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CHEGKLIST ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

I. TYPE AND PURPOSE OF ACTION

The Lessee of the Trust Land located in T7S R12W Sec. 36 has made application to convert approximately 3 to
5 acres, subject to final measurement, from native range sagebrush/grassland to irrigated grass hay production.
A portion of the state lease is currently classified as agriculture and is producing hay under the pivot. The site
the lessee is interested in converting to hay production is currently in native range but is being irrigated by the
full swing of the pivot through the state parcel. The lessee wishes to take full advantage of the water availability
on site by converting the acreage to agricultural production.

II. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

Project Name: Nate Finch SmallAcreage Grazing to Ag Conversion Request
Proposed
lmplementationDate: Spring,2006
Proponent: Lessee, Nate Finch
Location: T7S R12W Section 36

: Beaverhead

1. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, AGENCIES, GROUPS OR INDIVIDUALS CONTAGTED:
Provide a brief chrcnology of the scoping and ongoing involvement for this project.

Beaverhead County Natural Resources and Conservation office, Craig Fager - DFWP Wildlife Biologist.

2. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES WITH JURISDICTION, LIST OF PERMITS NEEDED:

None.

3. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

Allow small 3 to 5 acre conversion from native range to irrigated grass hay production.

No action, acreage would remain in "irrigated" native range

III. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSIGAL ENVIRONMENT

r RESOURCES potentially impacted are listed on the form, followed by commonissues thatwould be considered.
. Explain POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS following each resource heading.
. Enter'NONE" lf no impacts are identified or the resoule is not prcsent.

4. GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, STABILITY AND MOISTURE:
Consider the presence of fragile, compactable or unstable soils. Identify unusual geologic features. Specify any special
reclamation considerations. Identify any cumulative impacts fo soi/s.

The soils on site are in capability class VI and are suitable for irrigated perennial crops.
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5. WATER QUALITY, QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION:
Identify impoftant surface or grcundwater resources. Consider the potential for violation of ambient water quality
standards, drinking water maximum contaminant levels, or degradation of water quality. ldentify cumulative effects to
water resources.

The project area is located approximately Ya mile from Grasshopper Creek. The project will not impact water
quality, quantity, or distribution.

6. AIR QUALITY:
What pollutants or pafticulate would be produced? Identify air quality regulations or zones (e.9. C/ass I air shed) the
project would influence. Identify cumulative effects to air quality.

N/A

7. VEGETATION COVER, QUANTITYAND QUALITY:
llVhat changes would the action cause to vegetative communities? Consider rare plants or cover types that would be
affected. Identify cumulative effects to vegetation.

lf approved, the project will alter the existing native plant community of sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) / native
grass - primarily composed of needle-and{hread (Stipa comata), Bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spimtum),
Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda), and prairie junegrass (Koeleria pyrimidata), to tame grass species for the
production of hay.

8. TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN AND AQUATIC LIFE AND HABITATS:
Consider substantial habitat values and use of the area by wildlife, birds orftsh. ldentify cumulative effects to frsh and
wildlite.

No cumulative effects to avian and terrestrial wildlife are anticipated due to the small scale of the proposed
project.

9. UNIQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGILE OR LIMITED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURGES:
Consider any federally listed threatened or endangered species or habitat identifted in the prcject arca. Determine
effects to wetlands. Consider Sensrfr've Specfes or Species of special concem. ldentify cumulative effects lo fhese
species and their habitat.

The Montana Natural Heritage Program identified five vertebrate animals species of concern near the proposed project
area: greater sage-grouse, great basin pocket mouse, black-tailed jack rabbit, westslope cutthroat trout, and femrginous
hawk. Also identified are six vascular plant species of concem: tapertip desert-parsley, chicken sage, beautiful
bladderpod, hoary phacelia, bitterroot milkvetch, and slender thelypody.

Greater sage-grouse are known to inhabit the proposed project area. A greater sage-grouse lek has been identified
approximately 3/qmile to the Northeast of the proposed project area in Section 25-T7S-RI2W. }r{s impacts are anticipated.

The great basin pocket mouse and black-tailed jack rabbit are known to inhabit the proposed project area. Do to the
relatively small conversion are4 no impacts are anticipated.

Westslope cutthroat trout are found in Taylor Creek, located approximately 3/d of a mile to the northwest of the proposed
project area. Due to the distance from the proposed project relatively level topography, and minimal soil disturbance, no
impacts are anticipated.

Ferruginous hawks are known to inhabit the proposed project area. Badland habitats and areas with small buttes and
bluffs that are preferred nesting sites for femrginous hawks do not occur in the project area. Due to the relatively small
conversion are4 no impacts are anticipated.

Taper-tip desert parsleyo chicken sageo beautiful bladderpod, hoary phacelia, and bitterroot millivetch are found
approximately one and one-half miles to the southeast of the proposed project area. Due to the small conversion area and
distance from the proposed project, no impacts are anticipated.



Slender thelypody has been located in the project area. Due to the relatively small conversion are4 minimal impacts are

expected.

{0. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGIGAL SITES:
Identify and determine effects to histoical, archaeological or paleontological resources.

No sites were found during an inspection of the proposed project site. Patrick Rennie, DNRC Archaeologist,
was consulted for a data base check of the site: no historical resources were documented on the affected
acreage.

{1. AESTHETIGS:
Determine if the project is located on a prominent topographic featurc, or may be visible from populated or scenic areas.
What level of noise, Iight orvisual change would be prcduced? Identify cumulative effects fo aesfhetcs.

The proposed project is located approximately 1.75 miles Northwest of the historical town site of Bannack and
the present day Bannack State Park. The proposed project is out of sight of the park.

12. DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURGES OF LAND, WATER, AIR OR ENERGY:
Determine the amount of limited resources the project would requirc. ldentify other activities nearby that the prcject
would affect. ldentify cumulative effects to environmental resources.

None

13. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS PERTINENTTO THE AREA:
List other studieg p/ans or prcjects on this tract. Detemine cumulative impacts likely to occur as a rcsult of cunent
pivate, state or federal actions in the analysis area, and from future proposed state actions in the analysis area that arc
under MEPA review (scoped) or permifting review by any state agency.

A Northwest Energy transmission line easement has been approved in the East half of the section. EA
completed by Richard Moore, Dillon Unit Manager. Application for roads and trails for motorized public use
have also recently been applied for and granted in the East half of the section as part of the Montana FWP
Road Agent Rock trailsystem.

IV. IMPACTS.ON THE HUMAN POPULATION
. RESOURCES potentially impacted are listed on the form, followed by common issues that would be considercd.
. Explain POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS following each rcsource heading.
. Enter"NONE'If no impacts arc identified orthe resource is not present.

14. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFEW:
ldentify any health and safety isks posed by the project.

15. INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND AGRICULTURE ACTIVITIES AND PRODUGTION:
ldentify how the project would add to or alterthese activities.

Due to the small acreage involved, the proposed project will result in a slight increase in income to the Trust
Beneficiaries by the conversion to agricultural production on a per acre basis. Current income from grazing on
the 3 to 5 acres would amount to $6 - $10 per year while the proposed project should result in an annual income
of $25.00 - $35.00 per acre, a total of $75 - $125 per year minimum, depending on final measurement of the
project acreage.



16. QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT:
Estimate the number of jobs the project would create, move or eliminate. ldentify cumulative effects to the employment
mafuet.

None

{7. LOCAL AND STATE TAX BASE AND TAX REVENUES:
Estimate tax revenue the project would create or eliminate. Identify cumulative effects to taxes and rcvenue.

18. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVIGES:
Estimate lncreases in tnffic and changes to traffrc pattems. Wtat changes would be needed to fire protection, police,
schoo/g etc.? ldentify cumulative effects of this and other prcjects on govemmenl seryices.

19. LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS AND GOALS:
Usf Sfafe, County, Cfy, USFS, BLM, Tibal, and other zoning or management plans, and identify how they would affect
this project.

20. ACCESS TO AND QUALITY OF RECREATIONAL AND WILDERNESS AGTIVITIES:
ldentify any wildemess or recreational arcas neafuy or access rcutes thtough this tract. Determine the effects of the
prcject on recreational potential within the tract. Identify cumulative effects to recreational and wildemess acfivrfies.

21. DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION AND HOUSING:
Estimate population changes and additional housing the project would require. ldentify cumulative effects to population
and housing.

22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES:
ldentify potential disruption of native ortraditional lifestyles or communities.

23. CULTURAL UNIQUENESS AND DIVERSITY:
How would the action affect any unique quality of the area?
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24. OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANGES:
Estimate the rctum to the trust. lnclude apprcpriate economic analysis. ldentify potential Mure uses for the analysis
area otherthan existing management. ldentify cumulative economic and social effects likely to occur as a rcsult of the
proposed action.

Current income from grazing on the 3 to 5 acres would amount to $6 - $10 per yearwhile the proposed project
should result in an annual income of $25.00 - $35.00 per acre, a total of $75 - $125 per year minimum,
depending on final measurement of the project acreage. Income would improve to the trust beneficiary by $69-
$115 at minimum.

EA Ghecklist I Name: Charles Maddox Date: March 7,2006
Ptepared By: 

I rifl"t Land Use speciatist

V. F}NDING

25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED:

After review, I have selected the proposed Action Alternative, to allow a small 3 to 5 acre conversion from

native range to irrigated grass hay production. I believe this alternative can be implemented in a manner that is

consistent with the long-term sustainable natural resource management of the area and generating additional

revenue for the school trust.

26. SIGNIFICANGE OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS:

I conclude all identified potential impacts will be avoided or mitigated by the small size of the project and the

project will not adversely affect range cover; no significant impacts will occur as a result of implementing the

selected alternative.

27. NEED FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

f-l ers E More Detailed EA E No Further Analysis

Richard A. Moore

Dillon Unit Manager
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