including county commissioners and county planners, should be involved as opportunities or 
alternatives are considered for the revised RMP.  

260
 



   

 

 

 

 

4.21 Transportation Facilities and Access 

Transportation linear features on BLM lands are the focus of a concentrated investment of BLM resources 
to adequately identify, categorize, designate, operate, and maintain.  The revised RMP will need to 
address the categorization of transportation routes. There will be some corresponding decisions addressed 
in the Trails and Travel Management Section. 

4.22 Renewable Energy 

Renewable energy was not addressed in the 1984 RMP.  The Wind Energy Programmatic EIS/ROD 
identifies some areas with wind potential and identifies best management practices, but the revised RMP 
needs to identify areas where wind energy development would or would not be allowed. 

4.23 Pompeys Pillar 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
Omit or revise activity level decisions from previous RMP decisions.  This would allow the RMP to 
focus on allocation decisions which affect land use and provide management flexibility to analyze 
future activity level decisions. For example, previous RMP-level decisions make site-specifi c planning 
decisions that should be deferred to future activity-level planning such as the location of the existing log 
cabin (contact station) and the existing vault toilets. These types of decisions will not be made as part of 
the RMP revision; however, the general management goals and objectives for the types of facilities and/or 
activities allowed in each zone will be better defined. This will allow for adaptive management and move 
away from very prescriptive management at this scale. 

There is likely an opportunity to expand hunting opportunities in areas that have been closed to the 
discharge of firearms, west of the interstate overpass. Weapon discharge has been prohibited on 
approximately 200 acres, for safety reasons. The presence of construction contractors and unknown 
levels of visitation precipitated the blanket closure. It has been found that visitation is light during the 
off-season, when the hunting seasons occur.  Perhaps 50-100 acres, which are currently closed, could 
be safely opened to hunting. Heavy traffic areas around the Pillar, developed walkways, and areas near 
structures would remain closed to the discharge of weapons. 

Previous RMP decisions for Pompeys Pillar limited the scope of the interpretive center to about 5,700 
square feet. There may be support for a multi-purpose room addition in the future. This option should 
remain open and be addressed at a later date. 

The Final Miles City Oil and Gas RMP/EIS and Pompeys Pillar Environmental Assessment/Amendment 
for the Billings RMP are the basic documents that govern O&G leasing and development for Pompeys 
Pillar. 

Oil and gas leasing should be reviewed during the preparation of the RMP.  At this time, that portion of 
the area within the boundaries of the Monument is unavailable for lease. The remainder of the area in the 
ACEC is covered by an NSO stipulation. Consideration should be given in the RMP to establishing the 
entire area as unavailable for lease if that would better meet the management goals for Pompeys Pillar.  

4.24 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

All ACECs will be reviewed to determine if ACECs are still needed to protect the relevance and 
importance criteria under each alternative. Opportunities to identify other areas through administrative 
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designations will be considered as well as public nominations for ACECs.  Tables 3-3 through 3-11 
identify what management actions need to be addressed (as indicated by NA--not addressed). 

Table 4-15
 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change
 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Billings RMP No There are no ACECs 
designated in this plan. 

Important plant areas need to be 
reviewed for designation as RNA/ 
ACEC or ACECs. 

Oil &Gas Amendment N/A 

Standards and Guides N/A 
ACEC Amendment No Sensitive plants are not 

addressed in the East Pryor 
Mountain information. 

Other/new uses need to be 
addressed in the ACECs as 
well as areas (acquisitions) 
need to be considered for 
ACEC determinations. 

Sensitive plants need to be 
addressed in this ACEC to 
develop management options for 
the potential confl icts identified 
between sensitive plants and wild 
horses. 

Areas of Relative Ecological Importance to Guide Land Uses and Management 
Several of the plant species in the East Pryor ACEC are globally rare.  Because they have very restricted 
habitat requirements, this makes them excellent candidates for use as benchmark species to monitor for 
the impacts of global climate change. Management in this area needs to be updated to ensure that these 
species remain healthy and viable. 

4.25 Wilderness Study Areas 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 
Only Congress can designate the WSAs established under Section 603 of FLPMA as wilderness or release 
them for other uses. The status of the existing WSAs will not change as a result of the BiFO planning 
process and revision of the RMP.  WSAs will be re-evaluated to insure current management and uses are 
compatible with the intent of their designation. The BLMʼs management policy is to continue resource 
uses on lands under wilderness review in a manner that maintains the areas  ̓suitability for preservation as 
wilderness. 

4.26 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The suitability study of eligible streams for inclusion in the National System of Wild and Scenic Rivers 
is completed as the RMP is prepared and presented in the range of management alternatives developed as 
part of the RMP.  Management continues for any river segments recommended as suitable for inclusion 
into the national system to protect the free flow, outstandingly remarkable values, and recommended 
classification of the segment, pending congressional action or for the duration of the RMP. 
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4.27 Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range 

Ability of Current Management Direction to Achieve Desired Conditions and Address 
Resource Demands 

Table 4-16 
Adequacy of Current Management Direction and Options for Change 

Planning Decision 

Is Decision 
Responsive 
to Current 

Issues? 

Remarks (Rationale) Options for Change 

Wild Horse Management No Planning criteria changed 
since 1984 following the LUP 
handbook gives direction for 
wild horse range designations 

Have a formal LUP decision for 
the wild horse range. 

ACEC amendment No An ACEC partially for wild 
horses was developed while a 
wild horse range is a special 
designation that affords the 
same protection. 

Have one special designation for 
wild horses to limit the publicʼs 
confusion. 

4.28 National Natural Landmark 

Review status of NNLs and ensure management prescriptions protect the values for the NNL designation. 

4.29 Backcountry Byways/National Trails 

There are no backcountry byways in the planning area. Scoping did not raise any opportunities or 
suggestions to look at backcountry byways. 

4.30 National Historic Trails 

The revised RMP can address management within the L&CNHT and NPNHT routes in the planning area 
to ensure management actions protect the historic, scenic, and recreational values of the trail segments. 

4.31 Social and Economic Features 

From a social and economic perspective, the RMP revision provides an opportunity to provide for a 
diverse array of stable economic opportunities in an environmentally sound manner.  The RMP revision 
also provides the opportunity to provide for a diverse array of activities that may result in economic 
benefits while minimizing potential negative effects. 

The Billings RMP does not directly address economic resources in terms of desired economic conditions; 
however, permitted (authorized), and casual land and mineral resource uses do affect local economic 
conditions. 

Desired future economic conditions are not identified in the existing RMP or amendments.  However, 
potential economic effects of management alternatives will be evaluated in the RMP revision.  
Management decisions and related resource uses and activities in the planning area have the potential to 
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affect economic conditions in the local economy.  For example, management decisions that infl uence the 
amounts and types of recreation use, livestock grazing, O&G development and production, other minerals 
development, timber production, fire and hazardous fuels management, and public revenues could 
potentially affect local social and economic conditions.  

Desired future conditions for recreation, travel management, livestock and grazing, mining, and forestry 
will be discussed in their respective sections elsewhere in this document. 
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CHAPTER 5 – CONSISTENCY/COORDINATION WITH OTHER PLANS 

According to guidance found in FLPMA (43 CFR 1610), BLM RMPs and amendments must be 
consistent, to the extent practical, with officially approved or adopted resource-related plans of other 
federal, state, local and tribal governments so long as the guidance and RMPs are also consistent. The 
BLM RMPs must also be consistent with the purposes, policies, and programs of FLPMA and other 
federal laws and regulations related to public lands, including federal and state pollution control laws (see 
43 CFR 1610.3-2 [a]). If these other entities do not have officially approved or adopted resource-related 
plans, then the BLM RMPs must, to the extent practical, be consistent with those entities  ̓officially 
approved and adopted resource-related policies and programs. This consistency will be accomplished 
so long as the BLM RMPs incorporate the policies, programs, and provisions of public land laws and 
regulations and federal and state pollution control laws (see 43 CFR 1610.3-2 [b]). 

Before the BLM state director approves RMP decisions, the Montana governor has 60 days to identify 
inconsistencies between the proposed plan and state plans and programs and to provide written comments 
to the BLM state director.  The BLM and the state may mutually agree on a shorter review period. If 
the governor does not respond within this period, it is assumed that the proposed RMP decisions are 
consistent. If the governor recommends changes in the proposed plan or amendment that were not raised 
during the public participation process, the state director shall provide the public with an opportunity to 
comment on the recommendations (see 43 CFR 1610.3-2 [e]). This public comment opportunity will 
be offered for 30 days and may coincide with the 30-day comment period for the notice of significant 
change. If the state director does not accept the governorʼs recommendations, the governor has 30 days to 
appeal in writing to the BLM director (see 43 CFR 1610.3-2[e]). 

County, state, and other federal agency plans for neighboring areas or cross-jurisdictional purposes 
are discussed further in the following sections and should be consulted as applicable during RMP 
development. 

5.1 County Plans 

The planning area encompasses approximately 427,558 BLM-administered surface acres located in 
portions of Big Horn, County, Montana, and all of Carbon, Golden, Musselshell, Stillwater, Sweetgrass, 
Wheatland and Yellowstone counties.  Additionally, there are about 6,340 acres administered by the BiFO 
in Big Horn County, Wyoming.  There are also approximately 1,825,043 subsurface acres of mineral 
estate administered by the BiFO in the planning area. 

The BLM completed a consistency review of existing county LUPs. The following county plans or 
growth plans/policies that were reviewed in either draft or final form at the time this report was being 
prepared include: Carbon County Montana Growth Policy (2003), Red Lodge Growth Policy (2008), 
Park County (1998), Cody Comprehensive Plan (1997), Stillwater County Growth Policy (2007), 
Columbus Area Growth Policy (2005), Sweet Grass County Growth Policy (2008), Big Timber Growth 
Policy (2008), Big Horn County, Wyoming, Community Assessment, Yellowstone County Growth Policy 
– combined with Billings (Draft 2008), and Laurel Growth Management Plan (2004). Other community 
assessments and plans were reviewed to capture local/regional concerns and for consistency purposes, 
including the Yellowstone Business Partnership Seasonality Project (Billings-Cody subregion).  County 
wildfire protection plans that address hazardous fuels and fire suppression were also reviewed and are 
consistent with the BLM local and national fire plans. 
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5.2 State Plans 

A number of planning documents, strategies, or policies that guide management activities affect public 
lands. Many of the plans directly impact or otherwise affect BLM-administered public lands, agreements, 
or other partnership involvement opportunities. In addition to BLMʼs cooperating agency relationship 
with several state agencies (see Cooperating Agencies section below), ongoing coordination and 
communication will take place to ensure consistency, as appropriate.  A list of state plans most pertinent 
to the planning area is below.  BLM resource specialists reviewed many of these plans and determined 
that to the extent possible, they are consistent with current management of BLM public lands. 

• 	 Montana DEQ, Air Pollution State Implementation Plan 
• 	Montanaʼs Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy Statewide Habitat Plan 

(MTFWP, 1994) 
• 	 Management plan and conservation strategies for greater sage-grouse in Montana (MT Greater 

Sage-Grouse Working Group, 2004) 
• 	 Montana Statewide Elk Management Plan (2004) 
• 	 Conservation Plan for Black-tailed and White-tailed Prairie Dogs in Montana (MT Prairie Dog 

Working Group 2002) 
• 	 Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan. 2nd ed. (MT Bald Eagle Working Group, 1994) 
• 	 Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plan (MTFWP, 2003) 
• 	 Conservation Plan for Grizzly Bear in Montana (MTFWP, 2001) 
• 	 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Endangered Wildlife Program 
• 	 Conservation Agreement for Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout (MTFWP, 1999) 
• 	 Management of Mountain Lions in Montana (MTFWP, 1996) 
• 	 Montana Tourism and Recreation Strategic Plan (2008) 
• 	 The Montana Weed Management Plan (Montana Noxious Weed Summit Advisory Council Weed 

Management Task Force, May 2008) 

5.3 Other Federal Agency Plans 

• 	 Custer NF Plan – USFS 
• 	 Gallatin NF Plan – USFS 
• 	 USACE – Yellowstone River Study Plan 

5.4 Cooperating Agencies 

A cooperating agency is any federal, state, or local government agency or Indian tribe that enters into 
a formal agreement with the lead federal agency to help develop an environmental analysis. More 
specifically, cooperating agencies “work with the BLM, sharing knowledge and resources, to achieve 
desired outcomes for public lands and communities within statutory and regulatory frameworks” (BLM 
Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1). 

The benefits of enhanced collaboration among agencies in preparing NEPA analyses include:  
• 	 Disclosing relevant information early in the analytical process, 
• 	 Applying available technical expertise and staff support, 
• 	 Avoiding duplication with other federal, state, tribal and local procedures, and 
• 	 Establishing a mechanism for addressing intergovernmental issues. 

On March 10, 2008, the BiFO mailed a letter to local, state, federal, and tribal representatives inviting 
them to participate as cooperating agencies for the Billings and Pompeys Pillar RMPs, as well as inviting 
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them to participate in Planning Concepts Training.  As of September 2008, 15 agencies had agreed to 
participate as a cooperating agency for the RMP (Table 5-1). 

Table 5-1
 
Cooperating Agency Participation
 

(as of 12/08)
 

Agency Accepted Declined Did Not Respond 
Big Horn County (MT) Commissioners X 
Big Horn County (WY) Commissioners X 
Carbon County Commissioners X 
Golden Valley Commissioners X 
Stillwater County Commissioners X 
Sweetgrass County Commissioners X 
Wheatland County Commissioners X 
Yellowstone County Commissioners X 
Musselshell County Commissioners X 
Musselshell Planning Project (counties within the planning area) X 
Crow Tribal Council X 
Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council X 
Arapahoe Business Council X 
Shoshone Business Committee X 
Oglala Sioux Tribal Council X 
Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council X 
Spirit Lake Tribal Council X 
Standing Rock Sioux Tribal Council X 
Blackfeet Tribal Business Council X 
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe X 
Natural Resources Office – Pine Ridge X 
Lower Brule Sioux Tribal Council X 
Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board X 
Fort Belknap Community Council X 
Chippewa Cree Business Committee X 
Three Affiliated Tribes Business Council X 
Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa X 
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks X 
State Historic Preservation Office X 
Dept. of Natural Resources & Conservation – NE Land Office X 
Dept. of Natural Resources & Conservation – Southern Land Office X 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality X 
State Department of Agriculture X 
Montana Association of Conservation Districts X 
US Fish and Wildlife Service X 
Custer National Forest X 
Gallatin National Forest – Big Timber District X 
National Park Service Big Horn Canyon National Recreation Area X 
Bureau of Indian Affairs – Rocky Mountain Region X 
Bureau of Reclamation – Montana Area Office X 
Environmental Protection Agency – Region 8 X 
Wyoming Game and Fish – Cody Regional Office X 
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The BLM has invited the cooperating agencies to participate in the all RMP planning meetings.  
Cooperating agencies were encouraged to attend and/or provide scoping comments. Several cooperators 
attended public scoping meetings in their respective geographic locations and also provided scoping 
comments. Cooperating agencies will be engaged throughout the planning process, including team in 
meetings for alternative development and community economic workshops. 

5.5 Resource Advisory Council 

A resource advisory council (RAC) is a committee established by the secretary of the Interior to provide 
advice or recommendations to BLM management (BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1). A 
RAC is generally composed of 15 members of the public, representing different areas of expertise.  As 
provided for by FLPMA, the DOI established the RAC program in 1995 as a forum for local citizens 
to provide advice and recommendations to the department on management of public lands. The 
RAC members serve a three-year term, which is staggered among members such that one-third of the 
membership is subject to appointment in any given year.  

The Eastern Montana RAC includes a 15-member panel appointed by the Secretary of the 
Interior to represent constituent public land users and provide input on public management issues. 
Recommendations are based on consensus-building and collaboration. 

The BLM provided the Eastern Montana RAC an initial presentation on the preparation plan for the RMP 
in February 2007. At a RAC meeting in May 2008, the BLM provided an update on the RMP and the 
public scoping period. The Eastern Montana RAC nominated two members to participate with the BLM 
on the RMP team as a subcommittee.  The two RAC members will attend and actively participate at BLM 
RMP meetings, public scoping meetings, etc., and provide reports and feedback to the RAC.  
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CHAPTER 6 – SPECIFIC MANDATES AND AUTHORITIES 

The foundation of public lands management is in the mandates and authorities provided in laws, 
regulations, and executive orders. BLMʼs planning process (as described in 43 CFR 1600) is authorized 
and mandated through two important laws: the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.  In addition to these acts, several other acts, IMs, IBs, 
manuals, and handbooks give direction and authority to the BLM. Following are some of the documents 
that direct the management of public lands and resources. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 states that BLM “shall, with public involvement 
. . . develop, maintain, and when appropriate, revise land use plans” (43 U.S.C. 35 Section 1712 (a)). In 
addition to federal direction for planning, FLPMA declares the policy of the United States concerning 
the management of federally owned land administered by BLM. Key to this management policy is the 
direction that BLM “shall manage the public lands under principles of multiple use and sustained yield, 
in accordance with the [developed] land use plans” (43 U.S.C. 35 Section 1732 (a)). The commitment to 
multiple use will not mean that all land will be open for all uses. Some uses may be excluded on some 
land to protect specific resource values or uses, as directed by FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 35 Sections 1712 (c) 
(3)). Any such exclusion, however, will be based on laws or regulations or be determined through a 
planning process subject to public involvement. In writing and revising LUPs, FLPMA also directs BLM 
to coordinate land use activities with the planning and management of other federal departments and 
agencies, state and local governments, and Indian tribes. This coordination, however, is limited “to the 
extent [the planning and management of other organizations remains] consistent with the laws governing 
the administration of the public lands” (43 U.S.C. 35 Section 1712 (c) (9)). 

In the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Congress directs “all agencies of the Federal 
Government . . . [to] . . . utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated 
use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and in decision 
making which may have an impact on manʼs environment” (42 U.S.C. 55 Section 4332 (2A)). Because 
the development of a new RMP may cause impacts to the environment, NEPA regulations require the 
analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts in the form of an EIS. The EIS will examine 
a range of alternatives, including a no action alternative, to resolve the issues in question. Alternatives 
should represent complete, but alternate means of satisfying the identified purpose and need of the EIS 
and of resolving the issues. The Billings/Pompeys Pillar RMP is being prepared using the best available 
information. 

In addition to these acts, management of public land and resources is authorized and directed through 
several specific resource and resource use laws, regulations, and executive orders. The direction from 
these sources is refined and made department- and bureau-specific through agency documents such as 
IMs, IBs, and manuals and handbooks. Following are some of the documents that direct the management 
of public land and resources. Appendix A also provides a comprehensive list, by program, of the laws, 
regulations and policies guiding each resource. 

6.1 Laws, Regulations, and Orders 

• American Indian Religious Freedom Act (49 USC 47125 et seq.) 
• Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines 
• Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC 431 et seq.) and (34 Stat. 225, 16 U.S.C. 431) 
• Appropriations Act of 1952, McCarran Amendment 
• Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (16 USC 470) 
• Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, (7 U.S.C. 1010-1012) 
• Carlson-Foley Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-583) 
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• Classification of Multiple Use Act of September 1964, in accordance with 43 CFR 2400 
• Clean Air Act of 1970, 1977, as amended (42 USC 1857 ) 
• Clean Air Act of 1990, as amended (42 USC 7401,7418, and 7642) 
• Clean Water Act of 1987, as amended (33 USC 1251) 
• Climate Change and the DOI (Secretarial Order 3226A1) 
• Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645) 
• Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.) 
• Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 (16 USC 4301 et seq.) 
• Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976 (43 USC 1701 et seq.) 
• Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (as amended by Section 15, Management of Undesirable Plants on 

Federal Lands 1990) 
• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) (7 U.S.C. §136 et seq) 
• Federal Water Pollution Control Act (referred to as the Clean Water Act), as amended (33 USC 1251

1387) 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq.) 
• Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 
• Healthy Forests Initiative – An Initiative for Wildfire Prevention and Stronger Communities (August 

2002) 
• Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 USC 461) 
• Land, Water and Conservation Act as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-4) 
• Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929 (16 USC 715) 
• Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970 (30 USC 181 et seq.) 
• National Trails System Act (16 USC 1241-1249) 
• National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287) 
• National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1242-1243) 
• National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 USC 470) 
• Native American Graves and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC 3001) 
• Presidential Proclamation Pompeys Pillar National Monument (Section 2 of the Act of June 8, 1906 (34 

Stat. 225, 16 U.S.C. 431) 
• Plant Protection Act of 2000 
• Public Law 111-011 of 2009 (Paleo Resource Protection Act) 
• Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 (30 USC 181 et seq.) 
• Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (43 USC 869 et seq.) 
• Recreation and Public Purposes Act of 1926, as amended (43 USC 869 et seq.) 
• Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 USC 1201 et seq.) 
• Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 USC 315) 
• Water Resources Development Act of 1974 
• Wild and Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971 as amended by the Public Rangelands 

Improvement Act of 1978 (16 USC 1331-1340) 
• Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 USC 1271 et seq.) 
• Wilderness Act, as amended (16 USC 1131 et seq.) 
• Noxious Weed Control Act of 2004 
• Safe Drinking Water Act 
• Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
• Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 
• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
• Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 
• Sikes Act of 1974 
• Executive Order 11288 (Water Quality Management and Pollution Abatement Plans) 
• Executive Order 11514 (Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality) 
• Executive Order 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment) 
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• Executive Order 11644 (Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public Lands) 
• Executive Order 11738 (Enforce the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act in the Procurement of 

Goods, Materials, and Services) 
• Executive Order 11987 (Exotic Flora and Fauna) 
• Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) 
• Executive Order 11989 (Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands (42 FR 26959; May 25, 1977) 
• Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) 
• Executive Order 12548 (Grazing fees) 
• Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 
• Executive Order 12962 (Recreational Fisheries) 
• Executive Order 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites) 
• Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Risks and Safety Risks) 
• Executive Order 13084 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments) 
• Executive Order 13112 (Invasive Species) 
• Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Birds) 

• National Ambient Air Quality Standards (40 CFR 50.4-50.12) 

6.2 	 Instruction Memorandums, Information Bulletins, Manual Sections, 
Handbooks, and Technical Notes 

• IM 78-410 (Protection of Wetlands and Riparian Areas) 
• IM 78-523 (Compliance with BLM Interim Floodplain Management Procedures) 
• IM 87-261 (Implementation of the Riparian Area Management Policy) 
• IM 99-085 (Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement) 
• IM 99-123 (Reporting to the Colorado River Salinity Control Forum) 
• IM 2002-096 (Use of Visual Resource Management Class I Designation in Wilderness Study Areas) 
• IM 2002-164 (Guidance to Address Environmental Justice in Land Use Plans and Related NEPA 

Documents) 
• IM 2002-167 (Social and Economic Analysis for Land Use Planning) 
• IM 2002-174 (Oil and Gas Leasing Stipulations) 
• IM 2003-127 (Integration of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act Inventory Results into Land Use 

Planning and Energy use Authorizations) 
• IM 2003-226 (Fire Program Analysis System – Development of Fire Management Objectives) 
• IM 2004-005 (Clarification of OHV Designations and Travel Management in the BLM Land Use 

Planning Process) 
• IM 2005-006 (Solar Energy Development Policy) 
• IM 2005-008 (Black-tailed, White-tailed, and Gunnison Prairie Dog Conservation Update) 
• IB 98-116 (Clean Water Action) 
• IB 2002-101 (Cultural Resource Information) 
• IB 2003-074 (Sample Filing Plan for Land Use Planning Records) 
• IB 2003-113 (The Managerʼs Role in the Land Use Planning Process) 
• DOI-M 517 (Pesticide Policy) 
• DOI-M 609 (Policy to control undesirable or noxious weeds) 
• DOI-M 620-3 (Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Guide) 
• BLM-M-1601 (Land Use Planning) 
• BLM-M-1613 (Areas of Critical Environmental Concern) 
• BLM-M-4180 (Rangeland Health Standards) 
• BLM-M-6800 (Special Status Species Management) 
• BLM-M-7150 (Provides guidance in the conduct of maintenance of water utilization and development, 

water quality, water yield and timing, and water rights) 
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• BLM-M-8100 (Cultural Resource Management) 
• BLM-M-8270 (Paleontological Resource Management) 
• BLM-M-8340 (OHV Management) 
• BLM-M-8380 (Cave and Karst Resources Management) 
• BLM-M-8400 (Visual Resource Management) 
• BLM-M-9011 (Chemical Pest Control) 
• BLM-M-9012 (Expenditure of Rangeland Insect Pest Control Funds) 
• BLM-M-9014 (Use of Biological Weed Management) 
• BLM-M-9015 (Integrated Weed Management) 
• BLM-M-9220 (Integrated Pest Management) 
• BLM-H-160-1 (Land Use Planning Handbook) 
• BLM-H-1790 (NEPA Handbook) 
• BLM-H-2200 (Land Exchanges) 
• BLM-H-4180-1 (Wilderness Inventory and Study Procedures) 
• BLM-H-8410-1 (Visual Resource Inventory) 
• BLM-H-8431-1 (Visual Resource Contrast Rating Handbook) 
• BLM-H-9011-1 (Chemical Pest Control) 
• BLM-H-9214-1 (Prescribed Fire Management) 
• Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between BLM and the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 

Service Addressing the Management of Grasshoppers and Mormon Crickets (WO-220-2009-06). 
• Technical Notes 346: Erosion condition classifi cation system 
• Technical Notes 364: 1980-82 salinity status report: results of Bureau of Land 

Management studies on public lands in the Upper Colorado River Basin 
• Technical Notes 369: Considerations in rangeland watershed monitoring 
• Technical Notes 373: Diffuse-source salinity mancos shale terrain 
• Technical Notes 405: A framework for analyzing the hydrologic conditions of watersheds 
• Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy Managing the Impacts of Wildfi res on Communities and the 

Environment (2001 Review and Update) 
• National Cohesive Strategy (Wildland Fire, October 2000) 
• Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment – 10 

Year Comprehensive Strategy- Implementation Plan (May 2002) 
• Healthy Forests – An Initiative for Wildfire Prevention and Stronger Communities (August 2002) 
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CHAPTER 7 – GLOSSARY 

Activity plan. A type of implementation plan (see Implementation plan); an activity plan usually 
describes multiple projects and applies best management practices to meet land use plan objectives. 
Examples of activity plans include interdisciplinary management plans, habitat management plans, 
recreation area management plans, and grazing plans. 

Actual use. The amount of AUMs consumed by livestock based on the numbers of livestock and grazing 
dates submitted by the livestock operator and confirmed by periodic field checks by the BLM. 

Air pollution. The contamination of the atmosphere by any toxic or radioactive gases and particulate 
matter as a result of human activity. 

Allotment. An area of land in which one or more livestock operators graze their livestock. Allotments 
generally consist of BLM lands but may also include other federally managed, state-owned, and private 
lands. An allotment may include one or more separate pastures. Livestock numbers and periods of use are 
specified for each allotment. 

Amendment. The process for considering or making changes in the terms, conditions, and decisions of 
approved RMPs or management framework plans. Usually only one or two issues are considered that 
involve only a portion of the planning area. 

Analysis of the management situation (AMS). Assessment of the current management direction. It 
includes a consolidation of existing data needed to analyze and resolve identified issues, a description of 
current BLM management guidance, and a discussion of existing problems and opportunities for solving 
them. 

Animal Unit Month (AUM). The amount of forage necessary for the sustenance of one cow or its 
equivalent for a period of one month. 

Areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC). Areas within the public lands where special 
management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no development is 
required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish 
and wildlife resources, or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from natural 
hazards (from H-6310-1, Wilderness Inventory and Study Procedures). 

Assets. Term utilized to describe roads, primitive roads, and trails that comprise the transportation system. 
Also the general term utilized to describe all BLM constructed “Assets” contained within the Facility 
Asset Management System. 

Atmospheric deposition. Air pollution produced when acid chemicals are incorporated into rain, snow, 
fog or mist and fall to the earth. Sometimes referred to as “acid rain” and comes from sulfur oxides and 
nitrogen oxides, products of burning coal and other fuels and from certain industrial processes. If the acid 
chemicals in the air are blown into areas where the weather is wet, the acids can fall 
to earth in the rain, snow, fog, or mist. In areas where the weather is dry, the acid chemicals may  become 
incorporated into dust or smoke. 

Back country byways. Vehicle routes that traverse scenic corridors using secondary or backcountry road 
systems. National backcountry byways are designated by the type of road and vehicle needed to travel the 
byway. 
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Benefi cial outcomes. Also referenced as “recreation benefits”; improved conditions, maintenance of 
desired conditions, prevention of worse conditions, and the realization of desired experiences. 

Big game. Indigenous, ungulate (hoofed) wildlife species that are hunted, such as elk, deer, bison, 
bighorn sheep, and pronghorn antelope. 

Candidate species. Taxa for which the US Fish and Wildlife Service has sufficient information on their 
status and threats to propose the species for listing as endangered or threatened under the ESA, but for 
which issuance of a proposed rule is currently precluded by higher priority listing actions. Separate lists 
for plants, vertebrate animals, and invertebrate animals are published periodically in the Federal 
Register (BLM Manual 6840, Special Status Species Manual). 

Casual use. Activities that involve practices that do not ordinarily disturb or damage the public lands, 
resources, or improvements and, therefore, do not require a ROW grant or temporary use permit (43 CFR 
2800). Also, any short-term noncommercial activity that does not damage or disturb the public lands, their 
resources, or improvements and that is not prohibited by closure of the lands to such activities (43 CFR 
2920). Casual use generally includes collecting geochemical, rock, soil, or mineral specimens using hand 
tools, hand panning, and nonmotorized sluicing. It also generally includes use of metal detectors, gold 
spears, and other battery-operated devices for sensing the presence of minerals, and hand battery-operated 
dry washers. Casual use does not include use of mechanized earth-moving equipment, truckmounted 
drilling equipment, suction dredges, motorized vehicles in areas designated 
as closed to off-road vehicles, chemicals, or explosives. It also does not include occupancy or operations 
where the cumulative effects of the activities result in more than negligible disturbance. 

Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1963 and amendments. Federal legislation governing air pollution control. 

Closed Area. An area where off-highway vehicle use is prohibited.  Use of OHVs in closed areas may 
be allowed for certain reasons; however, such use shall be made only with the approval of the authorized 
offi cer. 

Collaborative partnerships. Collaborative partnerships refer to people working together, sharing 
knowledge and resources, to achieve desired outcomes for public lands and communities within statutory 
and regulatory frameworks. 

Community recreation-tourism market. A community or communities dependent on public lands 
recreation or related tourism use, growth, or development. Major investments in facilities and visitor 
assistance are authorized within SRMAs where the BLMʼs strategy is to target demonstrated community 
recreation-tourism market demand. Here, recreation management actions are geared toward meeting 
primary recreation-tourism market demand for specific activity, experience, and benefi t opportunities. 
These opportunities are produced through maintenance of prescribed natural resource or community 
setting character and by structuring and implementing management, marketing, monitoring, and 
administrative actions accordingly. 

Comprehensive Travel Management. The proactive interdisciplinary planning; on-the-ground 
management and administration of travel networks (both motorized and non-motorized) to ensure 
public access, natural resources, and regulatory needs are considered. It consists of inventory, planning, 
designation, implementation, education, enforcement, monitoring, easement acquisition, mapping and 
signing, and other measures necessary to provide access to public lands for a wide variety of uses 
(including uses for recreational, traditional, casual, agricultural, commercial, educational, and other 
purposes). 
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Conditions of approval. Conditions of approval are the conditions or provisions (requirements) under 
which an application for a permit to drill or a sundry notice is approved. 

Condition class (fi re regimes). Fire regime condition classes are a measure describing the degree of 
departure from historical fire regimes, possibly resulting in alterations of key ecosystem components, 
such as species composition, structural stage, stand age, canopy closure, and fuel loadings. One or more 
of the following activities may have caused this departure: fire suppression, timber harvesting, livestock 
grazing, introduction and establishment of exotic plant species, introduced insects or disease, or other 
management activities. 

Conservation agreement. A formal signed agreement between the US Fish and Wildlife Service or 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration-Fisheries and other parties that implement 
specific actions, activities, or programs designed to eliminate or reduce threats to, or otherwise improve 
the status of, a species. Conservation agreements can be developed at a state, regional, or national 
level and generally include multiple agencies at both the state and federal level, as well as tribes. 
Depending on the types of commitments the BLM makes in a conservation agreement and the level of 
signatory authority, plan revisions or amendments may be required before the conservation agreement is 
signed or subsequently in order to implement the conservation agreement. 

Conservation strategy. A strategy outlining current activities or threats that are contributing to the 
decline of a species, along with the actions or strategies needed to reverse or eliminate such a decline 
or threats. Conservation strategies are generally developed for species of plants and animals that are 
designated as BLM sensitive species or that have been determined by the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
or National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration-Fisheries to be federal candidates under the 
ESA. 

Cord. A measurement of volume used generally for fuel wood and represents a volume of 128 cu.ft.  (4ft 
X 4ft X 8ft). 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).  CEQ is an advisory council to the President of the U.S. 
established by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It reviews federal programs to analyze and 
interpret environmental trends and information. 

Critical habitat. An area occupied by a threatened or endangered species “on which are found those 
physical and biological features (1) essential to the conservation of the species, and (2) which may require 
special management considerations or protection.” 

Deferred rotation. Rotation grazing with regard to deferring pastures beyond the growing season, if they 
were used early the prior year, or that have been identified as needing deferment for resource reasons. 

Designated roads and trails. Specific roads and trails identified by the BLM (or other agency) where 
some type of motorized vehicle use is appropriate and allowed, either seasonally or year-long (from H
1601-1, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook). 

Desired outcomes. A type of land use plan decision expressed as a goal or objective. 

Destination recreation-tourism market. This market is composed of national or regional recreation-
tourism visitors and other constituents who value public lands as recreation-tourism destinations. 
Major investments in facilities and visitor assistance are authorized within SRMAs where the BLMʼs 
strategy is to target demonstrated destination recreation-tourism market demand. Here, recreation 
management actions are geared toward meeting primary recreation-tourism market demand for specific 
activity, experience, and benefit opportunities. These opportunities are produced through maintenance 
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of prescribed natural resource setting character and by structuring and implementing management, 
marketing, monitoring, and administrative actions accordingly. 

Disposal. Transfer of public land out of federal ownership to another party through sale, exchange, 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act of 1926, Desert Land Entry or other land law statutes. 

Easement. A right afforded a person or agency to make limited use of anotherʼs real property for access 
or other purposes. 

Eligibility. Qualification of a river for inclusion into the National WSR System through the professional 
judgment that it is free flowing and, with its adjacent land area, possesses at least one river-related value 
considered to be outstandingly remarkable (from M-8351, BLM WSR Policy and Program). 

Endangered species. An endangered species is defined as any species that is in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range (BLM Manual 6840, Special Status Species Manual). 

Environmental impact statement (EIS). A detailed statement prepared by the responsible offi cial in 
which a major federal action that significantly affects the quality of the human environment is described, 
alternatives to the proposed action are provided, and effects are analyzed. 

Evaluation (plan evaluation). The process of reviewing the land use plan and the periodic plan 
monitoring reports to determine whether the land use plan decisions and NEPA analysis are still valid and 
whether the plan is being implemented. 

Extensive recreation management area (ERMA). A public lands unit identified in land use plans 
containing all acreage not identified as a SRMA. Recreation management actions within an ERMA are 
limited to only those of a custodial nature. 

Forest Economic Analysis Spreadsheet Tool (FEAST) is a modeling tool used to assist in the 
development of economic impacts. The goal for FEAST model is to assist both economists and planning 
specialists in completing economic impact analyses. 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Public Law 94- 579, October 21, 1976, 
often referred to as the BLMʼs “Organic Act,” which provides most of the BLMʼs legislated authority, 
direction policy, and basic management guidance. 

Fire suppression. All work activities connected with fire extinguishing operations, beginning with 
discovery of a fire and continuing until the fire is completely out. 

Fluid minerals. Fluid minerals includes: Oil, gas, coal bed natural gas, and geothermal resources. 

Fluvial.  Pertaining to streams or produced by stream action. 

Fossil.  Fossils are mineralized or petrified form from a past geologic age, especially from previously 
living things. 

Fragmentation.  Fragmentation is the splitting or isolating of patches of similar habitat. Habitat can be 
fragmented by natural events or development activities. 

Free-Flowing River.  Existing or flowing in a natural condition without impoundment, diversion, 
straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of the waterway. 
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Functioning at risk. Riparian-wetland areas that are in functional condition, but that have an existing 
soil, water, or vegetation attribute that makes them susceptible to degradation. 

Geocaching. Geocaching is an outdoor adventure game for global position system (GPS) users. 
Participating in a cache hunt is an activity designed to take advantage of the features and capability of a 
GPS unit and enjoy the freedom of access to public land. GPS users use the location coordinates to find 
the caches. Once found, a cache may provide the visitor with a variety of awards. The visitor is asked to 
sign a logbook and to leave or replace items they find in the cache. 

Geographic information system (GIS). A system of computer hardware, software, data, and applications 
that capture, store, edit, analyze, and display a wide array of geospatial information. 

Goal. A broad statement of a desired outcome; usually not quantifiable and may not have established 
timeframes for achievement. 

Grazing plan. A concisely written program of livestock grazing management, including supportive 
measures, if required, designed to attain specific management goals in a grazing allotment. A grazing 
plan is prepared in consultation with the permittee(s), lessee(s), and other affected interests. Livestock 
grazing is considered in relation to other uses of the range and to renewable resources, such as watershed, 
vegetation, and wildlife. A grazing plan establishes seasons of use, the number of livestock to be 
permitted, the range improvements needed, and the grazing system. 

Grazing preference. A priority position for the purpose of receiving a grazing permit or lease. 

Green tons. 2,000 pounds of undried biomass material. 

Guidelines. Actions or management practices that may be used to achieve desired outcomes, sometimes 
expressed as BMPs. Guidelines may be identified during the land use planning process, but they are not 
considered a land use plan decision unless the plan specifies that they are mandatory.  Guidelines for 
grazing administration must conform to 43 CFR 4180.2. 

Habitat. An environment that meets a specific set of physical, biological, temporal, or spatial 
characteristics that satisfy the requirements of a plant or animal species or group of species for part or all 
of their life cycle. 

Herd management area. Public land under the jurisdiction of the BLM that has been designated for 
special management emphasizing the maintenance of an established wild horse or burro herd. 

Hydrologic condition: The current state of the processes controlling the yield, timing and quality of 
water in the watershed. Each physical and biologic process that regulates or infl uences stream fl ow and 
groundwater character has a range of variability associated with the rate or magnitude of energy and mass 
exchange. At any point in time, each of these processes can be defined by their current rate or magnitude 
relative to the range of variability associated with each process. Integration of all processes at one time 
represents hydrologic condition. 

IMPLAN: The IMPLAN Model is an input-output impact model system which provides users with the 
ability to define industries, economic relationships and projects to be analyzed. This can be used to assess 
the economic impacts of resource management decisions, facilities, industries, or changes in their level of 
activity in a given area. The current IMPLAN input-output database and model is maintained and sold by 
MIG, Inc. (Minnesota IMPLAN Group). 
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Implementation decisions. Decisions that take action to implement land use planning; generally 
appealable to Interior Board of Land Appeals under 43 CFR 4.410. 

Implementation plan. An area or site-specific plan written to implement decisions made in a land use 

plan. Implementation plans include both activity plans and project plans.
 

Intermittent stream. An intermittent stream is a stream that flows only at certain times of the year 

when it receives water from springs or from some surface sources such as melting snow in mountainous 

areas. During the dry season and throughout minor drought periods, these streams will not exhibit fl ow. 

Geomorphological characteristics are not well defined and are often inconspicuous. In the absence of
 
external limiting factors, such as pollution and thermal modifications, species are scarce and adapted to 

the wet and dry conditions of the fluctuating water level.
 

Indian Tribe. Any Indian group in the conterminous United States that the Secretary of the Interior 

recognizes as possessing tribal status.
 

Indicator (species). A species of animals or plant whose presence is a fairly indication of a particular set 
of environmental conditions. Indicator species serve to show the effects of development actions on the 
environment. 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM). A long-standing, science-based, decision-making process that 
identifies and reduces risks from pests and pest management related strategies. It coordinates the use of 
pest biology, environmental information, and available technology to prevent unacceptable levels of pest 
damage by the most economical means, while posing the least possible risk to people, property, resources, 
and the environment. IPM provides an effective strategy for managing pest in all arenas from developed 
agricultural, residential, and public areas to wild lands. IPM serves as an umbrella to provide an effective, 
all encompassing, low-risk approach to protect resources and people from pests. BLM Departmental 
Manual 517 (Pesticides) defines integrated pest management as “a sustainable approach to managing pest 
by combining biological, cultural, physical, and chemical tools in a way that minimizes economic, health, 
and environmental risks. 

Integrated Weed Management (IWM). This is a decision support system involving deliberate 
selections, integration, and implementation of effective weed management tactics.  It utilizes cost/benefit 
analysis and takes into consideration public interests and social, economical, and ecological impacts in the 
decision making process. 

Interdisciplinary team. A group of individuals with different training, representing the physical 
sciences, social sciences, and environmental design arts, assembled to solve a problem or perform a 
task. The members of the team proceed to a solution with frequent interaction so that each discipline 
may provide insights to any stage of the problem and disciplines may combine to provide a new solution. 
The number and disciplines of the members preparing the plan vary with circumstances. A member may 
represent one or more discipline or Bureau program interest. 

Interior Board of Appeals (IBLA): The DOI Office of Hearings and Appeals Board acts for the 

Secretary of the Interior in responding to appeals of decisions on the use and disposition of public lands 

and resources. Because the IBLA acts for and on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior, its decisions 

usually represent the Departmentʼs final decision but are subject to the courts.
 

Invasive plants and species.  plants and/or organisms that have been introduced into an environment 

where they did not evolve. Executive Order 13112 focuses on organism whose presence is likely to 

cause economic harm, environmental harm, or harms to human health.
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Invasive Weeds – Noxious Weed.  Non-native invasive plants that are fast spreading and often expensive 
or difficult to control. Noxious weeds may proliferate, forming mono-cultures, which can crowd out other 
plants that provide biodiversity. 

Jurisdiction. The legal right to control or regulate use of a transportation facility.  Jurisdiction requires 
authority, but not necessary ownership. 

K factor. A soil erodibility factor used in the universal soil loss equation that is a measure of the 
susceptibility of soil particles to detachment and transport by rainfall and runoff. Estimation of the 
factor takes several soil parameters into account, including soil texture, percent of sand greater than 0.10 
millimeter, soil organic matter content, soil structure, soil permeability, clay mineralogy, and coarse 
fragments. K factor values range from .02 to .64, the greater values indicating the highest susceptibilities 
to erosion. 

Karst: An area of limestone formations characterized by sinks, ravines, and underground streams. 

Land classification. When, under criteria of 43 CFR 2400, a tract of land has the potential for retention 
for multiple use management or for some form of disposal or for more than one form of disposal. The 
relative scarcity of the values involved and the availability of alternative means and sites for realization 
of those values will be considered. Long-term public benefits will be weighed against more immediate or 
local benefits. The tract will then be classified in a manner that will best promote the public interest. 

Land tenure adjustments. Ownership or jurisdictional changes. To improve the manageability of 
the BLM lands and their usefulness to the public, the BLM has numerous authorities for repositioning 
lands into a more consolidated pattern, disposing of lands, and entering into cooperative management 
agreements. These land pattern improvements are completed primarily through the use of land exchanges 
but also through land sales, through jurisdictional transfers to other agencies, and through the use of 
cooperative management agreements and leases. 

Land use allocation. The identification in a land use plan of the activities and foreseeable development 
that are allowed, restricted, or excluded for all or part of the planning area, based on desired future 
conditions (from H-1601-1, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook). 

Land use plan. A set of decisions that establish management direction for land within an administrative 
area, as prescribed under the planning provisions of FLPMA; an assimilation of land use plan level 
decisions developed through the planning process outlined in 43 CFR 1600, regardless of the scale at 
which the decisions were developed. The term includes both RMPs and management framework plans 
(from H-1601-1, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook). 

Land use plan boundary. The geographic extent of a resource management plan. 

Land use plan decision. Establishes desired outcomes and actions needed to achieve them. Decisions are 
reached using the planning process in 43 CFR 1600. When they are presented to the public as proposed 
decisions, they can be protested to the BLM Director. They are not appealable to Interior Board of Land 
Appeals. 

Late Season. Late summer or fall grazing. 

Leasable minerals: Those minerals or materials designated at leasable under the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920. They include coal, phosphate, asphalt, sulphur, potassium and sodium minerals; and oil, gas and 
geothermal. 
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Lease. Section 302 of FLPMA provides the BLMʼs authority to issue leases for the use, occupancy, and 
development of public lands. Leases are issued for purposes such as a commercial fi lming, advertising 
displays, commercial or noncommercial croplands, apiaries, livestock holding or feeding areas not related 
to grazing permits and leases, native or introduced species harvesting, temporary or permanent facilities 
for commercial purposes (does not include mining claims), residential occupancy, ski resorts, construction 
equipment storage sites, assembly yards, oil rig stacking sites, mining claim occupancy if the residential 
structures are not incidental to the mining operation, and water pipelines and well pumps related to 
irrigation and non-irrigation facilities. The regulations establishing procedures for processing these leases 
and permits are found in 43 CFR 2920. 

Lease Stipulation (Oil & Gas):  Conditions of lease issuance that provide protection for other resource 
values or land uses by establishing authority for substantial delay or site changes or the denial of 
operations within the terms of the lease contract. The authorized officer has the authority to relocate, 
control timing, and impose other mitigation measures under Section 6 of the Standard Lease Form. Lease 
stipulations clarify the Bureauʼs intent to protect known resources or resource values. 

Lek. An assembly area where birds, especially sage-grouse, carry on display and courtship behavior. 

Limited Area. An area restricted at certain times, in certain areas, and/or to certain vehicular use. These 
restrictions may be of any type but can generally be accommodated within the following categories: 
Numbers of vehicles; types of vehicles; time or season of vehicle use; permitted or licensed use only; use 
on existing roads and trails; use on designated roads and trails; and other restrictions. 

Locatable minerals. Minerals subject to exploration, development, and disposal by staking mining 
claims as authorized by the Mining Law of 1872, as amended. This includes deposits of gold, silver, and 
other uncommon minerals not subject to lease or sale. 

LU (Land Utilization) project lands. Privately owned submarginal farmlands incapable of producing 
sufficient income to support the family of a farm owner and purchased under Title III of the Bankhead-
Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937. These acquired lands became known as land utilization 
projects and were subsequently transferred from jurisdiction of the USDA to the USDOI. They are now 
administered by the BLM. 

Mine. An opening or excavation in the earth for extracting minerals. 

Mineral. Any naturally formed inorganic material, solid or fluid inorganic substance that can be extracted 
from the earth, any of various naturally occurring homogeneous substances (as stone, coal, salt, sulfur, 
sand, petroleum, water, or natural gas) obtained usually from the ground. Under federal laws, considered 
as locatable (subject to the general mining laws), leasable (subject to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920), 
and salable (subject to the Materials Act of 1947). 

Mineral entry. The filing of a claim on public land to obtain the right to any locatable minerals it may 
contain. 

Mineral estate. The ownership of minerals, including rights necessary for access, exploration, 
development, mining, ore dressing, and transportation operations. 

Mineral materials. Materials such as sand and gravel and common varieties of stone, pumice, pumicite, 
and clay that are not obtainable under the mining or leasing laws but that can be acquired under the 
Materials Act of 1947, as amended. 
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Mining claim. A parcel of land that a miner takes and holds for mining purposes, having acquired the 
right of possession by complying with the Mining Law and local laws and rules. A mining claim may 
contain as many adjoining locations as the locator may make or buy. There are four categories of mining 
claims: lode, placer, millsite, and tunnel site. 

Monitoring (plan monitoring). The process of tracking the implementation of land use plan decisions 
and collecting and assessing data necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of land use planning decisions. 

Multiple use. The management of the public lands and their various resource values so that they are 
used in the combination that will best meet the present and future needs of the American people; making 
the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large 
enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to changing needs and conditions; 
the use of some land for less than all of the resources; a combination of balanced and diverse resource 
uses that takes into account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable 
resources, including recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, 
scientific and historical values; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources 
without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land and the quality of the environment with 
consideration being given to the relative values of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of 
uses that will give the greatest economic return or the greatest unit output (FLPMA) (BLM Manual 6840, 
Special Status Species Manual). 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.  An act that encourages productive and enjoyable 
harmony between man and his environment and promotes efforts to prevent or eliminate damage to the 
environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; enriches the understanding or 
the ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation, and establishes the Council on 
Environmental Quality. 

National Register of Historic Places. A register of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 
significant in American history, architecture, archaeology and culture, establishes by the “Historic 
Preservation Act” of 1966 and maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. A system of nationally designated rivers and their immediate 
environments that have outstanding scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, and 
other similar values and are preserved in a free-flowing condition. The system consists of three types of 
streams: (1) recreation—rivers or sections of rivers that are readily accessible by road or 
railroad and that may have some development along their shorelines and may have undergone some 
impoundments or diversion in the past; (2) scenic—rivers or sections of rivers free of impoundments with 
shorelines or watersheds still largely undeveloped but accessible in places by roads; and (3) wild—rivers 
or sections of rivers free of impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trails, with 
watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted. 

Nonfunctional Condition. Riparian-wetland areas that clearly are not providing adequate vegetation, 
landform, or woody debris to dissipate energies associated with flow events, and thus are not reducing 
erosion, improving water quality, etc. 

No surface occupancy. A fluid mineral leasing constraint that prohibits occupancy or disturbance on 
all or part of the lease surface to protect special values or uses. Lessees may exploit the fl uid mineral 
resources under the leases restricted by this constraint through use of directional drilling from sites 
outside the area. 

Noxious weed. A plant species designated by federal or state law and county weed boards, are non-native 
species that generally possess one or more of the following characterisitics: aggressive and diffi cult to 
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manage; parasitic; aggressive and difficult to manage; parasitic; a carrier or host of serious insects or 
disease; or non-native, new, or not common to the United States.  

Objective. A description of a desired outcome for a resource. Objectives can be quantified and measured 
and, where possible, have established timeframes for achievement. 

Off-highway vehicle (off-road vehicle). Any motorized vehicle capable of, or designated for travel on 
or immediately over land, water or other natural terrain, excluding: (1) any non-amphibious registered 
motorboat; (2) any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle while being used for emergency 
purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise 
officially approved; (4) vehicles in official use; and (5) any combat or combat support 
vehicle when used for national defense. 

Open Area. An area where all types of vehicle use is permitted at all times, anywhere in the area subject 
to the operating regulations and vehicle standards set forth in 43 CFR 8341 and 8342. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values. Values among those listed in Section 1(b) of the WSR Act of 1968: 
“scenic, recreational, geological, fish and wildlife, historical, cultural, or other similar values....” Other 
similar values that may be considered include ecological, biological, or botanical. 

Ozone. A faint blue gas produced in the atmosphere from chemical reactions of burning coal, gasoline, 
and other fuels and chemicals found in products such as solvents, paints, and hairsprays. 

Paleontology.  A science dealing with the life forms of past geological periods as known from fossil 
remains 

Perennial stream. A stream that flows continuously. Perennial streams are generally associated with a 
water table in the localities through which they fl ow. 

Permit long. Grazing for the duration of the permitted time with care taken not to overuse the resource. 

Permittee. Holder of a valid permit that authorizes grazing use of the public lands within the grazing 
district 

Permitted use. The forage allocated by, or under the guidance of, an applicable land use plan for 
livestock grazing in an allotment under a permit or lease and expressed in AUMs (43 CFR § 4100.0-5) 
(from H-4180-1, BLM Rangeland Health Standards Manual). 

Petroglyph. A figure, design, or indentation carved, abraded, pr pecked into a rock. 

Pictograph. A figure or design painted onto a rock. 

Planning area.  A geographical area for which land use and resource management plans are developed 
and maintained. 

Planning criteria. The standards, rules, and other factors developed by managers and interdisciplinary 
teams for their use in forming judgment about decision making, analysis and data collection during 
planning; planning criteria streamline and simplify the resource management planning actions. 

Play (oil & gas). Defined as a set of known or postulated oil and/or gas accumulations sharing similar 
geologic, geographic and temporal properties such as source rock, migration pathway, trapping 
mechanism, and hydrocarbon type. 
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Population. Within a species, a distinct group of individuals that tend to mate only with members of 
the group. Because of generations of inbreeding, members of a population tend to have similar genetic 
characteristics. 

Power site classification. A classification made by the Federal Power Commission that is a segregate 
against the operation of the public laws for lands that are needed or have potential for power projects and 
associated transmission lines. Lands classified to benefit transmission lines are open to the operation of 
the public land laws subject to their use for transmission lines. 

Power site reserve.  A reservation of public lands that have potential value for power development. 

Precambrian.  Pertaining to the earliest era of geological history, extending from 4.5 billion to 540 
million years ago and encompassing 7/8 of the earthʼs history.  Just before the end of the Precambrian, 
complex multi-cellular organisms, including animals evolved. 

Prehistoric.  Refers to the period when wherein Native American cultural activities took place which was 
not yet influenced by contact with historic nonnative culture(s). 

Prescribed fi re. It is the introduction of fire to an area under regulated condition for specifi c management 
purposes. 

Prevention of significant deterioration (PSD). An air pollution permitting program intended to ensure 
that air quality does not diminish in attainment areas. 

Primitive and unconfi ned recreation. Nonmotorized, nonmechanized (except as provided by law), and 
undeveloped types of recreational activities. Bicycles are considered mechanical transport, so their use 
is not considered primitive and unconfined recreation (from H-6310-1, Wilderness Inventory and Study 
Procedures). 

Primitive Road. A linear route managed for use by four-wheel drive or high clearance vehicles. 
Primitive roads do not normally meet any BLM road design standards. 

Proper Functioning Condition for Lentic Areas.  A riparian-wetland areas are functioning properly 
when adequate vegetation, landform, or debris is present to: dissipate energies associated with wind 
action, wave action, and overland flow from adjacent sites, thereby reducing erosion and improving water 
quality; filter sediment and aid floodplain development; improve flood-water retention and ground-water 
recharge; develop root masses that stabilize islands and shoreline features against cutting action; restrict 
water percolation; develop diverse ponding characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth, 
duration, and temperature necessary for fish production, waterbird breeding, and other uses; and support 
greater biodiversity. 

Proper Functioning Condition for Lotic Areas. A riparian-wetland area is considered to be in proper 
functioning condition when adequate vegetation, landform, or large woody debris is present to: 
• dissipate stream energy associated with high waterflow, thereby reducing erosion and improving water 
quality; 
• filter sediment, capture bedload, and aid fl oodplain development; 
• improve flood-water retention and ground-water recharge; 
• develop root masses that stabilize streambanks against cutting action; 
• develop diverse ponding and channel characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth, duration, 
and temperature necessary for fish production, waterfowl breeding, and other uses; 
• support greater biodiversity. 
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Public land. Land or interest in land owned by the US and administered by the Secretary of the Interior 
through the BLM without regard to how the US acquired ownership, except lands located on the Outer 
Continental Shelf and land held for the benefit of Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos (from H-1601-1, BLM 
Land Use Planning Handbook). 

Rangeland. Land used for grazing livestock and big game animals on which vegetation is dominated by 
grasses, grass-like plants, forbs, or shrubs. 

Raptor.  Bird of prey with sharp talons and strongly curved beaks, such as hawks, owls, vultures, and 
eagles. 

Reasonable foreseeable development scenario. The prediction of the type and amount of oil and gas 
activity that would occur in a given area. The prediction is based on geologic factors, past history of 
drilling, projected demand for oil and gas, and industry interest. 

Recreation experiences. Psychological outcomes realized either by recreation-tourism participants as 
a direct result of their on-site leisure engagements and recreation-tourism activity participation or by 
nonparticipating community residents as a result of their interaction with visitors and guests within their 
community or interaction with the BLM and other public and private recreation-tourism providers 
and their actions. 

Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) Act of 1926. Provides for the lease and sale of public lands 
determined valuable for public purposes. The objective of the R&PP Act is to meet the needs of state and 
local government agencies and nonprofit organizations by leasing or conveying public land required for 
recreation and public purpose uses. Examples of uses made of R&PP lands are parks and greenbelts, 
sanitary landfills, schools, religious facilities, and camps for youth groups. The act provides substantial 
cost-benefits for land acquisition and provides for recreation facilities or historical monuments at no cost. 

Recreation management zones. Subunits within a SRMA managed for distinctly different recreation 
products. Recreation products are composed of recreation opportunities, the natural resource and 
community settings within which they occur, and the administrative and service environment created by 
all affecting recreation-tourism providers, within which recreation participation occurs. 

Recreation niche. The place or position within the strategically targeted recreation-tourism market 
for each SRMA that is most suitable (i.e., capable of producing certain specific kinds of recreation 
opportunities) and appropriate (i.e., most responsive to identified visitor or resident customers), given 
available supply and current demand, for the production of specific recreation opportunities and the 
sustainable maintenance of accompanying natural resource or community setting character. 

Recreation opportunities. Favorable circumstances enabling visitors  ̓engagement in a leisure activity to 
realize immediate psychological experiences and attain more lasting, value-added benefi cial outcomes. 

Recreation opportunity spectrum. One of the existing tools for classifying recreation environments 
(existing and desired) along a continuum, ranging from primitive, low-use, and inconspicuous 
administration to urban, high-use, and a highly visible administrative presence. This continuum 
recognizes variation among various components of any landscapeʼs physical, social, and administrative 
attributes. Resulting descriptions of existing conditions and prescriptions of desired future conditions 
define recreation setting character. 

Recreational river. Those rivers or sections of rivers that are readily accessible by road or railroad, that 
may have some development along their shorelines, and that may have undergone some impoundment or 
diversion in the past. 

284
 



 

 

  

 

 

 
 

  

 

Recreation settings. The collective distinguishing attributes of landscapes that influence and sometimes 
actually determine what kinds of recreation opportunities are produced. 

Recreation setting character conditions. The distinguishing recreational qualities of any landscape, 
objectively defined along a continuum, ranging from primitive to urban landscapes, expressed in terms of 
the nature of the component parts of its physical, social, and administrative attributes. These recreational 
qualities can be both classified and mapped. This classification and mapping process should be based 
on variation that either exists (for example, setting descriptions) or is desired (for example, setting 
prescriptions) among component parts of the various physical, social, and administrative attributes of any 
landscape. The recreation opportunity spectrum is one of the tools for doing this. 

Recreation-tourism market. Recreation and tourism visitors and local residents who affect local 
governments and private sector businesses and the communities or other places where these customers 
originate (local, regional, national, or international). Based on analysis of supply and demand, land use 
plans strategically identify primary recreation-tourism markets for each special recreation management 
area—destination, community, or undeveloped. 

REIS. Regional Economic Information System (REIS). This is an information system used by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 

Resource management plan (RMP). A land use plan as prescribed by the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act that establishes, for a given area of land, land-use allocations, coordination guidelines 
for multiple-use, objectives, and actions to be achieved. 

Rest rotation. Gazing rotation that rests pastures that have been grazed early the prior year or that have 
been identified as needing rest for resource reasons. 

Revision. The process of completely rewriting the land use plan due to changes in the planning area 
affecting major portions of the plan or the entire plan. 

Right-of-way (ROW). Public lands authorized to be used or occupied for specific purposes pursuant to a 
right-of-way grant, which are in the public interest and which require ROWs over, on, under, or through 
such lands. A 44LD513 ROW is a ROW that BLM issues to itself. 

Riparian area. A form of wetland transition between permanently saturated wetlands and upland areas. 
Riparian areas exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics that reflect the influence of permanent surface 
or subsurface water. Typical riparian areas include lands along, adjacent to, or contiguous with perennially 
and intermittently flowing rivers and streams, glacial potholes, and the shores of lakes and reservoirs with 
stable water levels. Excluded are ephemeral streams or washes that lack vegetation and depend on free 
water in the soil. 

Road. A linear route declared a road by the owner, managed for use by low clearance vehicles having 
four or more wheels, and maintained for regular and continuous use. 

Rock art. Petroglyphs (carvings) or pictographs (painting) used by native persons to depict their history 
and culture. 

Rotation. Grazing rotation between pastures in the allotment for the permitted time. 

Routes. Multiple roads, trails and primitive roads; a group or set of roads, trails, and primitive roads 
that represents less than 100 percent of the BLM transportation system. Generically, components of the 
transportation system are described as “routes.” 
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Scenic byways. Highway routes that have roadsides or corridors of special aesthetic, cultural, or historical 
value. An essential part of the highway is its scenic corridor. The corridor may contain outstanding scenic 
vistas, unusual geologic features, or other natural elements. 

Scenic river. A river or section of a river that is free of impoundments and whose shorelines are largely 
undeveloped but accessible in places by roads. 

Scoping.  Is the process of identifying the range of issues, management concerns, preliminary 
alternatives, and other components of an environmental impact statement or land-use planning document. 
It involves both internal and public viewpoints. 

Season of use. The time during which livestock grazing is permitted on a given range area, as specifi ed in 
the grazing lease. 

Setting character. The condition of any recreation system, objectively defined along a continuum, 
ranging from primitive to urban in terms of variation of its component physical, social, and administrative 
attributes. 

Special recreation management area (SRMA). A public lands unit identified in land use plans to direct 
recreation funding and personnel to fulfill commitments made to provide specific, structured recreation 
opportunities. Both land use plan decisions and subsequent implementing actions for recreation in each 
SRMA are geared to a strategically identified primary market—destination, community, or undeveloped. 

Special status species. Includes proposed species, listed species, and candidate species under the ESA; 
also, state-listed species and BLM State Director-designated sensitive species (BLM Manual 6840, 
Special Status Species Management). 

Split season. Removing livestock from the allotment and returning them later in the year within the 
permitted time. 

Spot Treatment: An application of an herbicide to a small selected area as opposed to broadcast 
application. 

Standard. A description of the physical and biological conditions or degree of function required for 
healthy, sustainable lands (e.g., land health standards). To be expressed as a desired outcome (goal). 

State implementation plan. A detailed description of the programs a state will use to carry out its 
responsibilities under the Clean Air Act. 

Sustained Slope. A slope, measured the length of an incline, where short variances within the slope do 
not affect the overall grade. 

Threatened species. Any species that is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range (BLM Manual 6840, Special Status Species 
Management). 

Total maximum daily load. An estimate of the total quantity of pollutants (from all sources: point, 
nonpoint, and natural) that may be allowed into waters without exceeding applicable water quality 
criteria. 

Traditional cultural property. a property that derives significance from traditional values associated 
with it by a social or cultural group, such as an Indian tribe or local community. A traditional cultural 
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property may qualify for the National Register of Historic Places if it meets the criteria and criteria 
exceptions at 36 CFR 60.4. See National Register Bulletin 38. 

Transportation Linear Features. “Linear features” represents the broadest category of physical 
disturbance (planned and unplanned) on BLM land. Transportation related linear features include 
engineered roads and trails, as well as user-defined, non-engineered roads and trails created as a result of 
the public use of BLM land. Linear features may include roads and trails identified for closure or removal 
as well as those that make up the BLMʼs defined transportation system. 

Transportation System. The sum of the BLMʼs recognized inventory of linear features (roads, primitive 
roads, and trails) formally recognized, designated, and approved as part of the BLMʼs transportation 
system. 

Travel Management Areas. Polygons or delineated areas where a rational approach has been taken to 
classify areas open, closed or limited, and have identified and/or designated a network of roads, trails, 
ways, and other routes that provide for public access and travel across the planning area. All designated 
travel routes within travel management areas should have a clearly identified need and purpose as well as 
clearly defined activity types, modes of travel, and seasons or timeframes for allowable access or other 
limitations (BLM Manual H1601-1 Land Use Planning Handbook). 

Undeveloped recreation-tourism market. National, regional, or local recreation-tourism visitors, 
communities, or other constituents who value public lands for the distinctive kinds of dispersed recreation 
produced by the vast size and largely open, undeveloped character of their recreation settings. Major 
investments in facilities are excluded within special recreation management areas where the BLMʼs 
strategy is to target demonstrated undeveloped recreation-tourism market demand. Here, recreation 
management actions are geared toward meeting primary recreation-tourism market demand to sustain 
distinctive recreation setting characteristics; however, major investments in visitor services are authorized 
both to sustain those distinctive setting characteristics and to maintain visitor freedom to choose where to 
go and what to do—all in response to demonstrated demand for undeveloped 
recreation. 

Valid existing rights. Any lease established (and valid) before a new authorization, change in land 
designation, or in regulation. 

Visibility (air quality). A measure of the ability to see and identify objects at different distances. 

Visitor use. Visitor use of a resource for inspiration, stimulation, solitude, relaxation, education, pleasure, 
or satisfaction. 

Visual resource management classes. Define the degree of acceptable visual change within a 
characteristic landscape. A class is based on the physical and sociological characteristics of any given 
homogeneous area and serves as a management objective. Categories assigned to public lands are based 
on scenic quality, sensitivity level, and distance zones. Each class has an objective that prescribes the 
amount of change allowed in the characteristic landscape (from H-1601-1, BLM Land Use Planning 
Handbook). The four classes are described below: 

• Class I provides for natural ecological changes only. This class includes primitive areas, some natural 
areas, some wild and scenic rivers, and other similar areas where landscape modification activities should 
be restricted. 

• Class II areas are those areas where changes in any of the basic elements (form, line, color, or texture) 
caused by management activity should not be evident in the characteristic landscape. 
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• Class III includes areas where changes in the basic elements (form, line, color, or texture) caused by a 
management activity may be evident in the characteristic landscape. However, the changes should remain 
subordinate to the visual strength of the existing character. 

• Class IV applies to areas where changes may subordinate the original composition and character; 
however, they should reflect what could be a natural occurrence within the characteristic landscape. 

Wild, scenic, or recreational. The term used for what is traditionally shortened to wild and scenic rivers. 
Designated river segments are classified as wild, scenic, or recreational but cannot overlap (from M-8351, 
BLM WSR Policy and Program). 

Wild river. Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments and generally inaccessible 
except by trail, with watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and unpolluted. These represent 
vestiges of primitive America. 

Wild and scenic study river. Rivers identified in Section 5 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 
for study as potential additions to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The rivers will be studied 
under the provisions of Section 4 of the act (from M-8351, BLM WSR Policy and Program). 

Wilderness. A congressionally designated area of undeveloped federal land retaining its primeval 
character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, that is protected and 
managed to preserve its natural conditions and that (1) generally appears to have been affected mainly by 
the forces of nature, with human imprints substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at least 5,000 acres 
or is large enough to make practical its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may 
also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historic value. 
The definition contained in Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 891) (from H-6310-1, 
Wilderness Inventory and Study Procedures). 

Wilderness characteristics. Wilderness characteristics include size, the appearance of naturalness,  
outstanding opportunities for solitude, or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation. They may also 
include ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value. 
However Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 has been updated by IM-2003-195, dated June 20, 
2003. Indicators of an areaʼs naturalness include the extent of landscape modifications, the presence of 
native vegetation communities, and the connectivity of habitats. Outstanding opportunities for solitude or 
primitive and unconfined types of recreation may be experienced when the sights, sounds, and evidence 
of other people are rare or infrequent, in locations where visitors can be isolated, alone or secluded from 
others, where the use of the area is through non-motorized, non-mechanical means, and where no or 
minimal developed recreation facilities are encountered. 
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CHAPTER 8 – LIST OF PREPARERS
 

Name Responsibility Location 
Years of 

Experience 

Mary Apple Public Affairs Montana State Office 25 years 

James Beaver Environmental Coordination Montana State office 35 years 

John Bown Oil & Gas Montana State Office 30 years 

Jared Bybee Wild Horse & Burro Program Billings Field Office 10 years 

Sheila Cain GIS Billings Field Office 20 years 

Tom Carroll 
Lands & Realty 
Transportation & Facilities 

Billings Field Office 
20 years 

Renewable Energy 

Eric Chapman Fire, Forestry Billings Field Office 17 years 

David Coppock Solid Minerals Montana State Office 30 years 

Craig Drake Assistant Field Manager Billings Field Office 17 years 

Bob Flesch Fire and Fuels Management Billings Field Office 11 years 

Recreation, Trails and Travel 
Lynn Hardy Management, Wilderness, Billings Field Office 9 years 

Wilderness Study Areas 

Dick Kodeski Pompeys Pillar NM Billings Field Office 30 years 

Irv Leach Fire & Forestry Billings Field Office 20 years 

Ernest McKenzie Fisheries & Riparian Billings Field Office 10 years 

Robert Meidinger 
Fire & Forestry 
Air Quality, Climate, Soil, Water 

Billings Field Office 38 Years 

Larry Padden Range Management Billings Field Office 20 years 

Jay Parks Fisheries & Wildlife Billings Field Office 31 years 

Melissa Passes Weeds & Rangelands Billings Field Office 7 years 

Kim Prill RMP Project Manager Billings Field Office 18 years 

Carolyn Sherve-Bybee 
Cultural 
Paleontological Resources 

Billings Field Office 
17 years 

Special Designations 

James M. Sparks Field Manager Billings Field Office 23 years 

Jay Spielman Geology (RFD) New Mexico State Office 28 years 

Nora Taylor Special Status Plants Montana State Office 31 years 

John Thompson Economics Montana State Office 31 years 

Joan Trent Sociology Montana State Office 29 years 

Bernadette Underwood Editorial Assistant Billings Field Office 21 years 

Steve Underwood Fire & Forestry Billings Field Office 22 years 

Charles Ward Cave and Karst Resources Billings Field Office 32 years 
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APPENDIX A – DECISION GUIDANCE
 
Decision Guidance (BLM Handbook H-1601-1, Appendix C)
 

RESOURCES 

Air 
Identify desired outcomes and area-wide criteria or restrictions in cooperation with the appropriate air quality 
regulatory agency that apply to direct or authorized emission-generating activities, including the Clean Air Actʼs 
requirements for compliance with: 

1. Applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards (Section 109) 
2. State Implementation Plans (Section 110) 
3. Control of Pollution from Federal Facilities (Section 118) 
4. Prevention of Significant Deterioration, including visibility impacts to
 
Mandatory Federal Class I Areas (Section 160 et seq.)
 
5. Conformity Analyses and Determinations (Section 176(c)) 

Soil and Water 
• Identify desired outcomes (including standards or goals under the Clean Water Act). 

• Identify watersheds or specific soils that may need special protection from the standpoint of human 
health concerns, ecosystem health, or other public uses. 

• For riparian areas, identify desired width/depth ratios, stream-bank conditions, channel substrate 
conditions and large woody material characteristics. 

• Identify area-wide use restrictions or other protective measures to meet Tribal, state and local water 
quality requirements. 

• Identify measures, including filing for water rights under applicable state or Federal permit procedures, 
to ensure water availability for multiple use management and functioning, healthy riparian and upland 
systems. 

Vegetation 
• Identify desired outcomes for vegetative resources, including the desired mix of vegetative types, 
structural stages and landscape and riparian functions; and provide for native plant, fish and wildlife 
habitats and livestock forage. 

• Desired outcomes (goals and objectives) may be established at multiple scales. 

• Identify areas of ecological importance and designate priority plant species and habitats, including 
special status species and populations of plant species recognized as significant for at least one factor such 
as density, diversity, size, public interest, remnant character, or age. 

• Identify the actions and area-wide use restrictions needed to achieve desired vegetative conditions. 

• NOTE: Reference materials for establishing desired outcomes for vegetative resources include: 
1. National Range and Pasture Handbook (1997): Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA 

– NRCS) Methodology of Vegetation inventory, Monitoring, Analysis and Management of Grazing 
Lands. 
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2. Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health: BLM Technical Reference 1734-6. 
3. Ecological Site Inventory: BLM Technical Reference 1734-7. 
4. Rangeland Health Standards: H-4180-1. 
5. Website examples of ecological site descriptions (use Internet Explorer): http://www.esis.sc.egov.
 
usda.gov, 

http://www.nm.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/fotg/section-2/ESD.html,
 
http://www.mt.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/ecs/range/ecolsites/
 

• In areas where Healthy Forests Restoration Act authorities are to be used: 
- Identify old growth forest stands or describe a process for identifying old growth forest stands in the 
land use plan based on the structure and composition characteristic of the forest type. 
- Provide management direction to maintain, or contribute toward the restoration of, the structure and 
composition of old growth forest stands in areas where these authorities will be used. 
- This management direction should consider the pre-fire exclusion old growth conditions characteristic 
of the forest type, taking into account the contribution of the stand to landscape fire adaptation and 
watershed health, and retaining the large trees contributing to old growth structure. 

Fish and Wildlife 
• Designate priority species and habitats, in addition to SSS, for fish or wildlife species recognized as 
significant for at least one factor such as density, diversity, size, public interest, remnant character, or age. 

• Identify desired outcomes using BLM strategic plans, state agency strategic plans, and other similar 
sources. 

• Describe desired habitat conditions and/or population for major habitat types that support a wide variety 
of game, non-game, and migratory bird species; acknowledging the states  ̓roles in managing fi sh and 
wildlife, working in close coordination with state wildlife agencies, and drawing on state comprehensive 
wildlife conservation strategies. 
• Identify actions and area-wide use restrictions needed to achieve desired population and habitat 
conditions while maintaining a thriving natural ecological balance and multiple-use relationships 

Special Status Species 
• Identify desired outcomes, strategies, restoration opportunities, use restrictions and management actions 
to conserve and recover SSS. 

• Desired outcomes may incorporate goals and objectives from recovery plans and conservation strategies 
or identify ecologically important areas or scarce, limited habitats. 

• Goal and objectives may be species or habitat specific and can be established at multiple scales (i.e. fine, 
mid and broad) to fully understand the context of the larger landscape. 

• Given the legal mandate to conserve threatened or endangered species and BLMʼs policy to conserve 
all SSS, land use planning strategies, desired outcomes and decisions should result in a reasonable 
conservation strategy for these species 

• Land use plan decisions should be clear and sufficiently detailed to enhance habitat or prevent avoidable 
loss of habitat pending the development and implementation of implementation-level plans. This may 
include identifying stipulations or criteria that would be applied to implementation actions. 

• Land use plan decisions should be consistent with BLMʼs mandate to recover listed species and should 
be consistent with objectives and recommended actions in approved recovery plans, conservation 
agreements and strategies, MOUs and applicable biological opinions for T&E species. 
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Wild Horses and Burros 
• Herd areas are limited to areas of the public lands identified as being habitat used by wild horses and 
burros at the time of the passage of the Wild Horse and Burro Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1331-1340).  
The HA boundaries may only be changed when it is determined that (1) areas once listed as HAs are later 
found to be used only by privately-owned horses or burros, or (2) the HA boundary does not correctly 
portray where wild horses and burros were found in 1971. 

• Herd Management Area Designation.  Herd management areas (HMAs) are established only in 
Has, within which wild horses and/or burros can be managed for the long term. For HMAs, identify 
the following: (1) initial and estimated herd size that could be managed while still preserving and 
maintaining a thriving natural ecological balance and multiple-use relationships for that area, (2) 
guidelines and criteria for adjusting herd size. 

• Where appropriate, the land use plan may include decisions removing horses from all or part of a HA. 
Examples include intermingled and unfenced lands within Has where private landowners do not want 
to make them available for wild horse or burro use; or essential habitat components are not available for 
wild horse or burro use within a HA. 

• An HMA may be considered for designation as a wild horse or burro range when there is a significant 
public value present, such as unique characteristics in a herd or an outstanding opportunity for public 
viewing. 

Wildland Fire Management 
• Fire management strategies must recognize the role of wildland fire as an essential ecological process 
and natural change agent. 

• Fire management strategies must result in minimum suppression costs, considering firefighter and public 
safety, benefits, and values to be protected; consistent with resource objectives. 

• Fire management decisions (goals and objectives, and allowable uses and management actions) must 
reflect that the protection of human life is the single, overriding priority.  

• Other priorities (protecting human communities and community infrastructure, other property and 
improvements, and natural and cultural resources) are based on the values to be protected, human health 
and safety, and costs of protection. 

• Consistent with these principles, identify landscape-level fire management goals and objectives, which 
would be achieved through allowable uses and management actions. 

• Use fire regime/condition class methodology to identify desired wildland fi re conditions. 

• Wildland fire management goals and objectives must be closely coordinated with vegetation 
management goals and objectives. 

• Identify allowable uses and management actions to achieve the fire management goals and objectives, 
and support the goals and objectives for vegetation, wildlife, and other resources. 

• As part of identifying allowable uses, identify the geographic areas that are suitable for wildland fire 
use, provided conditions are appropriate. Also, identify the geographic areas where wildland fire use is 
not appropriate due to social, economic, political, or resource constraints (e.g., WUI areas); and where 
suppression action would be taken. 
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• As part of identifying management actions to achieve goals and objectives, identify the types of fuels 
management or vegetation management treatments (e.g.; mechanical, biological, and chemical treatments 
and prescribed fire) that would be implemented. 

• Allowable uses and management actions include the identification of restrictions on fi re management 
practices (including both wildfire suppression and fuels management) needed to protect natural or cultural 
resource values. Restrictions may be structured to allow flexibility to apply restrictions on a seasonal or 
annual basis, based on resource conditions, weather factors, and operational capability. 

• Establish landscape-scale fire management priorities or provide criteria that will guide more site-specific 
priorities at the fire management plan level. 

Cultural Resources 
• Identify special cultural resource restrictions that may affect the location, timing or method of 
development or use of other resources in the planning area. 

• Identify site-specific use restrictions from cultural resources currently being actively managed. 

• Identify area-wide criteria for recognizing potential cultural resource conflicts, such as geographic 
characteristics of sacred sites, historic properties, or cultural landscapes (springs, ridges, peaks, caves, and 
rock shelters, for example). 

• Consider these restrictions and criteria in all proposed land and resource use decisions. 

• Identify measures to pro-actively manage, protect, and use cultural resources, including traditional 
cultural properties. 

• The scope and scale of cultural resource identification are much more general and less intensive for land 
use planning than for processing site-specific use proposals. Instead of new, on-the-ground inventory, the 
appropriate identification level for land use planning is a regional overview: 

1. 	 A compilation and analysis of reasonably available cultural resource data and literature. 
2. 	 A management-oriented synthesis of the resulting information that includes priorities and a 

strategy for accomplishing needed inventory. 

• If land use decisions, however, are more specific in terms of impacts, they may require a more detailed 
level of identification of the scope and nature of cultural resources during land use planning. 

• RMPs will include at least the following two goals: 
1. 	 Identify, preserve, and protect significant cultural resources and ensure that they are available 

for appropriate uses by present and future generations. 

2. 	 Seek to reduce imminent threats and resolve potential conflicts from natural or human-
caused deterioration, or potential conflict with other resource uses by ensuring that all 
authorizations for land use and resource use will comply with the NHPA Section 106. 

• All cultural properties in the RMP area, whether already recorded or projected to occur on the basis of 
existing-data synthesis, including cultural landscapes, will be allocated to the uses listed in Table A-1, 
Cultural Use Allocations and Management Actions, according to their nature and relative preservation 
value. These use allocations pertain to cultural resources, not to areas of land. 
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Table A-1 
Cultural Use Allocations and Management Actions Use Allocation Management 

Use allocation Management 

a. Scientific use Permit appropriate research, including date recovery 

b. Conservation for future use Propose protective measures/designations 1 

c. Traditional use Consult with Tribes determine limitations 1 

d. Public use Determine permitted use 1 

e. Experimental use Determine nature of experiment 

f. Discharged from management Remove protective measures 

1. Safeguards against incompatible land and resource uses may be imposed through withdrawals, stipulations 
on leases and permits, design requirements, and similar measures which are developed and recommended by an 
appropriately staffed IDT. 

Paleontology 
Identify criteria or use restrictions to ensure that: 
(a) Areas containing, or that are likely to contain, vertebrate or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or 
plant fossils are identified and evaluated prior to authorizing surface-disturbing activities; 
(b) Management recommendations are developed to promote the scientific, educational and recreational 
uses of fossils; and 
(c) Threats to paleontological resources are identified and mitigated as appropriate 

Wilderness Characteristics 
• Identify decisions to protect or preserve wilderness characteristics (naturalness, outstanding 
opportunities for solitude, and outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfi ned recreation). 

• Include goals and objectives to protect the resource and management actions necessary to achieve these 
goals and objectives. For authorized activities, include conditions of use that would avoid or minimize 
impacts to wilderness characteristics. 

Visual Resources 
(under Recreation and Visitor Services p. 15 and Comprehensive Trails and Travel 
Management p.17) 

Under Recreation 
• Visual resource management classes need to be correlated with the recreation management objectives 
and setting prescriptions that have been set for each 
Recreation Management Zone (RMZ) delineated. 

Under Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 
• In developing travel management areas, consider the following: 

d). setting characteristics that are to be maintained (including recreation opportunity system and VRM 

settings).
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RESOURCE USES
 

Coal 
• The land use plan is the chief process by which public land is reviewed to assess whether there are areas 
suitable for leasing or unsuitable for all or certain types of coal mining operations under Section 522(b) of 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act. 

• Identify the following consistent with the goals and objectives for natural resources within the planning 
area: 

• Unleased coal lands that are acceptable for further consideration for coal leasing and development and 
those that are not. 

• Areas unsuitable for surface mining of coal (43 CFR 1610.7-1) under the criteria set forth in 43 CFR 
3461.5. 

• For acceptable lands, areas suitable for development by all mining methods or by only certain stipulated 
mining methods, such as surface or underground mining (see 43 CFR 3461). 

• Any special conditions that must be met during more detailed planning, lease sale, or post-lease 
activities, including measures required to protect other resource values (see 43 CFR 3461). 

• An estimate of the amount of coal recoverable by either surface or underground mining operations 
or both (43 CFR 3420.1-4(d)). Only those areas that have development potential may be identifi ed as 
acceptable for further consideration for leasing. 

• Areas that have development potential for coal leasing according to the screening process outlined in 43 
CFR 3420.1-4(e)(1-4). 

• Areas to be withdrawn from further consideration for leasing to protect other resource values and 
land uses that are locally, regionally or nationally important or unique and that are not included in the 
unsuitability criteria discussed in 43 CFR 3461.5. 

Fluid Minerals (Oil and Gas, Tar Sands, and Geothermal Resources) 
• Areas open to leasing, subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders; and the terms and 
conditions of the standard lease form. 

• Areas open to leasing, subject to moderate constraints such as seasonal and controlled surface use 
restrictions. (These are areas where it has been determined that moderately restrictive lease stipulations 
may be required to mitigate impacts to other land uses or resource values). 

• Areas open to leasing, subject to major constraints such as no-surfaceoccupancy stipulations on an area 
more than 40 acres in size or more than .25 mile in width. (These are areas where it has been determined 
that highly restrictive lease stipulations are required to mitigate impacts to other lands or resource 
values. This category also includes areas where overlapping moderate constraints would severely limit 
development of fluid mineral resources.) 

• Areas closed to leasing. (These are areas where it has been determined that other land uses or resource 
values cannot be adequately protected with even the most restrictive lease stipulations; appropriate 
protection can be ensured only by closing the lands to leasing.) Identify whether such closures are 
discretionary or nondiscretionary; and if discretionary, the rationale. 

308
 



 

 

 

 

• Resource condition objectives that have been established and specific lease stipulations and general/ 
typical conditions of approval and BMPs that will be employed to accomplish these objectives in areas 
open to leasing. 

• For each lease stipulation, the circumstances for granting an exception, waiver, or modifi cation. Identify 
the general documentation requirements and any public notification associated with granting exceptions, 
waivers, or modifications. 

• Whether the leasing and development decisions also apply to geophysical exploration. 

• Whether constraints identified in the land use plan for new leases also apply to areas currently under 
lease. 

• Long-term resource condition objectives for areas currently under development to guide reclamation 
activities prior to abandonment. 

(Note: A plan-level decision to open the lands to leasing represents BLMʼs determination, based on the 
information available at the time, that it is appropriate to allow development of the parcel consistent with the 
terms of the lease, laws, regulations, and orders, and subject to reasonable conditions of approval. When applying 
leasing restrictions, the least restrictive constraint to meet the resource protection objective should be used.) 

Locatable Minerals 
• For lands that are open to the location of lode, placer, and mill claims, the claimant has statutory 
authority under the mining laws to ingress, egress and development of those claims. This authority 
means that those areas open to mineral entry for the purposes of exploration or development of locatable 
minerals cannot be unreasonably restricted. 

• Identify the following consistent with the goals and objectives of locatable mineral exploration and 
development in concert with the protection of natural resources within the planning area: 

- Areas recommended for closure to the mining laws for locatable exploration or development 
(that must be petitioned for withdrawal). 

- Any terms, conditions, or other special considerations needed to protect other resource values 
while conducting activities under the operation of the mining laws. 

Mineral Materials 
• Identify the following consistent with the goals and objectives for the exploration, development, and 
disposal of mineral materials in concert with the protection of natural resources within the planning area: 

- Areas open or closed to mineral material disposal. 
- Any terms, conditions, or other special considerations needed to protect resource values while 
operating under the mineral materials regulations. 

Livestock Grazing 
• Identify lands available or not available for livestock grazing (see 43 CFR 4130.2(a)), considering the 
following factors: 

- Other used for the land; 
- Terrain characteristics; 
- Soil, vegetation, and watershed characteristics; 
- The presence of undesirable vegetation, including significant invasive Weed infestations; and 
- The presence of other resources that may require special management or protection, such as 
SSS, special recreation management areas (SRMAs), or ACECs. 
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• Decisions identifying lands available, or not available, for livestock grazing may be revisited through 
the amendment or revision process if the grazing preference or permit on those lands has been voluntarily 
relinquished, or if there are outstanding requests to voluntarily relinquish the grazing preference or 
permit. 

• If an evaluation of Land Health Standards identifies and allotment or group of allotments where Land 
Health Standards cannot be achieved under any level or management of livestock use, then decisions 
identifying those areas as available for livestock grazing need to be revisited. 

• For lands available for livestock grazing, identify on an area-wide basis both the amount of existing 
forage available for livestock (expressed in AUMs) and future anticipated amount of forage available for 
livestock with full implementation of the land use plan while maintaining a thriving natural ecological 
balance and multiple-use relationships. The land use plan needs to describe how these public lands will 
be managed to become as productive as feasible for livestock grazing, including a description of possible 
grazing management practices such as grazing systems, range improvements (including land treatments), 
changes in seasons of use and/or stocking rates. In addition, identify guidelines and criteria for future 
allotment specific adjustments in the amount of forage available for livestock, season of use, or other 
grazing management practices. 

Recreation and Visitor Services 
• Identify special recreation management areas (SRMAs). 

• Each SRMA has a distinct, primary recreation-tourism market as well as a corresponding and 
distinguishing recreation management strategy. 

• For each SRMA selected, determine whether that primary market-based strategy will be to manage for a: 
-	 Destination recreation-tourism market; 
-	 Community recreation-tourism market; or 
-	 Undeveloped recreation-tourism market. 

• The determination needs to be stated in the plan. 

• Describe the market that corresponds to that specific recreation management strategy (who they are and 
where they are located). 

• Divide recreation areas that have more than one distinct, primary recreation market into separate 
SRMAs. 

• For each SRMA identified, delineate discrete recreation management zone (RMZ) boundaries. 

• Each RMZ has four defining characteristics – it: 
-	 Serves a different recreation niche within the primary recreation market. 
-	 Produces a different set of recreation opportunities and facilitates the attainment of different 

experiences and benefit outcomes (to individuals, households and communities, economies, and the 
environment). 

-	 Has distinctive recreation setting character. 
-	 Requires a different set of recreation provider actions to meet the strategically-targeted primary 

recreation market demand. 

• To address these four variables within each RMZ, make the following landuse allocation decisions: 
-	 Identify the corresponding recreation niche to be served; 
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-	 Write explicit recreation management objectives for the specific recreation opportunities to be 
produced and outcomes to be attained (activities, experiences, and benefits); 

-	 Prescribe recreation setting character conditions required to produce recreation opportunities and 
facilitate the attainment of both recreation experiences and beneficial outcomes, as targeted above 
(the recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) is one of the existing tools for describing existing setting 
character and prescribing desired setting character); and 

-	 Briefly describe the activity planning framework that addresses recreation management, marketing, 
monitoring, and administrative support actions (i.e. visitor services, permits and fees, recreation 
concessions, and appropriate use restrictions) necessary to achieve explicitly-stated recreation 
management objectives and setting 
prescriptions. 

• Visual resource management classes need to be correlated with the recreation management objectives 
and setting prescriptions that have been set for each RMZ delineated. 

• Anything not delineated as an SRMA is an extensive recreation management area (ERMA). Therefore, 
actions within ERMAs are generally implemented directly from land use plan decisions and do not 
require activity-level planning. Land use plan decisions must, therefore, include recreation management 
objectives for all ERMAs. Consider addressing visitor health and safety, user conflict and resource 
protection issues in particular through these recreation management objectives. However, land use plan 
decisions for ERMAs need to also identify implementing recreation management, marketing, monitoring, 
and administrative support actions of the kinds listed for SRMAs under implementation decisions listed 
below because no followup implementation decisions at the activity plan level are required for ERMAs. 

(NOTE: if recreation demand (i.e. from an undeveloped recreation-tourismmarket) requires maintenance 
of setting character and/or production of associated activity, experience, and benefit opportunities/ 
outcomes, the area should be identified and managed as an SRMA, rather than being custodially managed 
as an ERMA.) 

• Implementation decisions that need to be made for ERMAs: 
-	 Recreation management (of resources, visitors, and facilities, such as developed recreation sites, 

roads, and trails, and recreation concessions). 
-	 Recreation marketing (including outreach, information and education, promotion, interpretation, 

environmental education; and other visitor services. 
-	 Recreation monitoring (including social, environmental, and administrative indicators and standards). 
-	 Recreation administration (regulatory; permits and fees, including restrictions where necessary and 

appropriate; recreation concessions; fiscal; data management; and customer liaison). 

• Recognition of singularly dominant activity-based recreation demand of and by itself (i.e. heavy OHV 
use, river rafting, etc.) however great, generally constitutes insufficient rationale for the identification 
of an SRMA and the subsequent expenditure of major recreation program investments in facilities 
and/or visitor assistance. This does not mean that the expenditure of substantial custodial funding is 
unwarranted when circumstances require it, but such expenditures should be geared to take care of the 
land and its associated recreation-tourism use and not to provide structured recreation opportunities which 
characterize SRMAs. 

Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 
• Delineate travel management areas and designate OHV management areas. 

• Comprehensive travel management planning should address all resource use aspects (such as recreation, 
traditional, casual, agricultural, commercial, and educational) and accompanying modes and conditions of 
travel on the public lands, not just motorized or OHVs activities. 
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• In the RMP, travel management areas (polygons) should be delineated.
 

• Identify acceptable modes of access and travel for each travel management area (including over-land, 

over-water, over-snow and fly-in access [remote airstrips and fl oat planes]).
 

• In developing these areas, consider the following:
 
-	 consistency with all resource program goals and objectives;
 
- primary travelers;
 
- objectives for allowing travel in the area;
 
-	 setting characteristics that are to be maintained (including recreation opportunity system and VRM 

settings); and 
-	 primary means of travel allowed to accomplish the objectives and to maintain setting characteristics. 

• All public lands are required to have off-highway vehicle area designations (see 43 CFR 8342.1). 
Areas must be classified as open, limited, or closed to motorized travel activities. Criteria for open, 
limited, and closed area designations are established in 43 CFR 8340.0-5(f), (g) and (h), respectively. 

• For areas classified as limited, consider a full range of possibilities, including travel that will be: 
-	 Limited to types or modes of travel, such as foot, equestrian, bicycle, motorized, etc. 
-	 Limited to existing roads and trails, 
-	 Limited to time or season of use, 
-	 Limited to certain types of vehicles (i.e. OHVs, motorcycles, etc.) 
-	 Limited to licensed or permitted vehicles or users, 
-	 Limited to BLM administrative use only, or other types of limitations. 

• In addition, provide specific guidance about the process for managing motorized vehicle access for 
authorized, permitted or otherwise approved vehicles for those specific categories of motorized vehicle 
uses that are exempt from a limited designation (see CFR 8340.0-5(a)(1-5). 

• At a minimum, the travel management area designation for WSAs must be limited to ways and trails 
existing at the time the area became a WSA.  Open areas within WSAs are appropriate only for sand 
dune or snow areas designated as such prior to October 21, 1976. Existing roads, ways and trails must 
be fully documented and mapped. This applies to both motorized and mechanized transport (see Interim 
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review H-8550-1(I.)(B.)(11) for 
mechanized transport). In addition, future designations may be made for a WSA if it is released from 
study. 

• Except as otherwise provided by law, congressionally designated wilderness areas are statutorily closed 
to motorized and mechanized use. These areas should be shown in the land use plans along with the 
acreage affected. 

Implementation Decisions 
• (Note: These types of decisions are normally not made as part of the RMP Revision process. However, 
the new LUP planning guidance requires that we make the following travel management implementation 
decisions to the extent practical.) 

• Complete a defined travel management network (system of areas, roads and/or trails) during the 
development of the land use plan, to the extent practical. If it is not practical to define or delineate 
the travel management network during the land use planning process, a preliminary network must be 
identified and a process established to select a final travel management network. Possible reasons for not 
completing the final network might be size or complexity of the area, controversy, incomplete data, or 
other constraints. 
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• For those areas where the final travel management network is to be deferred in the RMP, then the RMP 
should document the decision-making process used to develop the initial network, provide the basis for 
future management decisions, and help set guidelines for making road and trail network adjustments 
throughout the life of the plan. The identification of the uncompleted travel management networks should 
be delineated in the land use plan and the following tasks completed for each area: 
-	 Produce a map of a preliminary road and trail network. 
-	 Define short-term management guidance for road and trail access and activities in areas or sub-areas 

not completed. 
-	 Outline additional data needs, and a strategy to collect needed information. 
-	 Provide a clear planning sequence, including public collaboration, criteria and constraints for 

subsequent road and trail selection and identification. 
-	 Provide a schedule to complete the area or sub-area road and trail selection process. 
-	 Identify any easements and rights-of-ways (to be issued to the BLM or others) needed to maintain the 

preliminary or existing road and trail network. 

• For those areas where the final travel management network is to be completed in the RMP, the RMP 
should establish a process to identify specific areas, roads and/or trails that will be available for public 
use, and specify limitations placed on use. Products from this process will include: 
-	 A map of roads and trails for all travel modes. 
-	 Definitions and additional limitations for specific roads and trails (defined in 43 CFR 8340.0-5(g)). 
-	 Criteria to select or reject specific roads and trails in the final travel management network, add new 

roads and trails and to specify limitations. 
-	 Guidelines for management, monitoring, and maintenance of the system. 
-	 Indicators to guide future plan maintenance, amendments, or revisions related to travel management 

network. 
-	 Needed easements and rights-of-ways (to be issued to the BLM or others) to maintain the existing 

road and trail network providing public land access. 

Forestry 
• Identify characteristics (indicators) to describe healthy forest conditions (i.e. desired outcomes) for 
forest/woodland types found within the planning area (also see I(C), Vegetation). 

• Identify the suite of possible management actions (including appropriate harvest, reforestation, and 
forest development methods), and associated BMPs, that can be applied to meet desired outcomes. 

• Identify areas that are available and have the capacity for planned, sustained yield 
timber harvest or special forest product harvest. A probable sale quantity (PSQ) should be determined, if 
possible, for those areas determined to be available for harvest. The PSQ is the allowable harvest level 
that can be maintained without decline over the long term if the schedule of harvests and regeneration 
are followed. PSQ recognizes a level of uncertainty in meeting the determined level; this uncertainty is 
typically based on other environmental factors that preclude harvesting at a particular time (for example, 
because of watershed or habitat concerns). A PSQ is not a commitment to offer for sale a specific level of 
timber volume every year. 

Lands and Realty 
Identify the following consistent with the goals and objectives for natural resources within 
the planning area: 
• Lands for retention (43 CFR 2400), proposed disposal, or acquisition (based on acquisition criteria 
identified in the land use plan; FLPMA Section 205(b)) (Oregon Natural Resources Council, 78 IBLA 
124 (1983)). Lands are to be retained in Federal ownership; unless it is determined that disposal of a 
particular parcel will serve the national interest (FLPMA Section 102(a) (1)).  Land use plans should 
avoid prescribing the method of disposal, acquisition, or property interest to be acquired. 
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• Lands or interest in lands that are available for disposal under a variety of disposal authorities provided 
they meet the criteria outlined in FLPMA. Lands available for disposal must be identified by parcel or by 
specific areas (on a map or by legal description). 

• Lands available for disposal under the Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act of 2000 (FLTFA). The 
FLTFA amended FLPMA to allow retention by the BLM of receipts received from sale of land or interests 
in land under Section 203 of FLPMA or conveyance of mineral interest under Section 209(b) of FLPMA 
provided a land use plan was completed prior to July 25, 2000. The FLTFA does not apply to lands 
identified for disposal after July 25, 2000. 

• Proposed withdrawal areas including existing withdrawals to be continued, modified, or revoked 
(including how the lands would be managed if the withdrawal were relinquished and an opening order 
issued) (see 43 CFR 2300). 

• Land Classifications under Section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, as amended (43 USC 315f). 
The procedures applicable to Section 7 outlined in 43 CFR 2400 must be followed. The following 
actions require classification: Act sales and leases, agricultural entries and state grants. To the extent 
that the land use planning procedures pursuant to 43 CFR 2400, the latter procedures shall be followed 
and applied. The analysis that supports classification decisions is normally the same analysis utilized 
in the land use planning/NEPA process to make decisions concerning the disposal or retention of public 
lands. For any classification decision made through the land use plan, initiate the classifi cation decision 
requirements (i.e. proposed and initial decisions required under 43 CFR 2400) at the time the decision 
document is issued for the land use plan. 

• Where, and under what circumstances, authorizations for use, occupancy, and development (such 
as major leases and land use permits) may be granted (see 43 CFR 2740, 2912, 2911, and 2920, 
respectively). 

• Existing and potential development areas for renewable energy projects (i.e. wind and solar), 
communication sites and other uses. 

• ROW avoidance and exclusion areas (areas to be avoided but may be available for location of ROWs 
with special stipulations and areas which are not available for location of ROWs under any conditions). 

• Terms and conditions that may apply to ROW corridors or development areas, including BMPs to 
minimize environmental impacts and limitations on other uses which would be necessary to maintain the 
corridor and ROW values. 

Transportation Facilities 
Identify land areas available or suitable for transportation facilities. Identify types of transportation 
facilities that are appropriate for the planning area. Identify limitations, if any, on the types or locations 
of facilities for specified areas. Identify the area(s) having in-place transportation facilities that should 
be removed. Identify road repair, road rehabilitation, road construction, and maintenance standards 
appropriate to specific areas. Identify limitations, if any, on road repair road rehabilitation, road 
construction, and maintenance actions. Identify limitations, if any, on road density (i.e. miles/section) for 
specifi c areas. 

Renewable Energy (under Lands section) 
Existing and potential development areas for renewable energy projects (i.e. wind and solar), 
communication sites and other uses. 
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SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) (Administrative Designations) 
Designate ACECs and identify goals, standards and objectives for each area, as well as general 
management practices and uses, including necessary constraints with mitigation measures (also see BLM 
Manual 1613). This direction should be specific enough to minimize the need for subsequent ACEC 
management plans. ACECs must meet the relevance and importance criteria in 43 CFR 1610.7-2(a) and 
must require special management (43 CFR 1601.0-5(a)) to: 
• Protect the area and prevent irreparable damage to resources or natural systems. 
• Protect life and promote safety in areas where natural hazards exist. 
• Designate research natural areas and outstanding natural areas as types of
 
ACECs using the ACEC designation process.
 

Wilderness Study Areas (Administrative Designations) 
Manage WSAs under the  (H-8550-1) until they are designated wilderness or released by Congress. 
Identify management direction for WSAs should they be released from wilderness consideration by 
Congress. 

Other Administrative Designations 
• Designate BLM Scenic or Back County Byways. Detailed procedural guidance for nomination and 
designation of BLM byways, as well as other byway designations occurring on BLM lands (such as All 
American Roads, National Scenic Byways, State Scenic Byways, Forest Scenic Byways, and similar) can 
be found in Handbook 8357-1: Byways, 12/17/93. 

• Designate national recreation trails, Watchable Wildlife viewing sites, wild horse and burro ranges, or 
other BLM administrative designations. 
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APPENDIX B

Grazing Allotments And Authorizations In The Billings Field Offi ce
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Allotment Name Allot. # 
Public
Acres 

Public
Aums 

Private
Acres 

Private
Aums 

Mgmt
Stat 

Amp 
Auth No 

Pref 
Code 

Permit
Aums 

Lvstck
# 

Lvstck
Kind
Code 

Period
Begin
Date 

Period
End
Date 

Public
Lnd
Pct 

30 MILE 05345 1465 79 C 2501993 15 79 28 C 03/01/90 02/10/91 25 

ADOLPH IND 04908 160 62 M 2504291 03 62 59 C 03/01/99 02/28/00 37 

ADOLPH IND 04908 160 62 M 2504291 03 62 5 C 03/01/99 02/28/00 100 

ADOLPH IND. 04969 960 264 I 2504291 03 264 59 C 03/01/99 02/28/00 37 

ADOLPH IND. 04969 960 264 I 2504291 03 264 5 C 03/01/99 02/28/00 100 

AIRPORT FLATS 05555 303 66 1235 217 C 2500045 15 66 50 C 03/01/05 02/28/06 11 

ALEC ROY ROAD 04920 1120 133 M 2504259 03 133 50 C 06/13/05 09/01/05 100 

ALKALI CREEK EAST 04954 1170 305 378 98 I 2504388 03 305 110 C 07/15/07 08/12/07 100 

ALKALI CREEK EAST 04954 1170 305 378 98 I 2504388 03 305 110 C 08/13/07 09/09/07 100 

ALKALI CREEK EAST 04954 1170 305 378 98 I 2504388 03 305 110 C 09/10/07 10/19/07 68 

ALKALI CREEK WEST 04945 1911 531 I 2504320 03 436 120 C 04/15/02 10/17/02 79 

ALKALI CREEK WEST 04945 1911 531 I 2504320 03 436 175 C 03/15/02 06/01/02 97 

ALKALI CREEK WEST 04945 1911 531 I 2504320 03 436 140 C 04/10/02 06/01/02 87 

ALKALI CREEK WEST 04945 1911 531 I 2504320 03 436 129 C 11/01/02 12/31/02 87 

ALLEN CREEK 05363 320 53 M 2504601 03 53 9 C 03/01/00 03/31/00 100 

ALLEN CREEK 05363 320 53 M 2504601 03 53 8 C 09/15/99 02/28/00 100 

ANDERSON IND 09654 40 13 C 2504345 15 13 2 C 05/01/93 11/15/93 100 

ANDERSON IND 09654 40 13 C 2504345 15 13 10 C 05/01/89 11/10/89 100 

ARKANSAS SPRING 09844 240 54 5560 1227 C 2504367 03 54 112 C 03/01/95 02/28/96 4 

BACHELDER 04122 520 132 C 2504238 03 132 2 C 05/15/88 10/30/88 100 

BACHELDER 04122 520 132 C 2504238 03 132 49 C 05/01/88 11/30/88 2 

BACHELDER 04122 520 132 C 2504238 03 132 67 C 05/15/88 10/15/88 39 

BAD CANYON 05585 480 50 C 2504792 15 50 100 C 05/15/89 11/18/89 43 
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BAD CANYON 05585 480 50 C 2504792 15 50 33 C 08/15/89 09/29/89 100 

BALLEK INDIVIDUAL 05354 40 21 C 2504603 03 21 2 C 03/01/02 02/28/03 100 

BALLEK INDIVIDUAL 05354 40 21 C 2504603 03 21 96 C 05/01/02 11/30/02 51 

BALLEK INDIVIDUAL 05354 40 21 C 2504603 03 21 15 C 03/01/02 02/28/03 100 

BASIN 05340 640 92 M 2504640 03 92 300 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 3 

BAUWENS, EVELYN 04117 20 5 C 2504237 03 5 1 C 05/15/89 10/30/89 100 

BAUWENS, J 04108 20 5 C 2504236 03 5 1 C 05/15/89 10/30/89 100 

BAUWENS, RICK 05206 200 20 160 60 C 2504506 03 20 22 S 06/01/89 10/15/89 100 

BEAR CHIP COULEE 00955 40 6 280 42 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BEAR CHIP COULEE 00955 40 6 280 42 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BEAR CHIP COULEE 00955 40 6 280 42 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 128 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 5 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 250 C 11/04/93 12/10/93 48 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 150 C 11/05/93 12/05/93 39 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 200 C 05/21/93 06/19/93 54 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 250 C 07/03/93 09/01/93 28 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 333 C 05/21/93 06/19/93 34 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 300 C 05/20/93 06/16/93 48 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 330 C 05/20/93 06/19/93 39 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 105 C 11/05/93 12/02/93 54 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 350 C 11/04/93 12/09/93 34 

BEAR CREEK 04148 840 77 I 2504503 03 77 137 C 11/05/93 02/19/94 88 

BEDFORD 09661 440 139 C 2504328 15 139 11 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

BEEHIVE ROCK 05548 710 139 I 2504848 15 139 25 C 07/01/89 08/31/89 50 

BEEHIVE ROCK 05548 710 139 I 2504848 15 139 40 C 06/15/89 08/15/89 77 

BEEHIVE SCHOOL 05562 240 46 C 2504862 15 46 72 C 04/15/89 10/25/89 10 
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BELLION CREEK 05403 80 17 458 213 C 2500014 15 17 32 C 06/01/98 09/15/98 15 

BEQUETTE 05566 40 8 565 155 C 2504866 03 8 3 H 03/01/89 02/28/90 23 

BIG CANYON 05581 160 26 C 2504881 15 26 3 C 03/01/89 02/20/90 75 

BIG WALL ROAD 04980 320 125 M 2504302 03 125 24 H 05/01/06 10/05/06 100 

BIGYELL 05565 25 6 C 2504865 03 6 6 C 05/01/89 06/01/89 100 

BIGYELL 05565 25 6 C 2504865 03 6 3 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 100 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 128 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 5 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 250 C 11/04/93 12/10/93 48 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 150 C 11/05/93 12/05/93 39 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 200 C 05/21/93 06/19/93 54 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 250 C 07/03/93 09/01/93 28 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 333 C 05/21/93 06/19/93 34 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 300 C 05/20/93 06/16/93 48 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 330 C 05/20/93 06/19/93 39 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 105 C 11/05/93 12/02/93 54 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 350 C 11/04/93 12/09/93 34 

BISCHOFF 05203 9552 1021 14113 1550 I 2504503 03 1021 137 C 11/05/93 02/19/94 88 

BLACK BUTTE 04131 1894 275 M 2504231 03 275 270 C 05/01/03 06/30/03 29 

BLACK BUTTE 04131 1894 275 M 2504231 03 275 270 C 10/01/03 11/15/03 29 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 
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BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

BLUEWASH 04115 17101 1767 5099 240 M A 2504215 03 1391 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

BLUEWATER CREEK 04803 35 9 500 C 2500188 03 9 60 C 10/01/05 12/30/05 5 

BOLZER 05219 200 24 2324 349 C 2504519 03 24 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

BOW-TIE INC 05380 1672 347 M 2504536 03 252 162 C 03/01/95 02/27/96 13 

BOWLER 04113 3331 453 2435 593 I A 2504304 03 217 25 C 03/01/00 03/31/00 100 

BOWLER 04113 3331 453 2435 593 I A 2504304 03 217 50 C 04/01/00 04/04/00 100 

BOWLER 04113 3331 453 2435 593 I A 2504304 03 217 150 C 04/05/00 05/14/00 100 

BOWLER 04113 3331 453 2435 593 I A 2504304 03 217 50 C 05/15/00 09/30/00 100 

BOWLER 04113 3331 453 2435 593 I A 2504304 03 217 190 C 10/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BOWLER 04113 3331 453 2435 593 I A 2504304 03 217 58 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 31 

BRIDGE COULEE 05520 609 120 C 2501953 15 120 10 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

BRIDGER CREEK 00978 40 6 240 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BRIDGER CREEK 00978 40 6 240 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BRIDGER CREEK 00978 40 6 240 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BRIDGER CREEK 2 04127 320 32 C 2504227 03 32 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 90 

BROOKS PASTURE 05378 1280 213 M 2504600 03 216 354 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 18 

BROOKS PASTURE 05378 1280 213 M 2504600 03 216 36 C 05/01/00 10/29/00 100 

BROOKS PASTURE 05378 1280 213 M 2504600 03 216 29 C 05/01/00 10/29/00 75 

BROWN INDIV. 05355 1760 313 12960 M 2501966 03 313 375 C 03/01/08 05/01/08 14 

BROWN INDIV. 05355 1760 313 12960 M 2501966 03 313 375 C 11/01/08 02/28/09 14 

BUFFALO HORN 05333 160 37 160 37 M 2504721 03 37 6 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 50 

BULL MOUNTAIN IND 05330 184 24 C 2504630 03 24 2 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

BUNDY 09737 80 16 C 2504371 15 16 6 C 07/15/93 10/01/93 100 

BURK 05302 2147 344 786 157 I A 2504603 03 344 2 C 03/01/02 02/28/03 100 

BURK 05302 2147 344 786 157 I A 2504603 03 344 96 C 05/01/02 11/30/02 51 
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BURK 05302 2147 344 786 157 I A 2504603 03 344 15 C 03/01/02 02/28/03 100 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

BURLINGTON 04150 890 94 2399 299 C 2504215 03 94 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

BUTCHER CREEK 05404 40 10 C 2504811 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

BUTCHER CREEK 05404 40 10 C 2504811 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

BUTCHER CREEK 05404 40 10 C 2504811 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CAIN RANCH 05486 40 9 C 2504786 15 9 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CARELESS 04912 40 6 C 2504251 03 6 10 C 03/01/90 02/28/91 100 

CARLSON 05567 40 24 C 2504385 03 24 43 C 05/15/02 10/15/02 11 

CARSON COULEE 03114 40 4 720 72 C 2500974 15 4 1 C 12/01/06 04/01/07 100 

CASTLE CREEK 05438 40 13 C 2504738 15 13 13 C 07/15/89 02/28/90 13 

CEDAR CREEK 05461 480 24 2760 C 2504761 15 24 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

CEDAR CREEK 05461 480 24 2760 C 2504761 15 24 38 C 06/01/04 10/15/04 14 

CEDAR CREEK 05461 480 24 2760 C 2504761 15 24 13 C 06/01/04 10/30/04 93 

CHARTER RANCH 05309 400 78 C 2504609 03 78 2 C 05/01/89 11/01/89 94 

CHARTER RANCH 05309 400 78 C 2504609 03 78 13 C 05/01/89 11/01/89 99 

CHARTER RANCH,INC. 09680 320 64 C 2504331 15 64 5 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CHERRY CREEK 04119 1320 309 M 2504222 03 309 175 C 05/01/99 11/01/99 29 

CHIMNEY BUTTE 09744 520 121 M 2504349 15 121 10 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 
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CHURN DASH CREEK 00960 1533 213 1800 180 M 2500091 03 213 48 C 03/01/04 04/14/04 100 

CHURN DASH CREEK 00960 1533 213 1800 180 M 2500091 03 213 48 C 04/15/04 05/29/04 57 

CHURN DASH CREEK 00960 1533 213 1800 180 M 2500091 03 213 48 C 06/15/04 10/12/04 30 

CHURN DASH CREEK 00960 1533 213 1800 180 M 2500091 03 213 48 C 02/01/04 02/28/04 100 

CLIFF ALLOTMENT 05419 120 24 C 2504719 15 24 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

COAL MINE 03195 474 81 C 2501996 15 81 7 C 03/28/08 02/28/09 100 

COLE CREEK 05586 40 8 C 2504886 15 8 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 425 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 3 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 99 C 05/01/02 10/04/02 48 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 200 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 49 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 375 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 15 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 600 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 56 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 800 C 04/20/02 06/14/02 56 

COLONY ROAD 04979 640 245 M A 2504201 03 245 300 C 10/15/02 11/03/02 49 

CON COAL CO 09682 80 13 C 2504332 15 13 1 C 03/01/06 09/30/06 100 

CON COAL CO 09682 80 13 C 2504332 15 13 1 C 10/01/06 02/28/07 100 

CON COAL CO 09682 80 13 C 2501999 15 13 1 C 03/01/08 09/30/08 100 

CON COAL CO 09682 80 13 C 2501999 15 13 1 C 10/01/08 02/28/09 100 

COONEY 04142 40 12 C 2504811 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

COONEY 04142 40 12 C 2504811 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

COONEY 04142 40 12 C 2504811 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

COREY 04166 120 24 C 2504387 03 24 100 C 05/01/06 10/31/06 4 

CORGIAT IND. 04932 160 37 M 2504271 03 37 30 C 04/30/89 10/31/89 20 

COSSITT INDIVIDUAL 05357 37 8 C 2504611 03 8 45 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 79 

COSSITT INDIVIDUAL 05357 37 8 C 2504611 03 8 51 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 79 

COSSITT INDIVIDUAL 05357 37 8 C 2504611 03 8 8 C 03/01/89 03/31/89 100 
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COTTONWOOD 05213 5940 481 5315 519 M A 2504532 03 442 117 C 04/15/03 12/31/03 44 

COTTONWOOD 05213 5940 481 5315 519 M A 2504532 03 442 20 C 05/01/03 10/30/03 100 

COTTONWOOD CREEK 05544 160 20 320 40 C 2504844 15 20 50 C 06/01/04 08/31/04 13 

COTTONWOOD ROAD 04147 40 4 320 36 C 2504224 03 4 10 C 04/01/91 08/01/91 10 

COUNTY LINE 09648 40 7 C 2504324 15 7 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CREMER IND 09686 40 6 C 2504334 15 6 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CREMER RODEO LAND 05409 896 184 C 2504728 15 184 15 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CROOKED CREEK 1 04110 320 21 C 2504207 03 32 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

CROOKED CREEK 2 04134 720 7 C 2504210 03 7 36 C 10/15/06 12/18/06 9 

CROW 04114 1000 161 1040 176 M A 2504214 03 161 68 C 06/01/06 10/31/06 47 

CROW STUDY 01555 320 72 600 156 C 2500192 03 72 50 C 06/01/06 10/19/06 31 

CUB CREEK 05202 17447 1430 788 79 I A 2504304 03 1430 25 C 03/01/00 03/31/00 100 

CUB CREEK 05202 17447 1430 788 79 I A 2504304 03 1430 50 C 04/01/00 04/04/00 100 

CUB CREEK 05202 17447 1430 788 79 I A 2504304 03 1430 150 C 04/05/00 05/14/00 100 

CUB CREEK 05202 17447 1430 788 79 I A 2504304 03 1430 50 C 05/15/00 09/30/00 100 

CUB CREEK 05202 17447 1430 788 79 I A 2504304 03 1430 190 C 10/01/00 02/28/01 100 

CUB CREEK 05202 17447 1430 788 79 I A 2504304 03 1430 58 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 31 

CURRANT CREEK 04940 2840 580 720 164 M A 2504320 03 580 120 C 04/15/02 10/17/02 79 

CURRANT CREEK 04940 2840 580 720 164 M A 2504320 03 580 175 C 03/15/02 06/01/02 97 

CURRANT CREEK 04940 2840 580 720 164 M A 2504320 03 580 140 C 04/10/02 06/01/02 87 

CURRANT CREEK 04940 2840 580 720 164 M A 2504320 03 580 129 C 11/01/02 12/31/02 87 

CURRANT CREEK WEST 04914 80 17 C 2504253 03 17 2 C 04/01/01 12/15/01 100 

CURTIS GULCH 05539 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 18 C 05/01/99 12/01/99 6 

CURTIS GULCH 05539 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 50 C 05/01/90 06/30/90 3 

CURTIS GULCH 05539 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 50 C 10/01/90 11/30/90 3 

CURTIS GULCH 05539 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 114 C 06/01/99 07/01/99 7 
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D-M DITCH 05004 80 24 1803 C 2504318 03 24 50 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 4 

D-M DITCH 05004 80 24 1803 C 2504318 03 24 50 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 25 

DEAD DEER COULEE 05467 40 14 C 2501990 15 14 25 C 03/15/08 04/15/08 14 

DEAD DEER COULEE 05467 40 14 C 2501990 15 14 23 Y 07/01/08 10/01/08 14 

DEADMAN 04126 1338 218 M 2504226 03 218 672 C 04/15/05 06/15/05 12 

DEADMAN 04126 1338 218 M 2504226 03 218 403 C 11/01/05 12/04/05 12 

DEADMAN CREEK 05308 380 134 C 2504656 03 140 11 C 03/01/98 02/28/99 100 

DEAN CREEK 04948 640 178 1240 M 2504341 03 178 26 C 05/06/88 11/30/88 100 

DEER MOUNTAIN 05232 1040 120 I A 2504532 03 120 117 C 04/15/03 12/31/03 44 

DEER MOUNTAIN 05232 1040 120 I A 2504532 03 120 20 C 05/01/03 10/30/03 100 

DEJAEGHER IND 04989 1011 193 C 2504310 03 193 240 C 06/01/89 10/01/89 20 

DELPHIA 04986 40 9 C 2504308 03 9 1 C 03/01/89 11/30/89 100 

DEVILS BASIN 04971 2561 731 I 2504293 03 731 149 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 41 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 4 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 240 C 06/01/03 10/10/03 56 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 100 C 06/01/03 11/06/03 83 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 150 C 06/01/03 09/01/03 38 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 404 C 11/01/03 01/30/04 8 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 150 C 09/15/03 10/07/03 61 

DEVILS HOLE LAKE 04917 200 48 C 2504303 03 48 1 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

DONALDʼS COULEE 00970 640 146 1920 438 C 2500110 03 146 73 C 04/01/04 11/30/04 25 

DONALDʼS COULEE 00970 640 146 1920 438 C 2500110 03 146 40 C 04/01/04 11/10/04 17 

DRY CREEK 05532 107 42 C 2504832 15 42 14 C 05/01/02 02/28/03 30 

DRY CREEK EAST 05204 1340 88 2520 235 M 2504516 03 78 50 C 06/01/93 10/31/93 31 

DRY CREEK EAST 05204 1340 88 2520 235 M 2504539 03 10 50 C 06/14/95 09/01/95 91 

DRY CREEK EAST 05204 1340 88 2520 235 M 2504539 03 10 6 C 03/01/95 02/10/96 100 
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DRY CREEK EAST 05204 1340 88 2520 235 M 2504539 03 10 1 C 03/01/95 12/31/95 100 

DRY CREEK EAST 05204 1340 88 2520 235 M 2504539 03 10 61 C 04/01/95 05/31/95 57 

DRY CREEK EAST 05204 1340 88 2520 235 M 2504539 03 10 37 C 04/01/95 04/29/95 57 

DRY CREEK WEST 04804 300 20 2376 134 M 2504505 03 20 130 C 05/15/89 06/19/89 13 

DRY CREEK WEST 04804 300 20 2376 134 M 2504505 03 20 1 C 03/01/89 07/31/89 100 

DRY FORK 09805 160 64 C 2504361 15 64 17 C 07/01/99 11/05/99 89 

DUNN MOUNTAIN 05337 1082 111 M 2504267 03 111 72 C 05/01/89 12/01/89 22 

EAST BLUEWATER 04109 880 210 870 700 C 2504209 03 210 108 C 06/01/89 12/14/89 30 

EAST DEVILS BASIN 04907 2562 528 I 2500020 03 528 468 C 03/01/06 02/27/07 29 

EAST DEVILS BASIN 04907 2562 528 I 2500020 03 528 2 C 03/01/06 05/30/06 29 

EAST DEVILS BASIN 04907 2562 528 I 2500020 03 528 150 C 08/01/06 01/19/07 62 

EAST END COMMON 05362 560 72 M 2504617 03 17 23 C 05/15/90 09/13/90 100 

EAST END COMMON 05362 560 72 M 2504617 03 17 13 C 05/15/90 10/30/90 23 

EAST END COMMON 05362 560 72 M 2504642 03 55 77 C 04/15/89 10/29/89 11 

EAST END COMMON 05362 560 72 M 2504642 03 55 3 C 05/01/89 09/30/89 100 

EAST FORK 04138 40 7 C 2504510 15 7 1 C 03/01/89 09/30/89 100 

EAST FORK - SG CREEK 05534 360 58 C 2504834 15 58 22 H 07/01/89 09/01/89 100 

EAST FORK FIDDLER 
CR 

05476 160 20 640 80 C 2504776 15 20 10 C 03/01/89 01/05/90 20 

EAST SILESIA 05454 320 36 400 C 2504754 15 36 9 C 06/15/97 10/15/97 100 

EDGAR SE 04172 40 4 1820 C 2500067 03 4 5 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 7 

ELIASSON IND. 04934 2073 516 M 2504273 03 516 102 C 05/01/91 11/30/91 56 

ELIASSON IND. 04934 2073 516 M 2504273 03 516 15 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

ELIASSON IND. 04934 2073 516 M 2504273 03 516 45 C 04/01/89 05/15/89 100 

ELIASSON IND. 04934 2073 516 M 2504273 03 516 40 C 05/16/89 09/01/89 100 

ELIASSON IND. 04934 2073 516 M 2504273 03 516 90 C 04/01/89 05/15/89 100 

ELLIS IND. 04935 800 230 M 2504274 03 230 19 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 
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ELLIS ROAD 04931 702 208 M 2504270 03 208 248 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 7 

EMORY ROAD 04175 40 8 1400 280 C 2501954 03 8 45 C 09/01/07 02/28/08 3 

EMORY SCHOOL 04938 160 39 M 2504277 03 39 40 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 8 

ENGLE RANCH INC 05439 360 24 C 2504739 15 24 16 C 06/01/98 11/01/98 30 

ENOS MOUNTAIN 05557 240 14 C 2504857 15 14 15 C 03/01/98 06/01/98 30 

FAHLGREN GULCH 05488 481 70 C 2504788 15 70 65 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 9 

FAHLGREN GULCH 05488 481 70 C 2504788 15 70 67 C 05/15/04 11/17/04 14 

FATTIG CREEK 09720 40 12 C 2504343 15 12 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

FATTIG CREEK 09720 40 12 C 2504343 15 12 10 C 03/01/89 01/30/90 100 

FISHER PASTURE 05338 1033 166 M 2504348 03 166 100 C 05/01/96 10/31/96 28 

FISHER PASTURE 05338 1033 166 M 2504348 03 166 100 C 05/01/96 10/28/96 22 

FISHER PASTURE 05338 1033 166 M 2504348 03 166 225 C 05/01/96 11/01/96 25 

FIVE MILE CREEK 05212 40 13 160 40 C 2504512 03 13 10 S 05/01/89 10/30/89 100 

FIVEMILE CREEK 04121 40 10 C 2504238 03 11 2 C 05/15/88 10/30/88 100 

FIVEMILE CREEK 04121 40 10 C 2504238 03 11 49 C 05/01/88 11/30/88 2 

FIVEMILE CREEK 04121 40 10 C 2504238 03 11 67 C 05/15/88 10/15/88 39 

FLETCHER CREEK 05516 337 58 312 57 C 2501964 15 58 5 C 05/01/08 11/30/08 100 

FOUR MILE CREEK 04987 40 9 C 2504309 03 9 45 C 06/01/89 10/31/89 4 

FOUR MILE ROAD 04995 240 55 1081 230 C 2504373 03 55 24 C 03/01/95 02/28/96 19 

FRANK COSGRIFF 05427 119 24 C 2504727 15 24 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

FROMBERG DIVIDE 05568 40 5 1480 C 2501979 03 5 1 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

GAGE DOME 04905 2160 508 M 2504266 03 495 139 C 04/13/04 12/20/04 43 

GAGE DOME 04905 2160 508 M 2504266 03 495 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

GEISE RANCH 04955 40 10 C 2504299 03 10 12 C 04/15/89 11/15/89 12 

GLENN F GOLDEN 05451 414 62 C 2504751 15 62 6 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

GLENNIE DITCH 04942 70 12 280 84 C 2504389 03 12 8 C 03/01/99 02/28/00 12 
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GOFFENA 1 04911 640 195 C 2504264 03 195 16 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

GOFFENA 2 04993 360 80 C 2504314 03 80 7 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

GOFFENA 2 04993 360 80 C 2504314 03 80 8 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

GOFFENA L&L CO 09719 160 22 C 2504342 15 22 6 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 31 

GOLF COURSE ROAD 04944 160 47 M 2504283 03 47 4 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

GOTSCHALL 04154 200 30 C 2504377 03 30 30 C 05/01/95 10/25/95 17 

GOTSCHALL 04154 200 30 C 2504377 03 30 30 C 05/01/95 10/25/95 17 

GRASSHAVEN 05341 4000 542 M 2504641 03 542 286 C 03/01/89 02/23/90 16 

GREEN MOUNTAIN 05414 388 75 M 2504714 15 75 7 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

GREYCLIFF 05440 60 10 C 2504740 15 10 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 47 

GREYCLIFF CREEK 05521 160 32 C 2504393 15 32 61 C 07/01/04 10/15/04 15 

GREYCLIFF CREEK 05521 160 32 C 2504393 15 32 3 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

GROVE CREEK 05225 15294 1295 8216 I 2504525 03 1295 4 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

GROVE CREEK 05225 15294 1295 8216 I 2504525 03 1295 442 C 05/15/05 06/12/05 78 

GROVE CREEK 05225 15294 1295 8216 I 2504525 03 1295 470 C 06/13/05 07/12/05 71 

GROVE CREEK 05225 15294 1295 8216 I 2504525 03 1295 363 C 07/13/05 08/12/05 89 

GROVE CREEK 05225 15294 1295 8216 I 2504525 03 1295 334 C 08/13/05 08/30/05 100 

GROVE CREEK 05225 15294 1295 8216 I 2504525 03 1295 196 C 08/31/05 09/16/05 100 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504208 03 364 140 C 10/14/04 12/31/04 100 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 
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GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

GYP SPRINGS 04105 20216 614 I A 2504215 03 250 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

GYPSY 04159 640 94 640 94 M 2504643 03 94 15 C 05/15/97 10/10/97 100 

GYPSY 04159 640 94 640 94 M 2504643 03 94 38 C 05/15/97 10/10/97 50 

H A & B C KEEBLER 05474 533 163 C 2504869 03 163 2 C 03/01/94 02/28/95 100 

H A & B C KEEBLER 05474 533 163 C 2504869 03 163 10 C 09/01/94 01/27/95 100 

H A & B C KEEBLER 05474 533 163 C 2504869 03 163 1 C 03/01/94 01/10/95 100 

H A & B C KEEBLER 05474 533 163 C 2504869 03 163 14 C 03/01/94 02/17/95 100 

HANGMANʼS CREEK 05407 80 12 2500 C 2504707 15 12 3 C 06/01/06 10/01/06 100 

HANSEN 04106 200 36 C 2504206 03 36 100 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 6 

HANSON SPRING 04160 1440 388 1520 213 I 2504652 03 388 143 C 05/10/97 09/15/97 64 

HARPER COULEE 09837 80 18 200 45 C 2504363 15 18 11 C 05/15/03 10/30/03 29 

HARRIS ROAD 04974 1180 401 930 200 M 2504273 03 401 102 C 05/01/91 11/30/91 56 

HARRIS ROAD 04974 1180 401 930 200 M 2504273 03 401 15 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

HARRIS ROAD 04974 1180 401 930 200 M 2504273 03 401 45 C 04/01/89 05/15/89 100 

HARRIS ROAD 04974 1180 401 930 200 M 2504273 03 401 40 C 05/16/89 09/01/89 100 

HARRIS ROAD 04974 1180 401 930 200 M 2504273 03 401 90 C 04/01/89 05/15/89 100 

HARVEY IND 04999 40 4 C 2504317 03 4 1 C 05/01/89 09/01/89 100 

HAWK CREEK 
ALLOTMENT 

05348 1916 384 M A 2504648 03 384 32 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

HAY MEADOW 05460 80 17 4871 C 2504760 15 17 47 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 3 

HAYMAKER RANCH 
INC 

09652 40 14 C 2504326 15 14 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

HAYSTACK COULEE 05560 120 24 C 2504737 15 24 7 C 03/15/93 02/28/94 30 

HIBBARD CREEK 05356 3559 483 I A 2501958 03 483 86 C 04/15/05 11/16/05 79 

HILL 05215 480 60 C 2504515 03 60 5 C 03/01/88 02/28/89 100 

HOCKMUTH IND. 04975 800 288 4126 3775 I 2504297 03 288 60 C 09/10/97 01/15/98 81 

HOCKMUTH IND. 04975 800 288 4126 3775 I 2504297 03 288 200 C 10/14/97 01/31/98 35 
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HOCKMUTH IND. 04975 800 288 4126 3775 I 2504297 03 288 48 C 03/01/89 05/15/89 100 

HOCKMUTH IND. 04975 800 288 4126 3775 I 2504297 03 288 48 C 11/15/89 02/28/90 100 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 128 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 5 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 250 C 11/04/93 12/10/93 48 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 150 C 11/05/93 12/05/93 39 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 200 C 05/21/93 06/19/93 54 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 250 C 07/03/93 09/01/93 28 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 333 C 05/21/93 06/19/93 34 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 300 C 05/20/93 06/16/93 48 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 330 C 05/20/93 06/19/93 39 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 105 C 11/05/93 12/02/93 54 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 350 C 11/04/93 12/09/93 34 

HOLLENBECK 05235 6369 425 40 3 I 2504503 03 425 137 C 11/05/93 02/19/94 88 

HOME PASTURE 1 05233 255 52 M 2504525 03 52 4 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

HOME PASTURE 1 05233 255 52 M 2504525 03 52 442 C 05/15/05 06/12/05 78 

HOME PASTURE 1 05233 255 52 M 2504525 03 52 470 C 06/13/05 07/12/05 71 

HOME PASTURE 1 05233 255 52 M 2504525 03 52 363 C 07/13/05 08/12/05 89 

HOME PASTURE 1 05233 255 52 M 2504525 03 52 334 C 08/13/05 08/30/05 100 

HOME PASTURE 1 05233 255 52 M 2504525 03 52 196 C 08/31/05 09/16/05 100 

HOPPY GULCH 05580 280 39 C 2504880 15 39 29 C 04/15/94 10/15/94 22 

HORSETHIEF CREEK 04933 320 74 M 2504272 03 74 70 C 04/15/98 07/31/98 29 

HOWARD COULEE 05000 158 41 2556 C 2504243 03 41 57 C 03/01/92 02/28/93 6 

HOWIE ROAD 05523 480 88 C 2504383 15 88 28 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 26 

HRM 04903 6734 1752 M A 2504242 03 1752 141 C 03/01/88 02/28/89 41 

HRM 04903 6734 1752 M A 2504242 03 1752 500 S 03/01/88 02/28/89 41 

HRM 04903 6734 1752 M A 2504242 03 1752 66 C 03/01/07 02/28/08 71 
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HUNT, MERLE 04952 160 41 M 2504249 03 41 7 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 100 

J BAR F 05201 40 7 1010 253 C 2504238 03 7 2 C 05/15/88 10/30/88 100 

J BAR F 05201 40 7 1010 253 C 2504238 03 7 49 C 05/01/88 11/30/88 2 

J BAR F 05201 40 7 1010 253 C 2504238 03 7 67 C 05/15/88 10/15/88 39 

J GOFFENA IND 04994 520 102 C 2504312 03 102 8 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

J. K. & A. SCHOLTEN 05540 40 13 C 2504840 15 13 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

JACK CREEK 05217 6961 442 5794 598 M A 2504215 03 442 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

JACK STONE CREEK 05512 80 17 C 2501950 15 17 2 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

JAMES PASTURE 05371 980 169 M 2504348 03 169 100 C 05/01/96 10/31/96 28 

JAMES PASTURE 05371 980 169 M 2504348 03 169 100 C 05/01/96 10/28/96 22 

JAMES PASTURE 05371 980 169 M 2504348 03 169 225 C 05/01/96 11/01/96 25 

JASBECK IND. 04976 320 114 2654 1238 M 2504300 03 114 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

JASBECK IND. 04976 320 114 2654 1238 M 2504300 03 114 63 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 15 

JENNAWAY IND 09740 65 13 C 2504347 15 13 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

JENSEN IND 04913 187 31 C 2504252 03 31 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

JIM COULEE 04992 492 174 M 2504311 03 174 640 C 08/01/03 01/12/04 5 

JIM COULEE 04992 492 174 M 2504311 03 174 34 C 05/01/03 02/06/04 50 

JOE HILL CREEK 05504 87 8 C 2504804 15 8 2 C 05/01/05 09/01/05 100 
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JOE STENE 05546 80 16 C 2504846 15 16 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

JOHANSON
INDIVIDUAL 

05322 638 89 640 M 2504622 03 89 106 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 7 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 4 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 240 C 06/01/03 10/10/03 56 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 100 C 06/01/03 11/06/03 83 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 150 C 06/01/03 09/01/03 38 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 404 C 11/01/03 01/30/04 8 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 150 C 09/15/03 10/07/03 61 

JONES CREEK 05549 40 12 C 2504303 03 12 1 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

JUNCTION CITY 04152 1818 169 3600 838 M 2500052 03 169 60 C 08/01/06 11/01/06 79 

KEEBLER 1 05453 215 49 C 2504869 03 49 2 C 03/01/94 02/28/95 100 

KEEBLER 1 05453 215 49 C 2504869 03 49 10 C 09/01/94 01/27/95 100 

KEEBLER 1 05453 215 49 C 2504869 03 49 1 C 03/01/94 01/10/95 100 

KEEBLER 1 05453 215 49 C 2504869 03 49 14 C 03/01/94 02/17/95 100 

KEEBLER 2 05582 40 10 C 2504869 03 10 2 C 03/01/94 02/28/95 100 

KEEBLER 2 05582 40 10 C 2504869 03 10 10 C 09/01/94 01/27/95 100 

KEEBLER 2 05582 40 10 C 2504869 03 10 1 C 03/01/94 01/10/95 100 

KEEBLER 2 05582 40 10 C 2504869 03 10 14 C 03/01/94 02/17/95 100 

KEEBLER 3 05569 80 24 C 2504869 03 24 2 C 03/01/94 02/28/95 100 

KEEBLER 3 05569 80 24 C 2504869 03 24 10 C 09/01/94 01/27/95 100 

KEEBLER 3 05569 80 24 C 2504869 03 24 1 C 03/01/94 01/10/95 100 

KEEBLER 3 05569 80 24 C 2504869 03 24 14 C 03/01/94 02/17/95 100 

KEEWAYDIN RANCH 05477 640 114 C 2504777 15 114 120 C 09/01/89 02/28/90 16 

KEGGY 05007 80 12 C 2504202 15 12 6 I 03/01/99 02/28/00 16 

KELLER COMMON 05310 839 146 11100 C 2504623 03 146 243 C 03/01/95 02/28/96 5 

KEMBEL INDIVIDUAL 05324 80 15 C 2504624 03 15 2 C 05/01/89 02/28/90 100 
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KENT LAKE 05472 40 6 C 2504715 15 6 18 C 05/01/99 12/01/99 6 

KENT LAKE 05472 40 6 C 2504715 15 6 50 C 05/01/90 06/30/90 3 

KENT LAKE 05472 40 6 C 2504715 15 6 50 C 10/01/90 11/30/90 3 

KENT LAKE 05472 40 6 C 2504715 15 6 114 C 06/01/99 07/01/99 7 

KEYSER CREEK CO. 05222 80 16 C 2504522 15 16 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

KOMBOL IND. 04978 40 12 C 2504300 03 12 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

KOMBOL IND. 04978 40 12 C 2504300 03 12 63 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 15 

LAKE 04141 480 127 M 2504651 03 127 100 C 09/15/90 02/28/91 10 

LAKE MASON 04941 2212 649 M A 2504280 03 649 206 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 7 

LAKE MASON 04941 2212 649 M A 2504280 03 649 270 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 3 

LAKE MASON 04941 2212 649 M A 2504280 03 649 36 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 18 

LAKE MASON 04941 2212 649 M A 2504280 03 649 345 C 06/07/89 11/14/89 9 

LAKE MASON 04941 2212 649 M A 2504280 03 649 181 C 06/07/89 11/14/89 13 

LAKE MASON 04941 2212 649 M A 2504280 03 649 117 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 80 

LAKE MASON EAST 05547 2867 566 320 M A 2504280 03 566 206 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 7 

LAKE MASON EAST 05547 2867 566 320 M A 2504280 03 566 270 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 3 

LAKE MASON EAST 05547 2867 566 320 M A 2504280 03 566 36 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 18 

LAKE MASON EAST 05547 2867 566 320 M A 2504280 03 566 345 C 06/07/89 11/14/89 9 

LAKE MASON EAST 05547 2867 566 320 M A 2504280 03 566 181 C 06/07/89 11/14/89 13 

LAKE MASON EAST 05547 2867 566 320 M A 2504280 03 566 117 C 05/15/89 11/14/89 80 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 
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LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

LIMESTONE 04132 960 107 M 2504215 03 107 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

LITTLE BASIN CREEK 05535 40 8 C 2504835 15 8 1 C 05/01/89 12/31/89 100 

LITTLE HIBBARD 04805 800 100 3040 387 C 2504233 03 100 180 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 13 

LITTLE HIBBARD 04805 800 100 3040 387 C 2504233 03 100 76 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 25 

LITTLE HIBBARD 04805 800 100 3040 387 C 2504233 03 100 156 C 05/01/94 10/24/94 11 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 425 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 3 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 99 C 05/01/02 10/04/02 48 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 200 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 49 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 375 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 15 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 600 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 56 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 800 C 04/20/02 06/14/02 56 

LITTLE WALL 04101 6013 1253 I 2504201 03 1253 300 C 10/15/02 11/03/02 49 

LONE INDIAN BUTTE 04156 369 58 2480 363 C 2504788 15 58 65 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 9 

LONE INDIAN BUTTE 04156 369 58 2480 363 C 2504788 15 58 67 C 05/15/04 11/17/04 14 

LOOKOUT POINT 05361 320 48 320 48 M 2504679 03 48 94 C 04/01/03 05/01/03 50 

LOWELL CREEK 05458 80 20 1520 C 2500053 15 17 33 C 06/01/93 11/01/93 10 

LOWER BLUEWATER 04120 505 76 3605 579 M 2504220 03 76 95 C 03/01/89 10/31/89 10 

LOWER DEER CREEK 05437 308 60 360 C 2504761 15 60 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

LOWER DEER CREEK 05437 308 60 360 C 2504761 15 60 38 C 06/01/04 10/15/04 14 

LOWER DEER CREEK 05437 308 60 360 C 2504761 15 60 13 C 06/01/04 10/30/04 93 

LOWER GREYCLIFF
CRK 

05510 160 35 C 2504393 15 35 61 C 07/01/04 10/15/04 15 

LOWER GREYCLIFF
CRK 

05510 160 35 C 2504393 15 35 3 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 425 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 3 

332
 



Allotment Name Allot. # 
Public
Acres 

Public
Aums 

Private
Acres 

Private
Aums 

Mgmt
Stat 

Amp 
Auth No 

Pref 
Code 

Permit
Aums 

Lvstck
# 

Lvstck
Kind
Code 

Period
Begin
Date 

Period
End
Date 

Public
Lnd
Pct 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 99 C 05/01/02 10/04/02 48 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 200 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 49 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 375 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 15 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 600 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 56 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 800 C 04/20/02 06/14/02 56 

LOWER MUSSELSHELL 04991 800 169 M 2504201 03 169 300 C 10/15/02 11/03/02 49 

LOWER SAGE CREEK 04118 1088 110 M 2504218 03 110 48 C 06/15/98 12/15/98 38 

LOWER TWO BEAR 
RIDGE 

04171 290 57 1620 318 C 2501984 03 57 80 C 05/01/08 10/29/08 12 

LYLE K. JONES 05471 674 120 C 2504771 15 120 10 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

MACK IND 05008 160 17 C 2504322 03 17 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

MAGPIE CANYON 05492 1197 266 C 2504792 15 266 100 C 05/15/89 11/18/89 43 

MAGPIE CANYON 05492 1197 266 C 2504792 15 266 33 C 08/15/89 09/29/89 100 

MAILBOX RD. 05347 320 55 C 2504647 03 55 80 C 06/15/04 11/01/04 15 

MARLO 05329 160 16 C 2504629 03 16 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

MARLYN DRANGE 05434 160 50 C 2504734 15 50 5 C 05/01/89 02/28/90 100 

MAVERICK 04151 160 46 M 2504260 03 46 40 C 04/15/04 05/15/04 100 

MAVERICK 04151 160 46 M 2504260 03 46 158 C 11/01/04 01/01/05 60 

MAVERICK 04151 160 46 M 2504260 03 46 50 C 04/15/04 05/15/04 14 

MAVERICK 04151 160 46 M 2504260 03 46 137 C 11/01/04 01/01/05 14 

MC KENZIE FLATS 05533 72 28 C 2504833 15 28 3 C 03/01/98 02/28/99 100 

MCCORMICK SPRINGS
EAST 

03130 1560 229 6360 M 2504233 03 228 180 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 13 

MCCORMICK SPRINGS
EAST 

03130 1560 229 6360 M 2504233 03 228 76 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 25 

MCCORMICK SPRINGS
EAST 

03130 1560 229 6360 M 2504233 03 228 156 C 05/01/94 10/24/94 11 

MCCORMICK SPRINGS
WEST 

05314 1910 281 14480 M 2504233 03 281 180 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 13 
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MCCORMICK SPRINGS
WEST 

05314 1910 281 14480 M 2504233 03 281 76 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 25 

MCCORMICK SPRINGS
WEST 

05314 1910 281 14480 M 2504233 03 281 156 C 05/01/94 10/24/94 11 

MCLEAN COULEE 04904 40 10 C 2504244 03 10 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

MEHLING IND. 04943 1759 489 M 2502412 03 489 41 C 03/01/09 02/26/10 100 

MENDENHALL CREEK 05498 240 24 922 C 2500164 15 24 29 C 05/15/05 08/25/05 24 

MERCER IND 04916 40 9 C 2504255 03 9 1 C 05/01/03 02/28/04 95 

MEREDITH INDIVIDUAL 05332 960 248 1994 559 M 2504632 03 248 122 C 04/15/93 11/29/93 27 

MID WILLOW CRK 04968 1280 369 M A 2504290 03 369 31 C 03/01/06 02/25/07 100 

MIDDLE FORK 5 MILE 04107 120 20 C 2504235 03 20 4 C 05/15/89 10/30/89 100 

MIDNIGHT CANYON 05485 80 11 C 2504787 15 11 50 C 03/01/94 10/01/94 3 

MILL CREEK 1 05307 960 130 638 104 M 2504600 03 130 354 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 18 

MILL CREEK 1 05307 960 130 638 104 M 2504600 03 130 36 C 05/01/00 10/29/00 100 

MILL CREEK 1 05307 960 130 638 104 M 2504600 03 130 29 C 05/01/00 10/29/00 75 

MILL CREEK 2 05372 640 100 M 2504653 03 100 40 C 05/15/06 07/30/06 100 

MILLIGAN CREEK 05508 40 7 C 2504802 15 7 22 C 05/01/89 02/28/90 3 

MONTAQUA 05553 79 20 C 2504853 15 20 37 C 07/01/06 11/01/06 13 

MONTROY RANCH IND 05501 560 14 C 2504801 15 14 100 C 06/01/89 08/01/89 6 

MORRISY COULEE 09789 31 8 C 2504357 15 8 2 C 06/15/89 10/15/89 100 

MOUNTAIN 04135 4943 432 I A 2504213 03 432 54 C 04/15/89 12/15/89 100 

MUD BUTTE 05228 240 30 160 6 C 2504528 03 30 5 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 100 

MUIR IND 09781 162 38 C 2504356 15 38 5 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 63 

MUSPET 04143 608 158 M 2504311 03 158 640 C 08/01/03 01/12/04 5 

MUSPET 04143 608 158 M 2504311 03 158 34 C 05/01/03 02/06/04 50 

N. WILLOW CREEK 04808 472 111 2910 584 C 2504234 03 111 96 C 05/01/94 10/15/94 21 

NADERMAN BUTTE 04951 1800 415 820 120 I 2504289 03 413 108 C 05/01/99 11/04/99 27 
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NADERMAN BUTTE 04951 1800 415 820 120 I 2504289 03 413 100 C 05/01/99 11/15/99 48 

NADERMAN BUTTE 04951 1800 415 820 120 I 2504289 03 413 51 C 05/01/99 12/29/99 100 

NADERMAN BUTTE 04951 1800 415 820 120 I 2504289 03 413 39 C 11/01/99 02/01/00 5 

NATURE 
CONSERVANCY 

05505 120 24 C 2504370 15 24 144 C 06/01/89 08/02/89 8 

NEWSTATIONHOUSEGULCH 05435 80 15 C 2504735 15 15 11 C 03/01/94 02/15/95 12 

NICELY GULCH 05543 345 75 C 2504889 15 75 150 C 06/01/93 07/01/93 50 

NORRIS JOHNSON 05470 160 36 C 2501995 15 36 3 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

NORTH FORK 04100 230 48 3439 C 2501952 03 48 4 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

NORTH JACKSON 09791 1042 336 3200 M 2504375 03 336 32 C 05/01/95 10/17/95 94 

NORTH JACKSON 09791 1042 336 3200 M 2504375 03 336 104 C 03/01/95 02/27/96 27 

NORTH K HENRY 01460 1493 192 1493 232 M 2500171 03 192 71 C 05/01/05 10/30/05 45 

NORTH OTIS 
ALLOTMENT 

05318 1355 175 M A 2504644 03 175 58 C 05/15/90 10/31/90 54 

NORTH POMPEY 05377 233 34 8362 C 2501951 03 34 275 C 04/15/08 10/30/08 2 

NORTH STANLEY 04165 640 180 1680 667 M 2504289 03 180 108 C 05/01/99 11/04/99 27 

NORTH STANLEY 04165 640 180 1680 667 M 2504289 03 180 100 C 05/01/99 11/15/99 48 

NORTH STANLEY 04165 640 180 1680 667 M 2504289 03 180 51 C 05/01/99 12/29/99 100 

NORTH STANLEY 04165 640 180 1680 667 M 2504289 03 180 39 C 11/01/99 02/01/00 5 

O S & G K STENBERG 05545 685 215 C 2504845 15 215 18 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

OʼCONNOR DITCH 04103 50 15 C 2504203 03 15 2 C 04/01/89 02/28/90 70 

OIL WELL 04144 2658 443 160 29 M 2504320 03 443 120 C 04/15/02 10/17/02 79 

OIL WELL 04144 2658 443 160 29 M 2504320 03 443 175 C 03/15/02 06/01/02 97 

OIL WELL 04144 2658 443 160 29 M 2504320 03 443 140 C 04/10/02 06/01/02 87 

OIL WELL 04144 2658 443 160 29 M 2504320 03 443 129 C 11/01/02 12/31/02 87 

ORCHARD CANAL 05571 80 10 C 2504871 03 10 15 C 05/01/89 11/01/89 11 

ORSON COULEE 05426 97 15 C 2500016 15 15 21 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 6 
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OSTRUM, HUBERT 05511 40 15 C 2504811 15 15 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

OSTRUM, HUBERT 05511 40 15 C 2504811 15 15 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

OSTRUM, HUBERT 05511 40 15 C 2504811 15 15 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

OVERFELT GULCH 05522 843 133 C 2504822 15 133 252 C 07/01/03 10/15/03 15 

P GOFFENA IND 1 04924 1320 305 M 2504263 03 305 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

P GOFFENA IND 1 04924 1320 305 M 2504263 03 305 24 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

P GOFFENA IND 2 04996 480 94 C 2504314 03 94 7 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

P GOFFENA IND 2 04996 480 94 C 2504314 03 94 8 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

PACIFIC 09712 200 62 C 2504339 15 62 14 C 10/15/89 02/28/90 100 

PACKSADDLE BUTTE 05503 520 63 4760 C 2504518 15 63 80 C 05/01/90 12/27/90 10 

PALISADES 04168 40 5 80 15 C 2504391 15 5 10 C 06/01/00 07/30/00 25 

PAPEZ 05205 32 5 C 2504505 03 5 130 C 05/15/89 06/19/89 13 

PAPEZ 05205 32 5 C 2504505 03 5 1 C 03/01/89 07/31/89 100 

PARADISE 04111 1475 228 2067 676 I A 2504211 03 228 136 C 04/20/89 06/19/89 25 

PARADISE 04111 1475 228 2067 676 I A 2504211 03 228 136 C 10/01/89 02/20/90 25 

PARROT CREEK 04145 160 55 C 2504720 15 55 50 C 06/01/99 09/15/99 25 

PAUL E. HEDRICK JR 05466 826 72 C 2504766 15 72 50 C 05/01/93 12/31/93 10 

PAUL E. HEDRICK JR 05466 826 72 C 2504766 15 72 20 H 09/01/93 12/31/93 40 

PEARLIE LEE & CO 05515 80 20 C 2504815 15 20 2 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

PECK GULCH 05405 132 30 C 2504705 15 30 3 C 03/01/06 02/27/07 84 

PETERSON FARMS 2 05221 520 68 1240 140 M 2504539 03 68 50 C 06/14/95 09/01/95 91 

PETERSON FARMS 2 05221 520 68 1240 140 M 2504539 03 68 6 C 03/01/95 02/10/96 100 

PETERSON FARMS 2 05221 520 68 1240 140 M 2504539 03 68 1 C 03/01/95 12/31/95 100 

PETERSON FARMS 2 05221 520 68 1240 140 M 2504539 03 68 61 C 04/01/95 05/31/95 57 

PETERSON FARMS 2 05221 520 68 1240 140 M 2504539 03 68 37 C 04/01/95 04/29/95 57 

PFEIFER IND 04129 880 146 M 2504229 03 146 102 C 03/01/89 02/27/90 12 
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PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 4039 679 M 2504348 03 343 100 C 05/01/96 10/31/96 28 

PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 4039 679 M 2504348 03 343 100 C 05/01/96 10/28/96 22 

PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 4039 679 M 2504348 03 343 225 C 05/01/96 11/01/96 25 

PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 4039 679 M 2504649 03 336 1 C 03/01/07 02/28/08 100 

PICKETT SPRINGS PAST 05370 4039 679 M 2504649 03 336 101 C 05/01/06 08/09/06 100 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

PINEY CREEK 04136 80 28 C 2504215 03 28 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

PIPELINE 04137 963 288 4666 M 2504217 03 360 100 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 24 

PLOTTS & SWANSON 
IND 

05342 80 15 C 2504642 03 15 77 C 04/15/89 10/29/89 11 

PLOTTS & SWANSON 
IND 

05342 80 15 C 2504642 03 15 3 C 05/01/89 09/30/89 100 

PROKOP 04153 160 30 C 2504377 03 30 30 C 05/01/95 10/25/95 17 

PROKOP 04153 160 30 C 2504377 03 30 30 C 05/01/95 10/25/95 17 

PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 4 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 240 C 06/01/03 10/10/03 56 

PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 100 C 06/01/03 11/06/03 83 

PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 150 C 06/01/03 09/01/03 38 

PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 404 C 11/01/03 01/30/04 8 

PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 150 C 09/15/03 10/07/03 61 
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PRONGHORN RANCH 04981 6520 1344 6320 I 2504303 03 1344 1 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

PUMPKIN 05331 200 36 1720 172 M 2504631 03 36 25 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 12 

QUEBEC ALLOTMENT 05449 40 10 147 C 2501949 15 10 1 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 100 

R GOFFENA IND 1 04926 1021 304 M 2504265 03 304 25 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

R GOFFENA IND 2 04997 120 22 C 2504315 03 22 4 C 03/01/88 02/05/89 100 

R GOFFENA IND 2 04997 120 22 C 2504315 03 22 2 C 03/01/88 02/05/89 100 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

RAILROAD 04133 1380 196 M 2504215 03 196 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

RATHS IND. 1 04936 680 69 M 2504275 03 69 19 C 07/01/89 10/15/89 100 

RATHS IND. 2 04947 7454 1825 M 2504286 03 1825 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 33 

RATHS IND. 2 04947 7454 1825 M 2504286 03 1825 750 C 03/01/89 05/31/89 28 

RATHS IND. 2 04947 7454 1825 M 2504286 03 1825 741 C 10/16/89 02/28/90 28 

RATHS IND. 2 04947 7454 1825 M 2504286 03 1825 1 C 04/01/89 12/31/89 100 

RATHS IND. 2 04947 7454 1825 M 2504286 03 1825 27 C 04/01/89 12/31/89 100 

REHDER COULEE 09843 241 33 C 2504366 15 33 23 C 05/15/97 10/30/97 26 

REHDER CREEK 04157 160 16 1760 304 C 2504381 15 16 70 C 06/01/06 10/31/06 5 

RIMROCK 05207 80 7 400 24 C 2500018 03 7 1 C 03/01/04 09/30/04 100 

RIVER 05483 91 8 C 2504783 15 8 5 C 07/15/95 11/15/95 40 

ROBERTS CREEK 09765 200 44 C 2504352 15 44 10 C 05/20/90 09/30/90 100 
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ROBERTS INDIVIDUAL 05346 320 50 C 2500110 03 50 73 C 04/01/04 11/30/04 25 

ROBERTS INDIVIDUAL 05346 320 50 C 2500110 03 50 40 C 04/01/04 11/10/04 17 

ROBINSON DRAW
ROAD 

05229 1837 201 1334 146 C 2504526 03 201 85 C 06/01/05 08/17/05 46 

ROBINSON DRAW
ROAD 

05229 1837 201 1334 146 C 2504526 03 201 85 C 08/18/05 10/05/05 74 

ROCK CREEK 05220 80 16 C 2504520 15 16 4 H 07/01/00 10/31/00 100 

ROCKY HILL 05424 78 12 C 2504724 15 12 16 C 05/15/96 11/01/96 13 

RONALD M. SANNES 05537 30 5 C 2504837 15 5 1 C 06/01/98 10/31/98 100 

ROUND BUTTE 04163 40 8 320 C 2504382 15 8 2 C 06/15/97 10/15/97 100 

RUCKAVINA 04123 80 16 C 2504240 03 16 3 C 05/15/89 10/30/89 100 

RUDI SPR & W.E. CAMP 05353 1258 180 C 2504603 03 180 2 C 03/01/02 02/28/03 100 

RUDI SPR & W.E. CAMP 05353 1258 180 C 2504603 03 180 96 C 05/01/02 11/30/02 51 

RUDI SPR & W.E. CAMP 05353 1258 180 C 2504603 03 180 15 C 03/01/02 02/28/03 100 

S FORK DRY CREEK 05208 720 132 1680 312 C 2504508 03 132 44 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 25 

SAGE HEN 04921 833 234 640 157 I A 2504260 03 234 40 C 04/15/04 05/15/04 100 

SAGE HEN 04921 833 234 640 157 I A 2504260 03 234 158 C 11/01/04 01/01/05 60 

SAGE HEN 04921 833 234 640 157 I A 2504260 03 234 50 C 04/15/04 05/15/04 14 

SAGE HEN 04921 833 234 640 157 I A 2504260 03 234 137 C 11/01/04 01/01/05 14 

SAND CREEK 05200 200 40 280 C 2501980 03 40 4 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 84 

SANDO INDIVIDUAL 05335 320 36 C 2504635 03 36 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

SCHULTZ 05375 68 24 C 2504681 03 4 C 05/15/89 11/15/89 100 

SCOTHERN ROAD 04170 320 47 C 2504278 03 47 40 C 07/01/01 10/15/01 33 

SECTION 1 05344 640 45 M 2504618 03 45 10 C 05/15/89 10/08/89 100 

SECTIONHOUSE CREEK 05417 80 16 C 2504717 15 16 40 C 05/01/98 08/10/98 12 

SEVENMILE FLAT 05326 480 70 M 2504626 03 70 70 C 06/16/08 07/15/08 100 

SHANE CREEK 05432 40 10 C 2504732 15 10 25 C 05/15/89 10/01/89 9 
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SIGNAL HILL 09845 320 102 C 2504368 15 102 50 C 06/01/05 10/02/05 50 

SILVER CREEK 2 05552 802 167 C 2504852 15 167 278 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 5 

SILVER CREEK EAST 05502 40 6 640 96 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

SILVER CREEK EAST 05502 40 6 640 96 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

SILVER CREEK EAST 05502 40 6 640 96 C 2500124 15 6 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

SILVER SAGE RANCH 04949 5135 1298 845 M 2504248 03 1298 203 C 05/15/89 06/15/89 71 

SILVER SAGE RANCH 04949 5135 1298 845 M 2504248 03 1298 287 C 06/15/89 07/20/89 71 

SILVER SAGE RANCH 04949 5135 1298 845 M 2504248 03 1298 141 C 07/20/89 09/15/89 71 

SILVER SAGE RANCH 04949 5135 1298 845 M 2504248 03 1298 131 C 09/01/89 12/15/89 71 

SILVER SAGE RANCH 04949 5135 1298 845 M 2504248 03 1298 4 C 09/01/89 12/15/89 71 

SKUNK CREEK 04112 520 40 C 2504212 03 40 25 C 05/15/89 07/02/89 100 

SMITH COULEE 04937 640 210 M 2504276 03 210 25 C 04/15/94 10/02/94 5 

SMITH COULEE 04937 640 210 M 2504276 03 210 50 C 05/03/94 10/02/94 100 

SMITH COULEE 04937 640 210 M 2504276 03 210 38 C 04/17/94 10/01/94 100 

SNOWY ROAD 04140 1635 456 1678 470 C 2504297 03 456 60 C 09/10/97 01/15/98 81 

SNOWY ROAD 04140 1635 456 1678 470 C 2504297 03 456 200 C 10/14/97 01/31/98 35 

SNOWY ROAD 04140 1635 456 1678 470 C 2504297 03 456 48 C 03/01/89 05/15/89 100 

SNOWY ROAD 04140 1635 456 1678 470 C 2504297 03 456 48 C 11/15/89 02/28/90 100 

SOURDOUGH ROAD 04169 265 44 C 2504392 15 44 4 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

SOUTH DELPHIA 09660 39 13 783 C 2504360 15 13 2 C 05/01/05 11/15/05 100 

SOUTH DRY CREEK 05224 1395 90 875 35 M 2504539 03 90 50 C 06/14/95 09/01/95 91 

SOUTH DRY CREEK 05224 1395 90 875 35 M 2504539 03 90 6 C 03/01/95 02/10/96 100 

SOUTH DRY CREEK 05224 1395 90 875 35 M 2504539 03 90 1 C 03/01/95 12/31/95 100 

SOUTH DRY CREEK 05224 1395 90 875 35 M 2504539 03 90 61 C 04/01/95 05/31/95 57 

SOUTH DRY CREEK 05224 1395 90 875 35 M 2504539 03 90 37 C 04/01/95 04/29/95 57 

SOUTH JACKSON 04929 600 168 40 M 2504375 03 168 32 C 05/01/95 10/17/95 94 

340
 



Allotment Name Allot. # 
Public
Acres 

Public
Aums 

Private
Acres 

Private
Aums 

Mgmt
Stat 

Amp 
Auth No 

Pref 
Code 

Permit
Aums 

Lvstck
# 

Lvstck
Kind
Code 

Period
Begin
Date 

Period
End
Date 

Public
Lnd
Pct 

SOUTH JACKSON 04929 600 168 40 M 2504375 03 168 104 C 03/01/95 02/27/96 27 

SOUTH K HENRY 05312 2480 300 1040 125 M A 2504612 03 300 105 C 07/15/06 11/15/06 70 

SOUTH MC LEOD 05416 80 23 C 2504716 15 23 35 C 06/01/89 12/01/89 11 

SOUTH POMPEY 05304 3035 351 710 148 I A 2504604 03 351 100 C 05/01/90 09/29/90 70 

SOUTH SILVER CREEK 05550 140 23 C 2504850 15 23 2 C 03/18/04 02/28/05 100 

SOUTHLAND ESTATES 05517 1040 180 C 2504817 15 180 15 C 03/01/88 02/28/89 100 

SOUTHWEST END 05311 3275 455 I A 2504611 03 455 45 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 79 

SOUTHWEST END 05311 3275 455 I A 2504611 03 455 51 C 05/01/89 10/31/89 79 

SOUTHWEST END 05311 3275 455 I A 2504611 03 455 8 C 03/01/89 03/31/89 100 

SPRAGUE IND. 04982 320 96 M 2504390 03 96 8 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

SPRING CLIFF 09667 160 26 C 2504329 15 26 48 C 10/05/05 02/06/06 13 

SPRING CREEK 09768 40 8 C 2504353 15 8 3 C 07/01/89 09/15/89 100 

STAG RUN 09736 80 21 C 2504346 15 21 2 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

STANLEY AMP 04988 2986 734 10 2 I A 2504657 03 734 75 C 05/05/93 07/10/93 80 

STANLEY AMP 04988 2986 734 10 2 I A 2504657 03 734 150 C 07/11/93 11/30/93 80 

STANLEY CREEK 04939 1400 315 240 52 I 2504289 03 314 108 C 05/01/99 11/04/99 27 

STANLEY CREEK 04939 1400 315 240 52 I 2504289 03 314 100 C 05/01/99 11/15/99 48 

STANLEY CREEK 04939 1400 315 240 52 I 2504289 03 314 51 C 05/01/99 12/29/99 100 

STANLEY CREEK 04939 1400 315 240 52 I 2504289 03 314 39 C 11/01/99 02/01/00 5 

STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 1577 222 880 127 I 2504620 03 74 23 C 05/01/97 08/30/97 40 

STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 1577 222 880 127 I 2504620 03 74 27 C 05/01/97 08/30/97 69 

STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 1577 222 880 127 I 2504636 03 74 19 C 05/01/93 08/27/93 100 

STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 1577 222 880 127 I 2504643 03 74 15 C 05/15/97 10/10/97 100 

STEAMBOAT BUTTE 05320 1577 222 880 127 I 2504643 03 74 38 C 05/15/97 10/10/97 50 

STEFFANS IND 09824 80 15 C 2504362 15 15 3 C 05/01/89 09/30/89 100 

STEINMETZ 05572 640 97 C 2500949 03 97 8 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 100 
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STENSVAD INC IND 05012 160 36 C 2504323 03 36 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

STEPHENSON 05573 110 36 C 2504865 03 36 6 C 05/01/89 06/01/89 100 

STEPHENSON 05573 110 36 C 2504865 03 36 3 C 03/01/06 02/28/07 100 

SUDAN 04930 200 45 M 2504315 03 45 4 C 03/01/88 02/05/89 100 

SUDAN 04930 200 45 M 2504315 03 45 2 C 03/01/88 02/05/89 100 

SWEET-GOLDEN 05444 120 29 320 C 2504744 15 29 3 C 05/01/07 02/28/08 100 

SWITCHBACK 05223 35 12 562 1243 C 2504523 03 12 45 C 06/01/06 10/15/06 6 

SYSTEM RANCH 05339 1600 266 M 2504638 03 266 544 C 03/15/93 05/15/93 24 

T-HANGING HEART 05379 1708 290 M 2504535 03 290 142 C 03/01/95 02/28/96 17 

TEINI INDIVIDUAL 04970 640 137 1440 969 M 2504292 03 137 44 C 05/01/89 08/31/89 77 

TEN MILE CREEK 05524 160 34 C 2504824 15 34 3 C 03/01/05 02/10/06 100 

THE BIG SLIDE 05209 1115 127 4711 1033 M 2504539 03 120 50 C 06/14/95 09/01/95 91 

THE BIG SLIDE 05209 1115 127 4711 1033 M 2504539 03 120 6 C 03/01/95 02/10/96 100 

THE BIG SLIDE 05209 1115 127 4711 1033 M 2504539 03 120 1 C 03/01/95 12/31/95 100 

THE BIG SLIDE 05209 1115 127 4711 1033 M 2504539 03 120 61 C 04/01/95 05/31/95 57 

THE BIG SLIDE 05209 1115 127 4711 1033 M 2504539 03 120 37 C 04/01/95 04/29/95 57 

THOMAS G. FLANAGAN 05446 40 8 C 2504746 15 8 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

THREE CROSS RANCH 05559 141 19 C 2504859 15 19 2 C 03/01/05 02/28/06 100 

TIMBER BUTTES 04950 967 259 I 2504276 03 259 25 C 04/15/94 10/02/94 5 

TIMBER BUTTES 04950 967 259 I 2504276 03 259 50 C 05/03/94 10/02/94 100 

TIMBER BUTTES 04950 967 259 I 2504276 03 259 38 C 04/17/94 10/01/94 100 

TONY CREEK 05500 81 18 C 2504800 15 18 15 C 03/01/95 02/28/96 10 

TROUT CREEK 05558 320 62 1700 C 2500047 15 62 76 C 07/01/06 11/01/06 20 

TULLY IND 09840 169 37 C 2504364 15 37 6 C 05/01/95 11/04/95 100 

TWIN COULEE 04915 80 12 1243 478 C 2504254 03 12 33 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 3 

TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 425 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 3 
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TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 99 C 05/01/02 10/04/02 48 

TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 200 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 49 

TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 375 C 06/15/02 09/12/02 15 

TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 600 C 04/10/02 04/19/02 56 

TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 800 C 04/20/02 06/14/02 56 

TWO WALLS 04983 200 47 6317 1467 M 2504201 03 47 300 C 10/15/02 11/03/02 49 

UPPER ANTELOPE CK 03155 320 45 3520 M 2501550 03 45 15 C 03/01/07 02/28/08 100 

UPPER BLUEWATER 04104 540 63 C 2504204 03 63 30 C 06/01/89 09/30/89 52 

UPPER BUFFALO 
COMMON 

05300 5240 856 14064 2995 I 2504600 03 764 354 C 03/01/93 02/28/94 18 

UPPER BUFFALO 
COMMON 

05300 5240 856 14064 2995 I 2504600 03 764 36 C 05/01/00 10/29/00 100 

UPPER BUFFALO 
COMMON 

05300 5240 856 14064 2995 I 2504600 03 764 29 C 05/01/00 10/29/00 75 

UPPER BUFFALO 
COMMON 

05300 5240 856 14064 2995 I 2504617 03 92 23 C 05/15/90 09/13/90 100 

UPPER BUFFALO 
COMMON 

05300 5240 856 14064 2995 I 2504617 03 92 13 C 05/15/90 10/30/90 23 

UPPER GRAY CLIFF 
CREEK 

04173 40 5 1600 C 2504761 15 5 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

UPPER GRAY CLIFF 
CREEK 

04173 40 5 1600 C 2504761 15 5 38 C 06/01/04 10/15/04 14 

UPPER GRAY CLIFF 
CREEK 

04173 40 5 1600 C 2504761 15 5 13 C 06/01/04 10/30/04 93 

UPPER SAGE CREEK 04125 468 76 80 C 2504225 03 76 10 C 07/15/94 11/15/94 100 

UPPER SAGE CREEK 04125 468 76 80 C 2504225 03 76 9 H 07/15/94 11/10/94 100 

UPPER TWO BEAR 
RIDGE 

04116 200 37 C 2502425 03 37 102 C 03/01/08 02/28/09 3 

W & R PLAGGEMEYER 05525 40 9 C 2504825 15 9 1 C 05/01/89 02/28/90 100 

W. & H. M. EWAN 05441 40 8 C 2504741 15 8 70 C 06/01/89 12/01/89 2 

W. KEGGY COULEE 05020 640 150 C 2504318 03 150 50 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 4 

W. KEGGY COULEE 05020 640 150 C 2504318 03 150 50 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 25 

WACKER IND. 2 04984 664 257 M 2504306 03 257 153 C 04/01/94 06/30/94 24 
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WACKER IND. 2 04984 664 257 M 2504306 03 257 153 C 08/01/94 11/30/94 24 

WACKER INDIVIDUAL 04922 317 102 M 2504261 03 102 9 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

WADE ALLOTMENT 05214 1970 151 2830 190 M 2504537 03 151 130 C 04/25/89 06/15/89 31 

WADE ALLOTMENT 05214 1970 151 2830 190 M 2504537 03 151 130 C 10/15/89 12/15/89 31 

WARD 05231 160 40 C 2504531 03 40 75 H 03/01/98 06/01/98 9 

WARD 05231 160 40 C 2504531 03 40 75 H 11/01/98 01/26/99 9 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 117 C 10/15/00 12/30/00 85 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 3 C 05/01/00 02/28/01 100 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 9 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 322 C 05/01/00 06/30/00 96 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 322 C 09/16/00 11/30/00 96 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 3 C 04/01/00 02/28/01 100 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 1 C 03/01/00 02/28/01 100 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 3 C 03/15/00 02/28/01 82 

WARREN 04124 280 34 M 2504215 03 34 360 C 10/01/00 02/15/01 40 

WEATHERMAN 04167 7515 427 1790 168 I 2504534 03 291 250 C 05/16/05 06/11/05 56 

WEATHERMAN 04167 7515 427 1790 168 I 2504534 03 291 100 C 10/01/05 12/30/05 56 

WEGNER INDIVIDUAL 05349 136 16 C 2504649 03 16 1 C 03/01/07 02/28/08 100 

WEGNER INDIVIDUAL 05349 136 16 C 2504649 03 16 101 C 05/01/06 08/09/06 100 

WELBORN ROAD 05350 1980 5 2760 481 I 2504650 03 273 146 C 05/10/05 10/15/05 35 

WELBORN ROAD 05350 1980 5 2760 481 I 2504650 03 273 37 C 11/15/05 02/15/06 4 

WEST ALLOTMENT 04998 200 48 3616 1197 C 2504316 03 48 72 C 07/01/98 08/15/98 44 

WEST BELFRY 04161 3275 281 2304 261 I A 2504504 03 281 173 C 04/20/03 06/01/03 49 

WEST BELFRY 04161 3275 281 2304 261 I A 2504504 03 281 200 C 10/15/03 12/03/03 49 

WEST DEVILS BASIN 04972 5776 1626 M 2500020 03 1626 468 C 03/01/06 02/27/07 29 

WEST DEVILS BASIN 04972 5776 1626 M 2500020 03 1626 2 C 03/01/06 05/30/06 29 
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Allotment Name Allot. # 
Public
Acres 

Public
Aums 

Private
Acres 

Private
Aums 

Mgmt
Stat 

Amp 
Auth No 

Pref 
Code 

Permit
Aums 

Lvstck
# 

Lvstck
Kind
Code 

Period
Begin
Date 

Period
End
Date 

Public
Lnd
Pct 

WEST DEVILS BASIN 04972 5776 1626 M 2500020 03 1626 150 C 08/01/06 01/19/07 62 

WEST MUSSELSHELL 04953 655 167 M 2504281 03 167 28 C 05/01/03 12/05/03 83 

WEST PARROT CREEK 09734 213 64 C 2504345 15 64 2 C 05/01/93 11/15/93 100 

WEST PARROT CREEK 09734 213 64 C 2504345 15 64 10 C 05/01/89 11/10/89 100 

WEST SILESIA 04162 80 16 320 C 2504284 15 16 4 C 06/15/97 10/15/97 100 

WHITEBIRD 05556 120 10 C 2501965 15 10 15 C 06/01/08 08/01/08 34 

WILLIAMS BASIN 05210 10272 748 920 49 I A 2504514 03 363 71 C 05/15/04 10/15/04 100 

WILLIAMS BASIN 05210 10272 748 920 49 I A 2504517 03 168 33 C 05/15/04 10/15/04 100 

WILLIAMS BASIN 05210 10272 748 920 49 I A 2504524 03 190 40 C 05/15/05 10/15/05 94 

WILLIS COULEE 09792 38 10 C 2504359 15 10 1 C 03/01/03 02/28/04 100 

WILLOW COULEE 05002 512 110 C 2504343 15 110 1 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

WILLOW COULEE 05002 512 110 C 2504343 15 110 10 C 03/01/89 01/30/90 100 

WILLOW CREEK 04919 40 12 M 2504266 03 12 139 C 04/13/04 12/20/04 43 

WILLOW CREEK 04919 40 12 M 2504266 03 12 1 C 03/01/04 02/28/05 100 

WILSON COULEE 05006 160 36 C 2504321 15 36 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

WOLF CANYON 05490 567 103 C 2504790 15 103 10 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

WORK CREEK 05418 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 18 C 05/01/99 12/01/99 6 

WORK CREEK 05418 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 50 C 05/01/90 06/30/90 3 

WORK CREEK 05418 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 50 C 10/01/90 11/30/90 3 

WORK CREEK 05418 40 8 C 2504715 15 8 114 C 06/01/99 07/01/99 7 

Y BAR COULEE 09678 205 35 C 2504330 15 35 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

YEDLICKA 04128 240 37 1160 66 C 2504228 03 37 3 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 

YELLMUS 04158 240 37 400 55 C 2504620 03 37 23 C 05/01/97 08/30/97 40 

YELLMUS 04158 240 37 400 55 C 2504620 03 37 27 C 05/01/97 08/30/97 69 

ZIMMERMAN IND. 04985 160 50 C 2504307 03 50 4 C 03/01/89 02/28/90 100 
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APPENDIX C
 
Land Tenure Proposal Tracts (1984 Billings RMP ROD)
 

Tract Number¹ 
Carbon County 

Description² 
Acres

 1R 

T. 2 S., R. 22 E., PMM
 Sec. 34: Lot 6 1.58
 Sec. 35: Lots 10, 11, 12, & 13 164.88 

T. 3 S., R. 22 E., PMM
 Sec. 3: Lots 6, 7, 8, & 9, SE¼NW¼ 167.86
 Sec. 4: Lots 12, 13, 14, & 15, SE¼ NW¼, NW¼SE¼ 205.05
 Sec. 5: Lot 9 41.91
 Sec. 8: SE¼NE¼, SE¼SW¼, N½SE¼  160
 Sec. 9: N½NW¼, SW¼NW¼, W½SW¼  200 

Total 941.28

 2R 
T. 2S., R. 23 E. PMM

 Sec. 35: Lot 6 12.40

 *82R 

T. 3 S., R. 22 E., PMM
 Sec 1: W½SW¼ 80
 Sec. 2: E½SE¼  80 

Total  160

 *83R 
T. 3 S., R. 22 E., PMM

 Sec. 9: NE¼NE¼  40

 *84R 
T. 3 S., R. 22 E., PMM

 Sec. 10: SW¼NE¼  40

 61D 
T. 3 S., R. 22 E., PMM

 Sec. 14: NE¼SW¼  40

 3R 
T. 3 S., R. 23 E., PMM

 Sec. 5: Lots 6 & 7 92.10

 *85R 
T. 3 S., R. 23 E., PMM

 Sec. 9: NW¼NE¼  40

 39D 
T. 3 S., R. 23 E., PMM

 Sec. 22: S½NW¼  80 

¹ The letters following the tract numbers designate whether the tracts are in the disposal (d), retention ( R), or further study 
(F) category.
 
² 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 category following public comment.
 
*Tracts in the retention category identified as suitable for exchange.
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Tract Number¹ 
Stillwater County 
Legal Description² 

Acres 

*75R T. 1 S., R., 18 E. PMM
    Sec. 24: NW ¼NE¼, NW¼, NW¼SE¼  240 

*76R 
T. 1 S., R. 18 E., PMM

 Sec. 24: SW¼SW¼  40 

*77R 
T. 1 S., R. 18 E., PMM

 Sec. 26: NW¼NW¼  40 

*78R 
T. 1 S., R. 18 E., PMM

 Sec. 26: SE¼  160

 12R 
T. 1 S., R. 18 E., PMM

 Sec. 34: Lot 1 49.17 

*79R 
T. 1 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 32: N½NE¼  80

 47D 
T. 2 S., R. 18 E., PMM

 Sec. 9: SE¼SE¼  40

 48D 
T. 2 S., R. 18 E., PMM

 Sec. 10: NE¼SW¼  40 

*80R 
T. 2 S., R. 19 E.,  PMM

 Sec. 8: SE¼NE¼  40 

*81R 
T. 2 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 8: N½SW¼  80

 13R 
T. 2 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 14: Lot 1 .13

 52D 
T. 2 S., R. 20 E. PMM

 Sec. 10: SE¼SE¼  40

 14R 
T. 2 S., R. 20 E., PMM

 Sec. 19: Lot 7 .61
 15R T. 2 S., R. 20 E., PMM

 Sec. 20: Lot 5 5.90

 16R 
T. 2., S., R. 20 E. PMM 

Sec. 21: Portion of Lot 2 Approx. 10                

17R 

T. 2 S., R. 20 E. PMM
 Sec. 29: Lot 10 2.23
 Sec. 31: Lot 8 .74
 Sec. 32: Lots 8, 9, & 10 30.78 

Total 33.75

 57D 
T. 2 S., R. 23 E., PMM

 Sec. 20: N½NE¼  80

 18R 
T. 2 S. , R. 23E., PMM

 Sec. 34: Lot 3 15.08

 56D 
T. 3 S., R. 17 E., PMM

 Sec. 27: SW¼SW¼  40

 19R 
T. 3 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 14: Lot 8 10.09

 21R 
T. 3 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 22: Lot 3, NE¼NW¼ 68.16

 20R 
T. 3 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 22: Lot 2  10.98 
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Tract Number¹ 
Stillwater County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

 40D T. 3 S., R. 19 E., PMM
 Sec. 23: SW¼NE¼, NE¼SW¼, NW¼SE¼  120

 22R 
T. 3 S., R. 19 E., PMM

 Sec. 28: Lot 3  8.28

 42D 
T. 3 S., R. 20 E., PMM

 Sec. 6: Lot 3 40.29

 23R 
T. 3 S., R. 20 E., PMM

 Sec. 6: Lots 11 & 12 46.57

 24R 
T. 3 S., R. 21 E., PMM
 Sec. 6: Lot 1  25

 25R 
T. 3 S., R. 21 E., PMM

 Sec. 9: Lots 5, 6, 7, & 9 81.26

 8F 
T. 4 S., R. 16 E. PMM

 Sec. 2: SW¼NW¼, NE¼SW¼, NW¼SE¼  120

 26R 

T. 4 S., R. 16 E., PMM
 Sec. 4: SE¼NW¼  40
 Sec. 5: SW¼SW¼  40
 Sec. 6: Lot 7, SE¼SW¼, S½SE¼ 150.56
 Sec. 7: NE¼NW¼  40
 Sec. 8: N½N½  160
 Sec. 9: NE¼, E½NW¼, NW¼NW¼, N½SE¼, SE¼SE¼  400

    Sec. 10: W½NW¼, SW¼, SW¼SE¼  280
 Sec. 14: N½NW¼, SE¼NW¼, NE¼SW¼  160
 Sec. 15: N½N½  160 

Total 1436.56

 27R 
T. 4 S., R. 16 E., PMM

 Sec. 13: SW¼NE¼, S½NW¼  120

 28R 

T. 4 S., 16 E., PMM
 Sec. 13: SE¼SE¼  40 

T. 4 S., R. 17 E., PMM
 Sec. 18: Lot 4 39.73 

Total 79.7 3 

29R 

T. 4 S., R. 16 E., PMM
 Sec. 21: SE¼SW¼, SW¼SE¼  80

 Sec. 28: N½NE¼NW¼  20 

Total  100

 30R 

T. 4 S., R. 16 E., PMM
 Sec. 22: SE¼SW¼, SE¼  200
 Sec. 23: SW¼SW¼  40

   Sec. 26: SE¼NE¼, W½NW¼, N½S½  280
 Sec. 27: NE¼  160 

Total:  680

 9F 
T. 4 S., R. 17 E., PMM
 Sec. 5 NE¼SW¼, N½SE¼  120 
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Tract Number¹ 
Stillwater County 
Legal Description² 

Acres
 71D T. 4 S., R. 17 E., PMM

 Sec. 8: SE¼SW¼  40

 Sec. 17: NE¼NW¼, S½NW¼  120 

Total  160 

Tract Number¹ 
Sweet Grass County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

 4R 
T. 1 N., R. 13 E., PMM

 Sec. 24: Lots 1 & 2 70.83

 5R 
T. 1 N., R., 13 E., PMM

 Sec. 25: Lot 5 7.86

 6R 
T. 1 N., R. 14 E., PMM

 Sec. 12: Lot 13 6.63

 7R 

T. 1 N., R. 14 E., PMM
   Sec. 19: Lots 10 & 11 63.01

 Sec. 30: Lot 5 6.63 
T. 1 N., R. 13 E., PMM

 Sec. 24: Lot 3 4.54
 Sec. 25: Lot 9 2.98 

Total 77.16

 8R 
T. 1 N., R. 15 E., PMM

 Sec. 17; Lot 3 12.69

 9R 

T. 1 N., R. 15 E., PMM
 Sec. 21: Lot 4 .56
 Sec. 22: Lot 5 5.80 

Total 6.36

 30D 
T. 1 N., R. 15 E., PMM

 Sec. 33: SE¼SE¼  40

 24D 
T. 1 S., R. 12 E., PMM

 Sec. 24: NE¼NW¼, S½NW¼, N½SW¼, SW¼SW¼  240

 25D 
T. 1 S., R. 13 E., PMM

 Sec. 18: SE¼SW¼  40

 10F 
T. 1 S., R. 14 E., PMM

 Sec. 3: Lot 8 7.01

 26D 
T. 1 S., R. 14 E., PMM

 Sec.6: Lot 7, SE¼SW¼ 73.74

 27D 
T. 1 S., R. 14 E., PMM

 Sec. 6: SE¼NW¼  40

 28D 
T. 1 S., R. 14 E., PMM
   Sec. 8: W½NW¼  80

 29D 
T. 1 S., R. 14 E., PMM

 Sec. 18: Lots 3 & 4, SE¼SW¼ 109.45

 41D 
T. 1 S., R. 15 E., PPM

 Sec. 1: S½SE¼NW¼  20

 31D 
T. 1 S., R. 15 E., PMM

 Sec. 2: SE¼NE¼, N½SE¼  120 

349
 



Tract Number¹ 
Sweet Grass County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

 32D 
T. 1 S., R. 16 E., PMM

 Sec. 4: SE¼NE¼, NE¼SE¼  80

 10R 
T. 1 S., R. 16 E., PMM

 Sec. 6: Lot 1 1.09

 33D 
T. 1 S., R. 16 E., PMM
   Sec. 12: Lots 9, 10, 11, & 12 159.62

 34D 
T. 1 S., R. 16 E., PMM

 Sec. 18: NW¼NE¼, NE¼NW¼  80

 54D 
T. 1 S., R. 16 E., PMM

 Sec. 29: NW¼, E½SW¼, NW¼SE¼  280

  11R 
T. 1 S., R. 17 E., PMM

 Sec. 26: Lot 3 13.63

 36D 
T. 1 S., R. 17 E., PMM

 Sec. 29: SW¼SE¼  40

 35D 
T. 1 S., R. 17 E., PMM

 Sec. 31: Lot 1 34.31

 37D 
T. 2 S., R. 17 E., PMM
 Sec. 10: SW¼SW¼  40 
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Tract Number¹ 
Yellowstone County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

 31R 
T. 1 N., R. 27 E., PMM

 Sec. 8: Lots 3, 4 42.50

 32R 
T. 1 N. R. 27 E., PMM

 Sec. 8: Lot 6 18.34
 65D

 65Fa³ 
T. 2 N., R. 26 E., PMM

 Sec. 14: N½NE¼  80
 62D
 62Fa 

T. 3 N., R. 25 E., PMM
 Sec. 26: NE¼, E½SW¼, N½SE¼  320

 33R 

T. 3 N.,  R. 26 E., PMM
 Sec. 4: All  640
 Sec. 8: W½, SE¼  480
 Sec. 9: All  640

     Sec. 10: W½  320 
Total  2080

 4D 
T. 3 N., R. 27 E., PMM

 Sec. 4: SW¼  160

 7D 
T. 3 N., R. 27 E., PMM

 Sec. 18: E½  320 

*62R 
T. 3 N., R. 2 8 E., PMM

 Sec. 2: E½NE¼, NW¼NE¼, NE¼ NW¼, SE¼SW¼, 
NE¼SE¼, S½SE¼  120 

*63R 
T. 3 N., R. 28 E., PMM

 Sec. 4: NE¼NE¼ 40 

*64R 
T. 3 N., R. 28 E., PMM

 Sec. 4: NW¼NW¼  40 

*65R 
T. 3 N., R. 28 E., PMM

 Sec. 10: N½  320 

34R 

T. 3  N., R. 28 E., PMM
    Sec. 12: All  640 

T. 4 N., R. 28 E., PMM
    Sec. 25: All  640 

T. 4 N., R. 29 E., PMM    
    Sec. 30: W½  320
    Sec. 31: All  640 
T. 3 N., R. 29 E., PMM  

Sec. 6: E½, NW¼, N½SW¼, SE¼SW¼  600
 Sec. 7: All  640

     Sec. 18: All  640 
Total  4,120 

*66R 
T. 3 N., R. 28 E., PMM

 Sec. 14: SW¼SW¼ 
40

 35R 
T. 3 N., R. 28 E., PMM

 Sec. 24: Lot 5 (NE¼NE¼) 40.21

 2F 
T. 3 N., R. 29 E., PMM

 Sec. 20: Lot 5 3.44

 36R 
T. 3 N., R. 29 E., PMM

 Sec. 22: Lots 5, 6, 7, & 8 68.44 
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Tract Number¹ 
Yellowstone County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

 38R 

T. 3 N., R. 30 E., PMM
 Sec. 1: All  640
 Sec. 2: S½  320
 Sec. 12: N½  320 

Total  1,280
 3F
 3Ra 

T. 3 N., R. 30 E., PMM
 Sec. 4: S½  320

 4F
 4Ra 

T. 3 N., R. 30 E., PMM
 Sec. 10: N½  320

 39R 
T. 3 N., R. 30 E., PMM

 Sec. 22: Lots 5, 6, 7, & 8 56.95
 41R T. 4 N., R. 25 E., PMM

 Sec. 31: E½  320 
T. 3 N., R. 25 E., PMM

 Sec. 5: All 640
 Sec. 6: NE¼  160
 Sec. 7: Lots 1 & 2, NE¼, E½W½, SE¼ 548.70
 Sec. 8: All  640
 Sec. 9: All  640

   Sec. 17: All  640
 Sec. 20: N½N½  160 

Total 3748.70

 42R 

T. 4 N., R. 27 E. PMM
 Sec. 24: NE¼, S½  480
 Sec. 25: All 640
 Sec. 36: All  640 

T. 4 N., R. 28 E., PMM
 Sec. 19: All  640

    Sec. 20: W½  320
 Sec. 30: Lots 1 & 2, N½NE¼ 150.19
 Sec. 31: All  640 

T. 3 N., R. 28 E., PMM
 Sec. 6: Lots 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, & 12, E½ 572.88 

Total 4,083.07 

*69R 
T. 4 N., R. 28 E., PMM
   Sec. 26: W½  320 

*70R 
T. 4 N., R. 28 E., PMM

 Sec. 34: E½  320

 67D 
T. 4 N.,  R. 29 E., PMM
   Sec. 24: W½  320

 69D
 69Fa 

T. 4 N., R. 29 E., PMM
 Sec. 28: S½  320

 70D
 70Fa 

T. 4 N., R. 29 E., PMM
   Sec. 34: SW¼NE¼, W½SW¼, SE¼SW¼, SE¼  320

 5F 
T. 4 N., R. 30 E., PMM

 Sec. 19: All  640

 43R 
T. 4 N., R. 31 E., PMM
   Sec. 24: W½  320 
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Tract Number¹ 
Yellowstone County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

 44R 

T. 4 N., R. 31 E., PMM
 Sec. 26: All  640
 Sec. 34 S½  320
 Sec. 35: All  640 

Total  1,600

 45R 

T. 4 N., R. 32 E., PMM
 Sec. 12: E½  320 

T. 4 N.,  R. 33 E., PMM
 Sec. 7: Lots 6, 7, 8, 9, & 10 192.28 

Total 512.28
 20D
 20Fa 

T.  4 N., R. 32 E., PMM
   Sec. 22: N½NW¼, SW¼NW¼, W½SW¼  200

 46R 
T. 4 N., R. 32 E., PMM
 Sec. 32: Lots 6, 7, & 8 

59.44

 47R 
T. 4 N., R. 32 E., PMM
 Sec. 32: Lots 15, 16, & 17 73.74

 48R 
T. 4 N., R. 33 E., PMM
 Sec. 7: Lot 11 39.16 

*74R 
T. 5 N., R. 33 E., PMM
 Sec. 32: SW¼NW¼, N½SW¼, SE¼SW¼  160

 49R 

T. 5 N., R. 33 E., PMM
   Sec. 27: All  640

 Sec. 28: N½  320
 Sec. 33: Lots 1, 2, & 3, N½, N½SW¼, SW¼SW¼,NW¼SE¼ 565.53
 Sec. 34: Lots 1, 2, 3, & 4, NW¼NE¼, N½NW¼ 301.92 

Total 1827.45

 50R 
T. 5 N., R. 33 E., PMM
 Sec. 34: Lot 5 23.80

 51R 
T. 5 N., R. 34 E. PMM
 Sec. 28: Lots 1, 2, 3, & 4 52.34

 52R 
T. 5 N., R. 34 E., PMM

 Sec. 28: Lots 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, & 18 209.32
 23D
 23Ra 

T. 5 N., R. 34 E., PMM
 Sec. 30: N½N½  160

 6F 
T. 1 S., R. 25 E., PMM
 Sec. 25: Lot 3 10.10

 53R 
T. 1 S., R. 25 E., PMM
 Sec. 34: Lot 4 20.27

 54R 

T. 1 S., R. 26 E., PMM
 Sec. 14: Lot 3, SE¼NW¼, E½SW¼, S½SE¼ 242.27
 Sec. 23: N½NE¼, NE¼NW¼  120
 Sec. 24: W½W½  160
 Sec. 25: NW¼NW¼  40
 Sec. 26: E½NE¼  80 

Total 642.27 
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Tract Number¹ 
Yellowstone County 
Legal Description² 

Acres

T. 1 S., R. 26 E., PMM
 Sec. 21: E½NE¼, SW¼NE¼, SE¼NW¼  160

 55R Sec. 22: SW¼NE¼, NW¼, N½S½  360
 Sec. 23: NW¼SW¼  40 

Total  560
T. 2 S., R. 24 E., PMM
   Sec. 13; Lots 10 & 11 66.17

 56R Sec. 14: Lot 7 .58
 Sec. 23: Lot 13 2.35 

Total 69.10
T. 2 S., R. 24 E., PMM

 57R 
Sec. 22: Lot 7 2.58

 Sec. 23: Lot 9 7.04 
Total 9.62 

LAND TENURE PROPOSAL SUMMARY
 

County 
Disposal 
Acreage 

# of 
Tracts 

Retention 
Acreage 

# of 
Tracts 

Further 
Study 

Acreage 
# of 

Tracts 
Total 

Acreage 
# of 

Tracts 

Yellowstone 1880 8 24,756.42 36 2,013.54 9 28,649.96  66 

Sweet Grass 1,477.12 16  196.25  8  7.01  1 1,680.38  25 

Carbon 120.00 2  1,325.78 7  ---- -- 1,445.78  9 

Stillwater 560.29 10  3,461.26  24 240.00  2 4,261.55  36 

Total 4037.41 36  29,739.71  75 2260.55  12 36,037.67  136 
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Appendix D
 
Current Stipulations for Coal, Oil and Gas
 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Coal. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within existing coal leases with approved mining 
plans. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect existing coal leases with approved mining plans. 

EXCEPTION: An exception may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan of operation 
which is compatible with existing or planned coal mining operations and is approved by all affected parties. 

MODIFICATION: The area affected by this stipulation may be modified by the authorized officer if it is 
determined that portions of the area are not needed for existing or planned mining operations, or where mining 
operations have been completed, and the modification is approved by all affected parties. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived by the authorized officer if it is determined that all coal lease 
operations within the leasehold have been completed, or if the lease is terminated, canceled, or relinquished. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Riparian/Hydrology. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within riparian areas, 100-year flood plains of major 
rivers, and on water bodies and streams. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect the unique biological and hydrological features associated with riparian areas, 100-year 
flood plains of major rivers, and water bodies and streams. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The area affected by this stipulation may be modified by the authorized officer if it is 
determined that portions of the area do not include riparian areas, flood plains, or water bodies. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived by the authorized officer if it is determined that the entire leasehold 
does not include riparian areas, flood plains, or water bodies. 

CONTROLLED SURFACE USE 

RESOURCE: Soils. 

STIPULATION: Prior to surface disturbance on slopes over 30 percent, an engineering/reclamation plan must be 
approved by the authorized officer. Such plan must demonstrate how the following will be accomplished: 

- Site productivity will be restored. 
- Surface runoff will be adequately controlled. 
- Off-site areas will be protected from accelerated erosion, such as rilling, gullying, piping, and mass 
wasting. 

355
 



  

 

 
 

 

 

 

   

- Water quality and quantity will be in conformance with state and federal water quality laws. 
- Surface-disturbing activities will not be conducted during extended wet periods. 
- Construction will not be allowed when soils are frozen. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain soil productivity, provide necessary protection to prevent excessive soil erosion on 
steep slopes, and to avoid areas subject to slope failure, mass wasting, piping, or having excessive reclamation 
problems. 

EXCEPTION: None. 

MODIFICATION: The area affected by this stipulation may be modified by the authorized officer if it is 
determined that portions of the area do not include slopes over 30 percent. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived by the authorized officer if it is determined that the entire leasehold 
does not include slopes over 30 percent. 

LEASE NOTICE 

RESOURCE: Land Use Authorizations
 

MANAGEMENT DECISION: Land Use Authorizations incorporate specific surface land uses allowed on BLM 

administered lands by authorized officers and those surface uses acquired by BLM on lands administered by other 

entities. These BLM authorizations include rights-of-way, leases, permits, conservation easements, and Recreation 

and Public Purpose leases and patents.
 

The rights acquired, reserved, or withdrawn by BLM for specified purposes include non-oil and gas leases, 

conservation easements, archeological easements, road easements, fence easements, and administrative site 

withdrawals. The existence of such land use authorizations shall not preclude the leasing of the oil and gas. 

The locations of land use authorizations are noted on the oil and gas plats and in ALMRS/ORCA. The plats are 

a visual source noting location; ORCA provides location by legal description through the Geographic Cross 

Reference program.
 

The specifically authorized acreage for land use should be avoided by oil and gas exploration and development 

activities. All authorized surface land uses are valid claims to prior existing rights unless the authorization states 

otherwise. 


The right of the Secretary to issue future land use authorizations on an oil and gas lease is reserved by provision 

of section 29 of the Mineral Leasing Act, 30 U.S.C. s 186 (1982) {ref. IBLA 88-258, vol.110 pg.89}.
 

All FLPMA authorizations are subject to valid existing rights {Section 701 (b), FLPMA}.
 

Land uses are authorized in accordance to the law which applies to that specific use at the time of issuance.
 

AUTHORITIES:
 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), October 21, 1976.
 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended.
 
Recreation and Public Purpose Act of 1926, as amended.
 
Pre-FLPMA


 Revised Statute 2477 
Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 

Mining Law of 1872, as amended 
Acquired Mineral Leasing Act of August 7, 1947 
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Executive Orders 
Secretarial Orders 

Special Management Area 

NO LEASE 

RESOURCE: Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range. 

MANAGEMENT DECISION: No Lease. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect habitat within the boundary of the Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range that is used by 
wild horse herds. This area also has primitive recreation values. 

CHANGES: This management decision could be changed if the wild horse herd ceases to use this area or if there 
is a change in the management plan for the wild horse herd. 

NOTE: Some lands in the PMWHR are currently in WSA status. This Special Management Area decision will 
add lands to the WSA lands if wilderness designation is confirmed by an act of Congress. 

Special Management Area 

NO LEASE 

RESOURCE: Meeteetse Spires Proposed ACEC. 

MANAGEMENT DECISION: No Lease. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect the esthetic quality of the Meeteetse Spires pinnacles and habitat of the rare plant 
species Shoshonia (Shoshonea pulvinata) and Townsendia (Townsendia spathulata) found around or near the tops 
of the pinnacles. 

TIMING 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Crucial Winter Range. 

STIPULATION: Surface use is prohibited from December 1 to March 31 within crucial winter range for wildlife. 
This stipulation does not apply to the operation and maintenance of production facilities. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect crucial white-tailed deer, mule deer, elk, antelope, moose, bighorn sheep, and sage 
grouse winter range from disturbance during the winter use season, and to facilitate long-term maintenance of 
wildlife populations. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the area no longer contain crucial winter range for wildlife. The dates for the timing restriction 
may be modified if new wildlife use information indicates that the December 1 to March 31 dates are not valid for 
the leasehold. 
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WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold no longer 
contains crucial winter range for wildlife. 

TIMING 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Elk Spring Calving Range. 

STIPULATION: Surface use is prohibited from April 1 to June 15 within established spring calving range for 
elk. This stipulation does not apply to the operation and maintenance of production facilities. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect elk spring calving range from disturbance during the spring use season, and to facilitate 
long-term maintenance of wildlife populations. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the area no longer contain spring calving range for elk. The dates for the timing restriction may be 
modified if new elk use information indicates that the April 1 to June 15 dates are not valid for the leasehold. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold no longer 
contains spring calving range for elk. 

Special Management Area 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Grouse Leks. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1/4 mile of grouse leks. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect sharptail and sage grouse lek sites necessary for the long-term maintenance of grouse 
populations in the area. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 

plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated.
 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 

that portions of the area can be occupied without adversely affecting grouse lek sites.
 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold can be 

occupied without adversely affecting grouse lek sites, or if all lek sites within 1/4 mile of the leasehold have not 

been used for 5 consecutive years.
 

TIMING 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Grouse Nesting Zone. 

STIPULATION: Surface use is prohibited from March 1 to June 15 in grouse nesting habitat within 2 miles of a 
lek. This stipulation does not apply to the operation and maintenance of production facilities. 
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OBJECTIVE: To protect sharptail and sage grouse nesting habitat from disturbance during spring and early 
summer in order to maximize annual production of young, and to protect nesting activities adjacent to nesting 
sites for the long-term maintenance of grouse populations in the area. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the area no longer contain grouse nesting habitat within 2 miles of a lek. The dates for the timing 
restriction may be modified if new information indicates that the March 1 to June 15 dates are not valid for the 
leasehold. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold no longer 
contains grouse nesting habitat within 2 miles of a lek. 

TIMING 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Raptor Nests. 

STIPULATION: Surface use is prohibited from March 1- August 1, within 1/2 mile of raptor nest sites which 
have been active within the past 2 years. This stipulation does not apply to the operation and maintenance of 
production facilities. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect nest sites of raptors which have been identified as species of special concern in 
Montana. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the area no longer are within 1/2 mile of raptor nest sites which have been active within the past 
2 years. The dates for the timing restrictions may be modified if new information indicates that the March 1 to 
August 1 dates are not valid for the leasehold. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold no longer 
is within 1/2 mile of raptor sites which have been active within the past 2 years. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Reservoirs with Fisheries. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1/4 mile of designated reservoirs with fisheries. 

OBJECTIVE: This stipulation is intended to protect the fisheries and recreational values of reservoirs. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the area can be occupied without adversely affecting the fisheries and recreational values of the 
reservoir. 

359
 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold can be 
occupied without adversely affecting the fisheries and recreational values of the reservoir. 

CONTROLLED SURFACE USE 

RESOURCE: Prairie dog towns within potential blackfooted ferret reintroduction areas that have been 
determined to be essential for black-footed ferret recovery. 

STIPULATION: The “Draft Guidelines for Oil and Gas Activities in Prairie Dog Ecosystems Managed for 
Blackfooted Ferret Recovery” (FWS, 1990) will be used as appropriate to develop site-specific conditions of 
approval to protect black-footed ferret reintroduction and recovery. Specific conditions of approval will depend on 
type duration of proposed activity, proximity to occupied ferret 
habitat, and other site-specifi c conditions. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain the integrity of designated black-footed ferret reintroduction area habitat for 
reintroduction and recovery of black-footed ferrets. 

EXCEPTION: May be granted by the authorized officer for activities that are determined, through coordination 
with the Montana Black-Footed Ferret Coordination Committee (MBFFCC) to have no adverse impacts on 
reintroduction and recovery of ferrets. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer, in 
coordination with MBFFCC, determines that portions of the area are no longer essential for ferret reintroduction 
and recovery. 

WAIVER: The stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer, in coordination with the MBFFCC, 
determines that the entire leasehold no longer contains habitat essential for the reintroduction and recovery of the 
ferret or if the ferret is removed from protection under the Endangered Species Act. 

CONTROLLED SURFACE USE 

RESOURCE: Potential black-footed ferret habitat (prairie dog colonies and complexes 80 acres or more in size 
that are not designated as black-footed ferret reintroduction sites). 

STIPULATION: Prior to surface disturbance, prairie dog colonies and complexes 80 acres or more in size will 
be examined to determine the absence or presence of blackfooted ferrets. The findings of this examination may 
result in some restrictions to the operatorʼs plans or may even preclude use and occupancy that would be in 
violation of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973. The lessee or operator may, at their own option, conduct 
an examination on the leased lands to determine if blackfooted ferrets are present, or if the proposed activity 
would have an adverse effect, or if the area can be cleared. This examination must be done by or under the 
supervision of a qualified resource specialist approved by the Surface Management Agency (SMA). An acceptable 
report must be provided to the SMA documenting the presence or absence of black-footed ferrets and identifying 
the anticipated effects of the proposed action on the black-footed ferret and its habitat. This stipulation does not 
apply to the operation and maintenance of production facilities. 

OBJECTIVE: To assure compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) by locating and protecting black-
footed ferrets and their habitat. 

EXCEPTION: An exception may be granted by the authorized officer for surface-disturbing activities 
determined to have no adverse effect on black-footed ferrets and ferret habitat. 
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MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified by the authorized officer if portions of 
the leasehold are cleared based on current and/or past ferret surveys. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the entire leasehold is block cleared, or permanently cleared based 
on current and/or past ferret surveys, or if the ferret is declared recovered and no longer subject to the ESA. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Bald Eagle Nest Sites and Nesting Habitat. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1/2 mile of known bald eagle nest sites which 
have been active within the past 7 years and within bald eagle nesting habitat in riparian areas. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect bald eagle nesting sites and/or nesting habitat in accordance with the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) and the Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan. 

EXCEPTION: An exception may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan which 
demonstrates that the proposed action will not affect the bald eagle or its habitat. If the authorized officer 
determines that the action may or will have an adverse effect, the operator may submit a plan demonstrating that 
the impacts can be adequately mitigated. This plan must be approved by BLM in consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer, in 
consultation with USFWS, determines that portions of the area can be occupied without adversely affecting bald 
eagle nest sites or nesting habitat. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer, in consultation with USFWS, determines that 
the entire leasehold can be occupied without adversely affecting bald eagle nest sites or nesting habitat, or if the 
bald eagle is declared recovered and is no longer protected under the ESA. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Peregrine Falcon. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1 mile of identified peregrine falcon nesting 
sites. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect the habitat of the peregrine falcon, an endangered species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). 

EXCEPTION: An exception may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan which 
demonstrates that the proposed action will not affect the peregrine falcon or its habitat. If the authorized officer 
determines that the action may or will have an adverse effect, the operator may submit a plan demonstrating that 
the impacts can be adequately mitigated. This plan must be approved by BLM in consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer, in 
consultation with USFWS, determines that portions of the area no longer are critical to the peregrine falcon. 

WAIVER: The stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer, in consultation with USFWS, determines that 
the entire leasehold no longer contains habitat critical to the peregrine falcon, or if the peregrine falcon is declared 
recovered and is no longer protected under the ESA. 
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NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY
 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Ferruginous Hawk. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1/2 mile of known ferruginous hawk nest sites 
which have been active within the past 2 years. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain the production potential of ferruginous hawk nest sites, which are very sensitive to 
disturbance and have been identified as Category 2 species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan which demonstrates that the impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 
Seasonal exceptions may be allowed from August 1 through March 1 (the nonbreeding season) if the authorized 
officer determines that the proposed activity will not disturb the production potential of ferruginous hawk nest 
sites. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the area can be occupied without adversely affecting the production potential of ferruginous hawk 
nest sites. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold can be 
occupied without adversely affecting the production potential of ferruginous hawk nest sites. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Piping Plover. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1/4 mile of wetlands identified as piping plover 
habitat. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect the habitat of the piping plover, a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). 

EXCEPTION: An exception may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan which 
demonstrates that the proposed action will not affect the piping plover or its habitat. If the authorized officer 
determines that the action may or will have an adverse effect, the operator may submit a plan demonstrating that 
the impacts can be adequately mitigated. This plan must be approved by BLM in consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer, in 
consultation with USFWS, determines that portions of the area are no longer critical to the piping plover. 

WAIVER: The stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer, in consultation with USFWS, determines 
that the entire leasehold no longer contains habitat critical to the piping plover, or if the piping plover is declared 
recovered and is no longer protected under the ESA. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Wildlife - Interior Least Tern. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within 1/4 mile of wetlands identified as interior least 
tern habitat. 
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OBJECTIVE: To protect the habitat of the interior least tern, an endangered species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). 

EXCEPTION: An exception may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a plan which 
demonstrates that the proposed action will not affect the interior least tern or its habitat. If the authorized officer 
determines that the action may or will have an adverse effect, the operator may submit a plan demonstrating that 
the impacts can be adequately mitigated. This plan must be approved by BLM in consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer, in 
consultation with USFWS, determines that portions of the area are no longer critical to the interior least tern. 

WAIVER: The stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer, in consultation with USFWS, determines 
that the entire leasehold no longer contains habitat critical to the interior least tern, or if the interior least tern is 
declared recovered and is no longer protected under the ESA. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Cultural Resources. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within sites or areas designated for conservation use, 
public use, or sociocultural use. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect those cultural properties identified for conservation use, public use, and sociocultural 
use (see definitions for use categories within BLM Manual 8111). 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the lessee or operator 
submits a plan which demonstrates that the cultural resource values which formed the basis for designation are not 
affected or if adverse impacts are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the designated site or area can be occupied without adversely affecting the cultural resource values 
for which the site or area was designated. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that all designated sites or areas 
within the leasehold can be occupied without adversely affecting the cultural resource values for which such sites 
or areas were designated, or if all designated sites or areas within the leasehold are allocated for other uses. 

NOTE: Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act is required for all actions which 
may affect cultural properties eligible to the National Register of Historic Places. 

LEASE NOTICE 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: The 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. Guidance for 
application of this requirement can be found in NTL-MSO-85-1. 

OBJECTIVE: This Notice would be consistent with the present Montana guidance for cultural resource 
protection related to oil and gas operations (NTL-MSO-85-1). 
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NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY
 

RESOURCE: Paleontological Resources. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within designated paleontological sites. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect significant paleontological sites. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the lessee or 
operator submits a plan which demonstrates that the paleontological resource values which formed the basis for 
designation are not affected or if adverse impacts are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the authorized offi cer determines 
that portions of the designated site can be occupied without adversely affecting the paleontological resource 
values for which the site was designated, or if the boundaries of the designated site are changed. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that all designated sites within the 
leasehold can be occupied without adversely affecting the paleontological resource values for which the sites were 
designated, or if all designated sites within the leasehold are allocated for other uses. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY 

RESOURCE: Recreation. 

STIPULATION: Surface occupancy and use is prohibited within developed recreation areas and undeveloped 
recreation areas receiving concentrated public use. 

OBJECTIVE: To protect developed recreation areas and undeveloped recreation areas receiving concentrated 
public use. 

EXCEPTION: An exception to this stipulation may be granted by the authorized officer if the operator submits a 
plan demonstrating that impacts from the proposed action are acceptable or can be adequately mitigated. 

MODIFICATION: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified by the authorized officer if the 
recreation area boundaries are changed. 

WAIVER: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that the entire leasehold no longer 
contains developed recreation areas or undeveloped recreation areas receiving concentrated public use. 

CONTROLLED SURFACE USE 

RESOURCE: Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II. 

STIPULATION: All surface-disturbing activities, semipermanent and permanent facilities in VRM Class 
II, areas may require special design, including location, painting, and camouflage, to blend with the natural 

surroundings and meet the visual quality objectives for the area.
 

OBJECTIVE: To control the visual impacts of activities and facilities within acceptable levels.
 

EXCEPTION: None.
 

MODIFICATION: None.
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WAIVER: None. 

NOTE: This stipulation will not prevent surface access. There are no Waivers, Exceptions, or Modifications 
because a land use plan amendment would be needed to change the classification of lands. In order to maintain the 
visual qualities of Class II, lands the operations plan for the well must meet the objectives for that class. 
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