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Version 2...

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Berglund, Jeff <jeff berglund@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, Nov 19, 2014 at 10:34 AM

Subject: GRSG: Draft MT BLM / State Summary Table
To: Jodi Bush <Jodi_Bush@fws.gov>

Here's the current draft. | printed you a copy as well - much easier to read the hard
copy... We're still waiting on Lara's info, as well as some from BLM, but those are
highlighted in blue. Overall items / issues / products that we're waiting on are
highlighted in yellow. Still quite a bit of that...
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11/19/14 DRAFT Montana BLM Management Zone I/II Resource Management Plan and Montana Executive Order Allocations / Status – Jeff Berglund, MT FO

		Issue

		NPT Recommendations 

		Billings RMP (revision)

		HiLine RMP (revision)

		Lewistown RMP (amendment)

		Miles City RMP (revision)

		Montana Executive Order

		Comments



		Does BLM PH and State core habitat match PACs?

		BLM PH and State core habitat should match PACs

		Yes, except for XX-acre Elk Basin “restoration area” (RA).  The area is virtually 100% leased (O&G) and developed. BLM will provide FWS more info as to proposed protective measures and management objectives in the RA.BLM also proposing designation of 36 mi utility corridor along existing transmission line and highway corridor through core habitat north of Elk Basin area to control/ consolidate future ROW development.  BLM is considering reducing proposed 3,500 ft corridor width to max extent possible per FWS recommendations.  

		Yes; revisions made to include all core habitat as PH (added 200k acres). Does not include state connectivity area in Valley County, but that area may be revised by the state.  Could be addressed by future amendment, etc.

		[bookmark: _GoBack]Yes

		Yes, except for 63K-acre Cedar Creek Anticline RA (92% leased-O&G + wind farm, landfill), 245K-acre Carter County RA (delineated by bentonite claims + Hammond gas field), and 28K-acre west Decker RA (in/adjacent to coal mine and 30% leased/developed for O&G). Decker RA was substantially reduced from DEIS proposal (and reverted to PH).

New 570K-acre State McCone/Garfield county core area added as PH. BLM will provide FWS more info as to current claims in Carter County RA and proposed protective measures and management objectives in RAs.

		Yes – added new 570K-acre State McCone/Garfield county core area and Valley County connectivity area (managed as general habitat; slated for potential revision).  Petition may be filed with MSGOT to create a Special Management Area, where planned land uses / activities with valid rights cannot be implemented after evaluation against EO sequencing, stipulation, and mitigation provisions. Petitions must include impact assessment, rationale, conservation plan, offset mitigation – MSGOT to evaluate a “cap” (limit) for SMAs. 



MT core habitat contains approximately 76% of GSG population; State is contemplating increasing core to encompass 80%.

		Current core is approximately 54% private, 37% federal, 9% State.



BLM: RAs are inholding “subsets” within 4 PACS for which allocations are proposed that are less restrictive than those proposed in PH due to existing leases, rights, level of development, etc.  FWS has requested additional clarifying information regarding BLM RAs – why they cannot be managed as PH; what objectives and conservation measures are specifically proposed; what will be restored; what this means for local sage-grouse populations, etc. Awaiting this info. from BLM.



RAs within PACs total XX acres (336K + Elk Basin RA).  New PH added beyond “original” PACs in COT Report total 570K acres (new area in McCone/Garfield counties).







		Disturbance Cap

		In PH: 3%-5% mid-scale 

		3% mid-scale cap in PH (not including fire and agriculture); 5% at fine (project) scale using DDCT method (same as states of MT and WY); includes fire and all other disturbance in fine scale baseline calculations and does not limit baseline disturbance calculation to arbitrary “as-of” or “start” date. Final approach still in process.

		5% in core habitat using fine-scale DDCT method (same as WY); includes fire and all other disturbance in baseline calculations; does not limit baseline disturbance calculation to arbitrary date. 

		FWS has indicated support for use of 5% fine-scale DDCT-based cap that includes fire and all other disturbance in baseline calculations and does not limit baseline disturbance calculation to arbitrary date



		Buffers

		None specified



		PH: NSO for Fluid Minerals development only; no other buffers specified, but buffers will be included in conservation measures appendix (not yet completed). BLM is currently drafting a noise measure for inclusion in all plan BMPs – BLM will complete / forward to FWS for review (not yet completed).

GH: 0.6 mi lek NSO and 2 mi lek CSU for Fluid Minerals development only; no other buffers specified, but buffers will be included in conservation measures appendix (not yet completed).

RA: No buffers specified, but buffers will be included in conservation measures appendix (not yet completed).

BLM is drafting one consistent set of GSG goals and objectives (PH, GH, RA) and BMP/conservation measures to be used in all MT plans – will forward for FWS input in near future

		Core: 0.6 mi lek NSO for all new disturbance activities;

2 mi lek CSU 3/15-7/15;

CSU in winter concentration areas 12/1-3/15;

No topsoil stripping/veg removal w/in 4 mi of leks 3/15-7/15;

10 db lek edge noise limitation (under revision).



		General Habitat and Connectivity: 0.25 mi lek NSO for all new disturbance activities;

2 mi lek CSU 3/15-7/15;

CSU in winter concentration areas 12/1-3/15;

10 db lek edge noise limitation (under revision).

		BLM: FWS recommended that BMPs include/add lek buffers in the BMPs for all dist/disrupt activities (1-4 mi was recommended in most recent formal comment letter [Lewistown]). Awaiting conservation measures, objectives, etc.



State: FWS recommended >0.6 mi lek buffer in core (or re-instating originally proposed 1-mi buffer), and minimum of 0.6 mi lek buffer in general habitat. Discussions continue – State working to address.



		Adaptive management

		Hard & soft triggers (each plan will include an overarching adaptive management strategy that includes soft and hard triggers for specific populations)

		BLM has not completed these for MT/Dakotas yet – will likely model after WY.  BLM is waiting for national guidance on dist caps, etc. in order to finish drafting triggers.  BLM will forward to FWS for review when drafted.

		In core: Monitor project-affected leks and reference leks (consult MFWP) for 5 years; if declines in affected leks (3 yr running average) determined to be caused by project, operator proposes adaptive response to increase birds; if #’s not returned to baseline within 3 years, operations cease until such #’s are achieved.

		Awaiting draft BLM approach.



		Mitigation

		None

		BLM generating national approach – “no net unmitigated loss” vs. “net conservation gain” issue under discussion.

		Sequencing required; clarification still needed as to when offset mitigation required; Defers to MSGOT to develop detailed mitigation strategy.

		BLM: awaiting national approach.

State: recommended additional detail. Discussions continue– State working to address.



		Resource

		PH

		GH

		PH

		GH

		PH

		GH

		PH

		GH

		PH

		GH

		Core

		GH / Connectivity Areas

		Comments



		Solar & Wind

		exclude

		avoid

		exclude

(also Elk Basin RA?-need BLM clarification)

		avoid



		exclude

		avoid

		exclude

		avoid

		Exclude (also Cedar Creek, Carter County, West Decker RAs)

		avoid

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

Avoid wind development.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

		Wind development not recommended within 4 miles of leks.  Adhere to FWS wind energy guidelines.

See buffers.

		BLM: Awaiting BLM approach for Elk Basin RA.



State: FWS recommended wind exclusion in core, avoidance in general habitat, avoidance within 4 miles of all leks.  Discussions continue– State working to address.



		Major ROW (major transmission & pipelines)

		avoid

		avoid

		NEPA issue: major/minor ROWs not separated in any DEIS, so allocations currently are not separated.  For all plans, PH = avoid and GH = open/stips.  FWS identified this as potential inconsistency with NPT recommendations for major transmission & pipelines, and recommended BLM consider “avoidance” for both major/minor ROW if they must remain linked as a more conservative approach – or explain the greater benefits of the current proposed allocation to GSG.  BLM is considering this issue internally – final approach unknown. 



Elk Basin RA: avoid; 

Cedar Creek RA: open/stips;  Carter County RA: open/stips;  West Decker RA: open/stips

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

Bury pipelines; co-locate when possible.

Screen/bury new powerlines when economically feasible; co-locate when possible; follow APLIC guidelines.

Follow FWS guidance for comm. towers.

		Avoid new powerlines / comm. towers when possible; screen/co-locate when practicable; follow APLIC guidelines.

See buffers.

		BLM: Awaiting BLM decision (also screening criteria [see salable materials below], etc.).



State: FWS recommends more structured avoidance criteria within 4 miles of leks.  Discussions continue– State working to address.



		Minor ROW

		avoid

		open / stipulations.

		

		

		

		



		Fluid Minerals

		closed or NSO

		open / constraints

		NSO (Elk Basin RA = open/stips); geotherm = NA; dismissed in Ch 1  

		open / constraints (.6 mi NSO, 2 mi CSU)

		NSO; geotherm = closed  

		open / constraints (.6 mi NSO, 2 mi CSU)

		In PH/GH, new leasing (including geothermal) is deferred until RMP revision completed (expected FY 2016)

		NSO (Cedar Creek RA = open/stips; Carter County RA = NSO; W. Decker RA = NSO); geotherm = NA; dismissed in Ch 1  

		open / constraints (.6 mi NSO, 2 mi CSU)

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

1 pad/640 ac (average) limitation in DDCT area.

Site main production/haul roads 2 mi from leks.

Site access/maint. roads ›0.6 mi from leks.

		See buffers.

Encourage staggered disturbance.

Reclaim when complete.

		BLM: Recommend that BLM retain core-wide NSO designation verses matching State 0.6 mi lek NSO.



O&G is major threat in MT;

BLM controls approximately 37% of core habitat verses State controlling approximately 9%;

For BLM administered lands,  XX acres of core would be protected from O&G development under core-wide NSO verses XX acres applying a 0.6 mi lek NSO (Lara J performing analysis).



		Non-Energy Leasables

		closed

		open / stipulations

		Not present; dismissed in Ch 1

		Not present; dismissed in Ch 1

		prohibited (closed)

		open / stipulations

		prohibited (closed)

		open / stipulations

		Not present; dismissed in Ch 1 

		Not present; dismissed in Ch 1

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

		See buffers.

Encourage staggered disturbance.

Reclaim when complete.

Permits to include mitigation.

		



		Saleable Minerals (new)

		closed

		open / stipulations

		Closed (Elk Basin RA = open/stips)

		open / stipulations

		NEPA issue: new sales and free use pits not separated in any DEIS, so allocations currently are not separated.  For these 3 plans, PH and all RAs = open/stips and GH = open/stips. Saleable minerals were identified by BLM as a minor issue/threat in these planning areas, and would be subject to screening criteria that include a disturbance cap, mitigation, BMPs, and mandatory compliance with GSG goals and objectives for both PH and GH.  BLM developed the screening criteria for all discretionary actions, and forwarded to FWS for review.   

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

1 active mine development per 640 ac (average) limitation in DDCT area.

Permits to include mitigation.

MSGOT to review gravel pit permitting requirements and adjust stipulations as necessary while protecting sage-grouse.

		See buffers.

Encourage staggered disturbance.

Reclaim when complete.

Permits to include mitigation.

		BLM: Awaiting BLM decision and final FWS input on screening criteria.



		Saleable Minerals (free-use)

		open / dist cap, mitigation, etc.

		open / stipulations

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Mining: Locatables (withdrawn?)

		None

		None

		No - virtually all claimed (bentonite). BMPs applied to Plan of Op to prevent UDD

		No – mining not known threat in COT. Virtually all claimed and low grade (bentonite). BMPs applied to Plan of Op to prevent UDD.

*PAC stronghold area identified

		No – mining not known threat in COT. No potential for locatables identified in PA.

*PAC stronghold area identified

		No - claimed (bentonite) areas are designated RA w/ required mitigation. BMPs applied to Plan of Op to prevent UDD. BLM will provide FWS more info as to current claims in Carter County RA

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

1 active mine development per 640 ac (average) limitation in DDCT area.

Permits to include mitigation.

		See buffers.

Encourage staggered disturbance.

Reclaim when complete.

Permits to include mitigation.

		BLM: Awaiting information from BLM regarding Carter County RA, and BLM response to FWS withdrawal proposition in PAC stronghold areas (could affect Lewistown and HiLine RMPs).



		Mining: Leasables (Coal) (unsuitable?)

		None

		None

		NEPA issue. Coal mining restricted to subsurface

		NEPA issue. Mining not known threat in COT.  Apply suitability analysis at time of application. Coal mine would require RMP amendment and EIS.

		NEPA issue. Mining not known threat in COT.  Apply suitability analysis at time of application. Coal mine would require RMP amendment and EIS.

		NEPA issue. BLM designated west Decker RA (not 100% leased for coal, but in/adjacent to active coal mine and 80% leased/developed for O&G). RA substantially reduced from original proposal (and reverted to PH). Remainder of PH is “open”, subject to dist cap, GSG goals/obj, BMPs/RDFs, etc. – all surf dist/disrupt activities to be avoided in PH.  Apply suitability analysis at time of application. Lease by application may require EIS.

		Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

1 active mine development per 640 ac (average) limitation in DDCT area.

EO to be applied via MSUMRA and SMCRA.

Permits to include mitigation.

		See buffers.

Encourage staggered disturbance.

Reclaim when complete.

Permits to include mitigation.

EO to be applied via MSUMRA and SMCRA.

Conservation measures case by case.

		Thunder Basin Grassland Prairie Ecosystem Association CCAA proposed to include 2 coal mines in BLM Miles City Planning Area; one (Spring Creek Coal Mine) that occurs in a PAC, within the BLM West Decker Restoration Area.



		Prescribed Fire 

		BLM will include agreed-upon language from Fed Family meetings in finals.  BLM will also include / cite local fire and invasives risk and recovery data (studies).

		In core and general habitat: prescribed burns should be prohibited unless it can be demonstrated that they will either result in no loss of habitat or be beneficial to sage-grouse habitat.

		FWS recommended that State incorporate same language as BLM; will forward to State when finalized.



		3 year post-burn monitoring commitment for invasives?

		Not currently in any plan explicitly; however, BLM believes they have addressed this issue through mandatory post-fire RHS monitoring (which includes ID and control of invasives) to ensure lands have recovered to the point that they can sustain grazing – based on ecological site potential.  Virtually all SG habitat would be subject to this.  Monitoring may be required less or more than 3 years, depending on individual site recovery.  BLM will discuss this further internally and propose appropriate language.

		Ensure post-fire monitoring for successful reestablishment of sagebrush communities. Prioritize eradication of cheatgrass and Japanese brome in core areas.

		FWS recommended that State monitor / control invasives post-fire for 3 years (BLM also – but will need to see how they address). Discussions continue– State working to address.



		Grazing: using HAF? Specify where SG objectives will be applied (PH, GH, RA), assessment timelines, assessment priorities, consequences/corrective actions (timelines)

		BLM will include this info in all plans.  All plans will incorporate / utilize the HAF – at a minimum in PH.  Assessments will be clearly prioritized in PH.  The max assessment timeline is 10 years; however, the interval can be shorter if problems are identified – this will be explained. Consequences/corrective actions are stipulated in the (referenced) grazing regulations, but BLM will also summarize in the plans. 

		In core and connectivity areas, DNRC to develop additional lease evaluation criteria to ensure responsible grazing management, consistent with maintaining and improving sage-grouse habitat.  DNRC also to develop corrective action program for leases that fail to meet the criteria. Not yet developed.

		State: FWS recommended that State incorporate specific sage-grouse objectives (indicate what objectives, using what source, will be applied), timeline for completion of these criteria and corrective action program, etc. Discussions continue– State working to address.



		Sagebrush elimination/removal – clearly avoided in breeding/winter habitats?

		All plans specify that only treatments that benefit GSG will be allowed; Lewistown also applies 15% cover standard. BLM is working on some clarifying language for FWS review.

		Sagebrush eradication is considered disturbance and will contribute to the 5% cap. Treatments that maintain sagebrush canopy cover at or above 30% will not be considered disturbance. DNRC is directed to bring before the State Land Board for its consideration a prohibition of cropland conversion and sagebrush eradication on State Trust Lands in core, connectivity areas, and general habitat. Not yet implemented.

		BLM: Awaiting final BLM language.



State: Prohibitions are subject to State Land Board approval.



		For BLM: Commitment for completion of Travel Management plan in PH w/in 5 years of ROD? Road density considerations?

		Yes - TM partially complete in blocked lands in PH

		Yes – road density considerations to be included in BMPs for TM

		Yes – road density considerations to be included in BMPs for TM

		Yes – road density considerations to be included in BMPs for TM

		In core: Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

Site main (energy) production/haul roads 2 mi from leks.

Site access/maint. roads ›0.6 mi from leks.

		



		For BLM: Recreation – incorporate COT conservation option 2 (avoid development of rec facilities in GSG habitat) in BMPs?

		FWS recommended that this be included in BMPs – BLM will incorporate

		In core: Avoid new land uses/activities when possible.

See surf. disturbance cap and buffers.

		BLM: Awaiting final BLM language.



		Conifer encroachment – goal for 0% encroachment w/in 1,000 m incorporated?

		FWS recommended that this be included in BMPs – BLM will incorporate into BMPs, but will clarify based on ecological site potential (exclude old growth forest, creeping juniper where being used for cover, etc.). This is listed in COT as a localized threat for Billings, Lewistown, and Miles City, and not a known threat for HiLine 

		Directs agencies to adopt “no net conifer expansion” policy in core area sagebrush habitats.  Where conifer encroachment is an issue near leks, ensure that all conifers are removed within at least 0.6 mi of leks.

		BLM: Awaiting final BLM language.








