
Appendix A 
List of Plants and Animals 

PLANTS
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Populous tremuloides Aspen 

Pseudoroegneria spicata Bluebunch wheatgrass 

Bouteloua gracilis Blue grama 

Prunus virginiana Chokecherry 

Juniperus horizontalis Creeping juniper 

Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 

Arctostaphylos uva-ursi Kinnikinnick 

Pinus flexilis Limber pine 

Hesperostipa comata Needle and thread 

Pinus ponderosa Ponderosa pine 

Cornus sericea Red-osier dogwood 

Artemisia tridentata Sagebrush 

Amelanchier alnifolia Saskatoon serviceberry 

Dasiphora fruticosa Shrubby cinquefoil 

Pascopyrum smithii Western wheatgrass 

Pinus albicaulis Whitebark pine 

Salix spp. Willow 

Rosa woodsii Woods’ rose 

FISH
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME
 
Thymallus arcticus Arctic grayling 

Phoxinus eos Northern redbelly dace 

Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi Westslope cutthroat trout 

Salvelinus confluentus Bull trout 

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Pseudacris maculata Boreal chorus frog 

Rana luteiventris Columbia spotted frog 

Thamnophis sirtalis Common garter snake 

Phrynosoma hernandesi Greater short-horned lizard 

Ambystoma macrodactlyum Long toed salamander 
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SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Rana pipiens Northern leopard frog 

Chrysemys picta Painted turtle 

Thamnophis radix Plains garter snake 

Spea bombifrons Plains spadefoot 

Thamnophis elegans Terrestrial garter snake 

Ambystoma tigrinum Tiger salamander 

Crotalus viridus Western rattlesnake 

MAMMALS
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Ovis canadensis Bighorn sheep 

Bison bison Bison 

Ursus americanus Black bear 

Lynx rufus Bobcat 

Lynx canadensis Canada lynx 

Canis latrans Coyote 

Cervus elaphus Elk 

Canis lupus Gray wolf 

Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly bear 

Alces alces Moose 

Oreamnos americanus Mountain goat 

Felis concolor Mountain lion 

Odocoileus hemionus Mule deer 

Martes americana Pine marten 

Antilocapra americana Pronghorn 

Vulpes velox Swift fox 

Odocoileus virginianus White-tailed deer 

Gulo gulo Wolverine 

BIRDS
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME
 
Falco peregrinus American peregrine falcon 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle 

Chlidonias niger Black tern 

Dolichonyx oryzivorus Bobolink 

Athene cunicularia Burrowing owl 

Calcarius ornatus Chestnut-collared longspur 

Buteo regalis Ferruginous hawk 

Aquila chrysaetos Golden eagle 

Accipiter spp. Goshawk 

Histrionicus histrionicus Harlequin duck 

Calamospiza melanocorys Lark bunting 

Ammodramus leconteii Le Conte’s sparrow 
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SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Melanerpes lewis Lewis’ woodpecker 

Numenius americanus Long billed curlew 

Limosa fedoa Marbled godwit 

Anas acuta Northern pintail 

Charadrius melodus Piping plover 

Falco mexicanus Prairie falcon 

Podiceps grisegena Red-necked grebe 

Centrocercus urophasianus Sage grouse 

Grus canadensis Sandhill crane 

Chen caerulescens Snow goose 

Anthus spragueii Sprague’s pipit 

Cygnus buccinator Trumpeter swan 

Empidonax traillii extirmus Willow flycatcher 





Appendix B 
List of Endangered and Threatened Species 

MAMMALS
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME SPECIES DESIGNATION 
Lynx canadensis Canada lynx Threatened 

Canis lupus Gray wolf Endangered
 

Urus acrctos horribilis Grizzly bear Threatened 

BIRDS
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME SPECIES DESIGNATION 
Charadrius melodus Piping plover Threatened 
Endangered—listed in the Federal Register as being in danger of extinction.
 
Threatened—listed in the Federal Register as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
 





Appendix C 
List of Preparers and Reviewers 

Author’s Name Position Work Unit 

Kathleen Burchett Project leader USFWS, Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge,  
Great Falls, MT 

Mark Ely Geographic information 
systems (GIS) specialist 

USFWS, Region 6, Division of Refuge Planning, 
Lakewood, CO 

Vanessa Fields Wildlife biologist USFWS, Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge,  
Great Falls, MT 

Randy Gazda Wildlife biologist USFWS, Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge,  
Great Falls, MT 

Toni Griffin Refuge planner USFWS, Region 6, Division of Refuge Planning, 
Lakewood, CO 

Jim Lange Wetland district 
manager 

USFWS, Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge,  
Great Falls, MT 

Gary Sullivan Realty supervisor USFWS, Montana Acquisition Office, 
Great Falls, MT 

Jason Steigert Economist BBC Research & Consulting, Denver, CO 

Reviewer’s Name Position Work Unit 

Laurel Bowen Writer-editor TBC Solutions, Clinton, TN 

David Lucas Chief of planning USFWS, Region 6, Division of Refuge Planning, 
Lakewood, CO 
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Finding of No Significant Impact
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Appendix E
Environmental Action Statement





Appendix F
Environmental Compliance Certificate
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Appendix G
Section 7 Biological Evaluation
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Appendix H
Director’s Approval to Expand the 

Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Area
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Appendix I
 
Public Involvement 

Public involvement was initiated for the proposed 
expansion of the conservation easement project in 
the Rocky Mountain Front (Front) Conservation 
Area in May 2010. A media contact list was compiled 
and news releases and factsheets were developed 
and distributed to media outlets, local organizations, 
elected officials, and interested parties. The news 
releases and factsheets described the proposed 
expansion of the conservation easement project, and 
announced an open house to gather input from the 
public. Personal outreach efforts were made with 
county commissioners and other persons of interest. 

Scoping was conducted during a public open house on 
May 17, 2010; 4–7 p.m. at the Stage Stop Inn, 1005 N. 
Main Avenue, in Choteau, Montana. The purpose of 
scoping was to seek input from the public regarding 
the proposed expansion of the conservation 
easement project, and to identify the issues that 
needed to be addressed during the planning process. 
Approximately thirty people attended the open 
house. Fourteen individuals, four agencies, and two 
organizations provided written comments during 
the scoping period. Comments identified biological, 
social, and economic concerns regarding the proposed 
expansion of the conservation easement project. 
The issues raised and comments received helped the 
planning team to develop the alternatives presented 
in the draft environmental assessment (EA) and land 
protection plan (LPP). Key issues are described in 
Chapter 1 of the draft EA and LPP, under “Issues 
Identified and Selected for Analysis.” 

The draft EA/LPP was presented to the public 
on July 26, 2010 for a 30-day comment period. 
Five written comments were received during 
the comment period on the draft environmental 
assessment and land protection plan. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
The following issues, concerns, and comments are a 
compilation of those expressed during public scoping, 
and the July–August 2010 comment period for the 
draft environmental assessment and land protection 
plan. Comments were provided by local and county 
governments, state agencies, private organizations, 
and individuals concerned about the natural 
resources of the Rocky Mountain Front. Comments 
were received verbally at meetings, via email, and in 
writing. 

The refuge staff recognizes and appreciates all input 
received from the public. To address this input, 
several clarifications and some changes are reflected 
in the final EA and LPP. 

The issues, comments and concerns are presented 
as received, followed by responses from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). Comments 
about editorial and presentation corrections were 
addressed in the production of the final EA and LPP, 
and are not detailed here. 

Comment 1. I am writing in support of the US Fish 
& Wildlife Service proposal to use Land and Water 
Conservation money to purchase easements in 
3 areas of Montana, the Blackfoot Valley, Rocky 
Mountain Front and Swan Valley. 

During the last 40 years I have recreated in each 
of the areas in question and I value the relatively 
uncluttered space there greatly. What better way to 
spend tax dollars than to preserve a landscape that 
can be enjoyed by everyone in perpetuity. 

I would like to continue hunting, fishing, camping 
and sightseeing in these areas. By purchasing these 
easements, we can keep the private lands a viable 
source of income for the owners and at the same time 
keep the landscape unchanged for visitors like me. 

Response 1. Thank you for your comments. The 
goals of the conservation easement projects 
are to protect fish and wildlife resources while 
concurrently maintaining the rural character of the 
area. Implementation of the expansion will support 
your values of preserving a landscape in perpetuity, 
keep private lands a viable source of income for the 
owners, and keep the landscape relatively unchanged 
for visitors to the Front. 

Comment 2. As landowners on the Rocky Mountain 
Front, with a conservation easement in place, we 
are fully in support of the proposed expansion by 
the USFWS [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service] of its 
project boundary to acquire conservation easements. 
We understand this expansion would give the 
Montana staff the authority to acquire an additional 
125,000 acres of easements from willing sellers 
within the project area. 

Our conservation easement has given us the 
assurance that some very rich wildlife habitat can be 
safeguarded alongside a viable ranching operation. 
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In the past month, we’ve had a pair of two-year
old grizzly bears walk through our barnyard and 
had several gray wolf sightings, not to mention the 
multiple beaver dams, sandhill cranes, and long-
billed curlew. While much of the nation seems to be 
losing its biological diversity, the Rocky Mountain 
Front’s is flourishing. But it will need wide open 
spaces to assure that a growing human population 
doesn’t present obstacles and conflicts. 

The beauty of conservation easements is that 
they allow for economic return for the land, while 
preventing the threats that compromise natural 
diversity. 

We support any proposal to expand conservation 
easement focus areas in Montana. 

Response 2. Thank you for your comments. The 
goals of the conservation easement expansion project 
are to protect fish and wildlife resources while 
concurrently maintaining the rural character of the 
area. Implementation of the expansion will support 
your values of preserving a landscape in perpetuity, 
keeping private lands a viable source of income for 
the owners, and keeping the landscape relatively 
unchanged. 

Comment 3. I would like to lend our families’ support 
for the expanded easement zone along the Front 
which you can certainly reference on May 17th as 
helpful. We have been ranching for 2 ½ decades 
(relative newcomers in that country) on more than 
25,000 deeded acres plus many tens of thousands 
more USFS [U.S. Forest Service] and state 
lands, and all the members of our family support 
voluntary conservation easements as a practical 
way to maintain traditional agricultural uses while 
benefitting the globally significant wildlife resources 
of the Front. The way the Front lays, we feel it is 
very practical to extend the boundary of the focus 
zone to the east making 287 the general boundary. 
Please keep up the voluntary, cooperative approach 
to conservation along the Front. 

Response 3. Thank you for your comments. The 
Service agrees that establishing the eastern 
boundary at Highway 287 is a practical solution. 
The Service will continue to maintain the easement 
project on a voluntary willing-seller basis. 

Comment 4. I’m 100% in favor of USF&W [U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service] conservation easement 
program. The terms are simple and easy to live with. 
It’s hard to believe that I get paid to do what I would 
do anyway and it will last long after I’m gone. I’m 
looking forward to doing another easement with you 
this summer/fall. 

Response 4. Thank you for your comments. 

Comment 5. I am writing in response to your article 
published in the Seeley Swan Pathfinder of August 
5, 2010. I am totally opposed to the government tying 

up any more land under conservation easements 
for a number of reasons. First, it is well known 
that most parcels of land that are presently under 
conservation easement by one of the several groups 
that facilitate them has been greatly ignored and is 
very mismanaged and the level of production has 
been diminished significantly. When the government 
is controlling anything, there are substantial cost 
over runs and the care taken is minimal at best. 
What has happened to the American dream of private 
ownership of the land and the dedication of the 
owners to be the best land stewards possible? I am in 
a position to be a victim of the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service in two areas. We have a family ranch on the 
east front of the Rocky Mountains and also have 
land in the Swan Valley. I would like to respectfully 
request that you do NOT attempt to occupy these 
lands and turn them into government run disaster 
areas where there is no local involvement other than 
the vocal special interest environmental groups that 
have nothing to lose if some citizen chooses to give up 
their rights to property. 

Response 5. The Service respects private property 
rights and, as such, will acquire conservation 
easements only from willing sellers. Landowner’s 
choice whether or not to participate in the project is 
a tangible example of respect for personal property 
rights. 

The easement project endorses best management 
practices. Ranchers currently on the landscape 
successfully manage their areas to ensure economic 
viability. The Service does not endorse management 
practices that degrade resources or production. 
Cattlemen are successful at determining their land’s 
carrying capacity and being good stewards of their 
land which includes determining the number of cattle 
to graze. The Service does not control their economic 
production. We do restrict draining wetlands, 
development for residential and commercial 
operations, and conversion of native grasslands. 
The lands with conservation easements remain in 
private ownership and are maintained by the private 
landowner. The Service provides management 
suggestions at the landowner’s request. The Service 
works with local individuals, community groups, 
county commissioners, as well as special interest 
conservation groups. 

Comment 6. Economic impacts to cities, towns and 
county should be considered in a project area of this 
size and magnitude. 

Response 6. The Service is very sensitive to the 
needs of communities to remain economically healthy. 
We engage the communities to ensure this by such 
actions as: coordinating with local communities to 
establish buffer zones as requested, maintaining 
the land in private ownership so as to not affect tax 
rolls, and meeting with county commissioners and 
community planning boards. 
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Comment 7. Easement program is a great deal. 

Response 7. Thank you for your comment. The 
Service shares this opinion. 

Comment 8. Extend [conservation area] to Highway 
89. 

Response 8. We concur that is the boundary of the 
expansion. 

Comment 9. I am really pleased about this 
conservation area expansion. It is good for our rural 
economy and good for the environment. 

Response 9. Thank you for your comment. See 
response 2. 

Comment 10. Conservation easements provide a win-
win for the ranchers, the landscape and wildlife. The 
Front’s value will grow exponentially if we can all 
preserve its character without degrading its qualities. 

Response 10. Thank you for your comments. See 
response 2. 

Comment 11. I appreciate this open forum meeting 
today Monday May 17th. The time 4pm to 7pm is 
good for people who come to the meeting straight 
from work. I also appreciate the number of staff from 
Fish and Wildlife Service present at this meeting. 

Response 11. Thank you for your comments. The 
determination of where, when, and which Service 
personnel were to attend, was to provide the 
greatest opportunity for public inclusiveness. We are 
happy to have met your needs. 

Comment 12. Support expansion of [conservation] 
area to Hwy 89/287. 

Response 12. That is the boundary of the proposed 
expansion. 

Comment 13. Expand the easement area east to 
Highway 89. 

Response 13. See response 12. 

Comment 14. Consider riparian corridors, [they are] 
very important for wildlife. 

Response 14. The Service does consider riparian 
corridors as priority focus areas. As stated they 
are extremely critical as wildlife linkage zones and 
foraging areas. 

Comment 15. Consider going further north (near 
Browning) and maybe further east. 

Response 15. At this time, the Service believes it 
can meet its conservation goals and objectives with 
the proposed expansion. Meeting the proposed 
acquisition goals is estimated to take 15 or more 

years to accomplish. If accomplishment of objectives 
occurs earlier than expected, and sound biological 
justification exists, we could revisit our boundary 
delineation. 

AGENCY AND ORGANIZATION  
COMMENTS 
Agency and organization comments include the 
original letter received and our responses. 

Comment 16. I will be unable to attend the upcoming 
meetings regarding easements. I do want to express 
my support for the easement expansion along 
the Front and in the Blackfoot. I also support 
establishment of an easement program in the Seeley/ 
Swan region. As you know, there are significant 
amounts of state trust land in all the areas which 
we manage in cooperation with neighboring 
landowners. Maintaining these working lands for 
habitat and open space as well as livestock and 
timber productivity is critical for the state and local 
communities. 

Thank you for this opportunity to support 
conservation easements as a vital tool for 
maintaining working lands in these important areas 
of Montana. 

Mary Sexton, Director 
DNRC 
[State of Montana, Department of Natural 
Resources and Conservation] 

Response 16. Thank you for your comments. 
The Service will continue to maintain close 
communications and implement collaborative 
conservation efforts with the Montana Department 
of Natural Resources Conservation in the future. 

Comment 17. [from City of Choteau] Good 
presentation last night. Here’s our map… with the 
purple dotted line showing the planning area around 
Choteau. Keep up the good work. 

Response 17. Thank you for your comments. The 
Service recognizes the need to work with local 
communities within the Rocky Mountain Front 
Conservation Area to ensure their ability to 
grow. We will adopt the “Choteau Area Land Use 
Plan” to include a no-easement buffer within the 
“Choteau Planning Area” (see figure 6 in chapter 4 
of the “Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Area 
Expansion Land Protection Plan”). The final land 
protection plan has been modified to include the no-
easement buffer area for the City of Choteau. 
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Letter # 18 

Response 

Response 18. Thank you for your comments. 

Response 18.1 The Service also looks forward to continuing our conservation partnership with the 
National Elk Foundation. 

Response 18.2 Fish and wildlife benefits generated from conservation easement projects expand to 
a large suite of species. These benefits are expected to include large herbivores such as elk. 
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Letter # 19 
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Letter # 19 

Response 
Response 19. Thank you for your comments. 

Response 19.1 The Service has had a long standing partnership with The Nature Conservancy. Our 
partnership has resulted in significant conservation benefit especially along the Front. 

Response 19.2 We look forward to working together to address future acquisitions generated by 
willing sellers. 
As mentioned, the Service’s focus on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation has been through Migratory 
Bird funding. The Land and Water Conservation Fund has not been used on the Blackfeet Indian 
Reservation. This strategy has been successful for meeting Service priorities in a long-term cost 
efficient manner. The Service will continue to utilize Migratory Bird funding on the Blackfeet Indian 
Reservation. 



Letter # 16

Response
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Comment 19 map. 



Appendix I — Public Involvement  67 

Letter # 20 

Response 

Response 20. Thank you for your comments. 

Response 20.1 The Service is actively engaged in climate change issues. The Service concurs that 
large, intact conservation protection is one avenue for providing resiliency in ecosystems to absorb 
uncertainties and stressors. 

Response 20.2 The Service agrees that the consistency of the proposed boundary with The Nature 
Conservancy’s boundary will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of our conservation efforts. 
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