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Cc: Pat Deibert; Jodi Bush

Subject: GRSG MT Draft Chapter 2 FEIS/RMP FWS Comments
Date: Monday, April 13, 2015 11:48:44 AM

Attachments: BLM MT FEIS D Ch_ 2 FWS Comments.docx

Hi Nicole. Our comments for four MT draft chapter 2's are summarized on the
attached two-page table. FYI, I highlighted the comments that pertain to
inconsistencies with NPT guidance, etc. Most are relatively minor, but still needed to
be identified. For the restoration areas that BLM designated in sub-portions of four
PACs due to existing leases, claims, etc.(instead of designating as PHMA) - we
continue to request that BLM provide rationale and explain what this means to
GRSG in the context of their effects analysis. Just give us a call with questions. The
comments have not been transmitted to BLM - that will probably happen today.
Thanks,

Jeff

Jeff Berglund

Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Montana Field Office

585 Shepard Way, Suite 1
Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext. 206
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FWS Comments: Draft Montana FEIS Chapter 2s for Billings/Pompey’s Pillar National Monument, HiLine, Lewistown, and Miles City RMPs Received 3/26/15

		Issue / Comment

		Applicable RMP/EIS Chapter 2



		

		Billings

		HiLine

		Lewistown

		Miles City



		Appendices

		

		

		

		



		No referenced appendices or definitions were attached, so these could not be reviewed at this time.  Appendices include GRSG Mitigation, RDFs, Screening Criteria, and Lek Buffer Application Process. 

		●

		●

		●

		●



		PAC Verses PHMA Designations

		

		

		

		



		Where PACS per the COT Report were not designated as PHMAs, and were instead designated as Restoration Areas (Cedar Creek, South Carter, West Decker, Elk Basin), explicit rationale (including the extent of existing leases, claims, development, etc.) and (in Ch 4) GRSG effects analysis relating specifically to these designations should be provided.  

		●

		

		

		●



		BSU Definitions

		

		

		

		



		We did not see where BSUs were defined. These should be consistent between the RMPs.

		●

		●

		●

		



		Disturbance Caps

		

		

		

		



		Deviates slightly from NPT 3% anthropogenic disturbance cap by adding fire / agricultural conversion as disturbance.  Where 3% anthropogenic or 5% total disturbance (with ag conv. + fire) exceeded, then no additional disturbance allowed.  This is more protective of GRSG than the straight 3% anthropogenic cap and we support this approach.

		●

		●

		●

		●



		The BSU-level disturbance cap drop-in paragraph from the 1/30/15 BLM guidance (paragraph “a” under Disturbance in the guidance) was not included; only the project-level disturbance cap paragraph (paragraph “b”) was included.  Paragraph “a” should be included.

		

		

		●

		



		SFAs

		

		

		

		



		The relationship (management equivalency) between the SFA and the Seven Blackfoot WSA as per the 1/30/15 BLM guidance should be referenced / explained in the EIS.  This would also explain why many of the SFA references in livestock grazing drop-in paragraphs were omitted.

		

		

		

		●



		References to SFAs were omitted from all livestock grazing drop-in paragraphs from the 1/30/15 BLM guidance and should be restored to these paragraphs.

		

		

		●

		



		Allocations

		

		

		

		



		As it differs from NPT guidance, rationale should be provided for the proposed newly designated ROW corridors in PHMA (HiLine) and in the Elk Basin Restoration Area within a PAC (Billings) along some existing transportation corridor sections. This may make sense from a disturbance consolidation perspective, and the Elk Basin corridor width was reduced from the original proposal.  However, we have not seen the specific basis for these designations.

		●

		●

		

		



		We did not see where allocations for geothermal fluid minerals were specifically addressed or otherwise dismissed (all tables are specific to oil and gas development).

		●

		●

		

		●



		We did not see where allocations for non-energy leasable minerals were specifically addressed or otherwise dismissed.

		●

		●

		

		●



		The avoidance allocations for major ROWs are conditioned such that they could be allowed where “habitat functionality would be maintained”.  Per our previous comments, how is “habitat functionality” specifically defined, and how does it tie into the referenced screening criteria and lek buffer application process? 

		●

		

		

		



		Many of the parenthetical acreages listed for allocations in Restoration Areas in Table 2-5 (p. 2-51 & 2-52) do not correspond to actual acreages (surface or subsurface) of these areas.  As such it is unclear where and to what extent some of the allocations apply.  Example: “renewable energy ROWs will be excluded within all restoration areas (87,000 acres)”; however, restoration areas actually total 68,800 surface and 198,000 subsurface acres.  This should be further clarified wherever this discrepancy occurs. Protections for minor ROWs should also include winter habitat.

		

		

		

		●



		Livestock Grazing

		

		

		

		



		The latest correction to previously-developed drop-in grazing language (should correct to “…GRSG Habitat Objectives Table and Land Health Standards…”, as opposed to “and/or”) was not yet implemented.

		●

		●

		

		



		The relationship between specific planning area GRSG habitat desired conditions / objectives provided in the Ch 2 table, and referenced specific GRSG objectives that “would be developed” in connection with grazing land health evaluations and decisions, should be further clarified.  How do (or would) the two sets of objectives differ?

		●

		●

		●

		



		The desired condition value of 0.65 km2 for proximity of trees in the GRSG habitat objectives table appears to be in error and is inconsistent with values in the other MT plans.  

		●

		

		

		●



		Solid Minerals

		

		

		

		



		Reference to screening criteria was deleted from 1/30/2015 drop-in saleable minerals language – which is inconsistent with the other 3 MZ 1 MT plans.  Was this intentional?

		

		●

		

		



		Fluid Minerals

		

		

		

		



		The two paragraphs of Split Estate drop-in language were not included under Fluid Minerals per the provided guidance, but were instead included under Solid Minerals.  These should be included under Fluid Minerals. 

		

		

		●

		



		We could not find the two drop-in Fluid Minerals conservation objective paragraphs from p. 6 of the 1/30/15 BLM guidance.  These should be included. 

		

		

		●

		



		References to “geothermal” were removed from the first of the two drop-in Fluid Minerals conservation objective paragraphs from p. 6 of the 1/30/15 BLM guidance.  This should be restored, or explained if geothermal resources do not exist in the planning area.  The second of the drop-in paragraphs was heavily edited and no longer conveys the original meaning (now requires BLM to mitigate adverse impacts to the lessee, etc.); original language should be restored.

		

		

		

		●



		Adaptive Management

		

		

		

		



		The adaptive management group mentioned under Soft Trigger Responses should be defined; particularly as it pertains to implementing responses to factors not caused by a specific project, or regional or state-wide responses.

		●

		●

		●

		●



		The basis or background for the hard trigger metrics should be briefly explained or referenced.

		●

		●

		●

		●



		Although “existing corridors” are included, new rights-of-way appear to be missing as a program in the table of hard trigger “Specific Management Responses”.  This program should be added.

		●

		●

		●

		●



		As written, the hard trigger response for grazing appears to be no different than the proposed plan action. How is it different? Would this response occur on an accelerated schedule?

		●

		●

		●

		●



		The drop-in paragraph from p. 8 of the 1/30/15 BLM guidance for adaptive management coordination across BSUs, state lines, etc., was omitted and should be included.    

		●

		

		

		●



		Mitigation

		

		

		

		



		The mitigation drop-in language was included; however, compensatory mitigation appears limited to actions that would result in habitat loss and degradation, which could prevent mitigation of indirect effects that do not result in habitat loss, such as noise, etc.  We recommend that this issue be clarified, possibly via a definition for “habitat loss and degradation”, such that this potential loophole is addressed.

		●

		●

		●

		●



		Table 2-5 (p. 2-53) states “In instance(s) where impacts onsite cannot be mitigated, offsite compensation would be required…”.  We suggest this be replaced with appropriate mitigation drop-in language and reference the mitigation appendix to avoid confusion.  We suggest emphasizing that mitigation standards apply to all GRSG habitat, including RAs. 

		[bookmark: _GoBack]

		

		

		●



		Coordination Between Planning Efforts

		

		

		

		



		Plans currently do not, but should address how differences across political boundaries will be resolved / coordinated where PACS and/or populations are shared between Montana, the Dakotas, and Wyoming. 

		●

		

		

		●








