DECISION NOTICE
ROBB/LEDFORD WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA GRAZING LEASE
March 19, 2010

PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

1. Type of proposed state action: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) proposes
to establish a new grazing lease on the Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area (WMA)
with the Ledford Creek Grazing Association (Association) for a 3-year term to begin May
2010 through October 15, 2012, which would allow the continuation of a rest-rotation
grazing system on the WMA.

The proposed lease would encompass 17,302 FWP owned acres, 10,796 acres FWP
leases from Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC), 680
acres owned by the U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management, and 3,600 acres owned by
DNRC known as the McGuire section that is leased by the Association and incorporated
into the Robb/Ledford Coordinated Grazing System (R/L System) through an exchange of
use agreement. Total acres involved in the R/L System are 32,378.

In conjunction with the lease agreement, FWP plans to install a 3.84-mile riparian fence
along Robb Creek and establish three small water gap access points in order to protect
the existing riparian areas from livestock grazing.

2. Agency authority for the proposed action:
FWP has the authority under Section 87-1-210, M.C.A. to protect, enhance, and regulate
the use of Montana’s fish and wildlife resources for public benefit now and in the future.
Any consideration of continued livestock grazing would have to conform with objectives
of maintaining or improving wildlife, wildlife habitat, and public access as outlined in the
Robb/Ledford Management Plan (1999). Additionally, the Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Commission must approve any grazing leases on Wildlife Management Areas owned by
FWP.

Final Environmental Assessment

Based on comments, there have been additions to the Final EA. Some of the more
significant additions include: a topographic map showing the fences and pasture
layout; clarified vegetation reports; ensuring a riparian fence is constructed to be
let down when not in use; an economic analysis depicting costs over the next
three years under the various scenarios. Also included is a more accurate
description of responses to the various alternatives from the permittee, the
Ledford Creek Grazing Association, which allows a more definitive assessment of
costs under the various alternatives.



There are modifications necessary to the Draft Environmental Assessment based on
public comment. The Draft Environmental Assessment, together with this Decision
Notice, will serve as the final document for this proposal.

Based on our analysis of comments, | have decided the EA with the above
modifications and additions be finalized and an amended Alternative A be
adopted with these provisions.

The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a maximum of 2955
AUMs.
General Terms of the Lease

For partial payment ($25,000) of this lease under the exchange of use agreement, the
Ledford Grazing Association (Association) will fully incorporate the management of
the DNRC McGuire Section into the WMA.

The Association will be allowed to graze a maximum of 2,955 AUM or 1,118 cow/calf
pairs and steers.

Livestock grazing will occur during a 3.75-month period from June 22 until October
15 each year using the rest-rotation system described above.

The Association will agree to maintain the existing WMA fencing, and FWP would
reimburse the Association for the labor costs at a fixed negotiated rate.

Vaccination of the Association’s livestock per Montana law.

The Association must follow the State of Montana’s Brucellosis Action Plan.

The Association’s livestock must reside in the state for 30 days prior to being placed
on the WMA to prevent the invasion of noxious weeds.

The livestock permittees are responsible for moving their cattle at the prescribed
times regardless of tall larkspur conditions, and they are entirely responsible for
protecting their animals from larkspur poisoning.

No more than two weeks of grazing will be allowed in the lower pastures in the spring
or fall treatments. More specifically in the spring, livestock will be required to move
on or before July 6 into the high elevation pasture.

If lessees are unable to comply with the on or before July 6™ movement requirements
during any given year of the existing lease, the turn out date will default the
following year to July 1 with movement to the high elevation pasture on or before
July 15 throughout the remainder of the lease term.

This will be a three-year lease to allow time to evaluate the effectiveness of the new
terms in addressing forage allocation, vegetative cover, nongame inventory
information, and other conditions throughout an entire three-year rotation. FWP’s
intent is to allow for adjustments to lease terms if deemed necessary and to enter into
a longer-term lease after that time.

The new lease will be with individual members as represented by the Association.

A new lease will be adopted at the November 2012 FWP Commission meeting. It will
be based on the effectiveness of this lease in adhering to movement requirements as
well as vegetation and wildlife data that will be collected during the next three years.
A primary criterion will be based on tall larkspur. If larkspur poisoning becomes
burdensome to the lessees, the new lease will default to Alternative B or Alternative D
as described and analyzed in this EA and Decision Notice.




Decision

I find there to be no significant impacts on the human and physical environments
associated with this project. Therefore, I conclude that the Environmental Assessment is
the appropriate level of analysis, and that an Environmental Impact Statement is not
required.

COMMENT PERIOD AND SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

The comment period started August 21, 2010, and was extended through.
October 23, 2009, a 64 day comment period. We received 35 written comments,
25 from individuals and 10 from organizations. One individual commented twice
and one organization commented at least 3 different times.

To summarize 8 comments were supportive of choosing alternative A, 16 were
supportive for choosing Alternative E, 1 in favor of Alternative D or E, 1 in favor
of Alternative D, three suggested selling the property, and 3 were critical of the
grazing, but did not indicate a preference for an alternative. Organizations
commenting included Yellowstone Buffalo Foundation, Ledford Creek Grazing
Association, Western Watersheds, Montana Stockgrowers, Montana Public Land
Council, Madison County Commission, Western Justice Association, Natural
Resource Defense Council, Beaverhead Outdoor Association, Gallatin Wildlife
Association, and Montana Wildlife Federation.

During this period, three public meetings were held to present the EA, answer
questions, and obtain comments. The public meetings were held in Butte on
October 13, in Sheridan on October 14 and in Bozeman on October 15. A total of
55 people attended these meeting; 16, 21, and 18 in Butte, Sheridan, and
Bozeman, respectively.

All specific comments from both written form and from public meetings were
paraphrased and our responses follow.

Comments and Responses

1) General Buffalo comments......... “It was purchased for wildlife. You said nothing
of reintroducing buffalo or bighorn sheep. This is a failure.” “Buffalo from quarantine
should be reintroduced.” “....1 support wild buffalo, not domestic cattle grazing on my
Montana mountains and public lands.” “I am writing to encourage you consideration for
utilizing the Robb-Ledford Wildlife Management Area as habitat for the quarantined
bison here in Montana.” “....really analyze the information which points to utilizing the
Robb-Ledford WMA as core habitat in providing a home for the bison that are in the high
fence quarantine facility....” “I am in full support of using the RLWMA fro the re-
introduction of free roaming bison in the state of Montana. | would strongly disagree
with renewal of a domestic cattle lease in this area.” “Here is a letter of support for
allowing the wild bison from BDC to be placed on the Robb-Ledford Wildlife



Management Area.” The Robb-Ledford WMA and adjacent Snowcrest Mountains are
suitable habitat for bighorn sheep. This area is also a vast landscape that could serve as
an excellent area to complete the bison quarantine study and an area where we could once
again see wild bison managed as wildlife.”

Response: Bison are outside of the scope of this EA. Even with that said, it is
premature to consider Robb Ledford for bison until we complete our State bison
management planning process.

2) General Sheep Trailing comments....... “Domestic trailing (sheep) across R-L cannot
be tolerated. Disease to Bighorn sheep.”

Response: Sheep are outside the scope of this EA. The EA describes the process that
we are using to address the sheep trailing and status of the Greenhorn sheep
population.

3) “Riparian areas are damaged by cattle with little proposed action to remedy the
impacts. Robb, Ledford and Rock Creeks require cattle mitigation.”

Response: We are proposing a riparian fence in Robb Creek. That fence should
address both historic (pre-FWP ownership) grazing impacts and natural unstable soils
both contributing to concerns there.

4) General Comments regarding a dislike and disagreement in using sportsmen
dollars to support the livestock industry.... “Spending $460,984 on cattle infrastructure
on the recent 10 year lease it is long overdue to get cattle off and create a place for
wildlife on this WMA.” “FWP has devoted 18 years serving cattle on this WMA while
neglecting wildlife.” “Since acquiring RL | am perplexed by FWP favoring cattle over
wildlife. The large amount of fencing, water development and mgt. of cattle raises a
question, “are you truly a wildlife public agency?”” “High windswept ridges are
important to elk in winter. Your efforts to graze cattle on the only available critical elk
winter range is a mistake beyond measure.” “Cattle grazing, fencing, waterlines on ridge
tops has damaged this WMA for wildlife.” *“There has been no demonstrable evidence
that either the grass or soil or wildlife ungulates, has benefited from your cattle
management.” “We do not agree with spending sportsman’s license fees on cattle
fencing, water developments and management. It is against PR and DJ monies from
USFWS. We see no benefit to wildlife with large cattle expenditures.” *“Subsidizing the
local ranchers is not FWP mission. Court suit in future.” “....I am very disappointed with
the management of the Robb-Ledford Wildlife Management Area. As | understand it, the
objectives for the wildlife are currently focused on livestock production at the expense of
wildlife habitat. As a sportswoman and a financially prudent person, I am very much
bothered that my license dollars are being used to benefit a few wealthy permitees at my
fishing and wildlife viewing pleasure.” “Please do not consider subsidizing the cattle
industry by renewing a lease for cattle grazing on the Robb-Ledford Wildlife
Management Area. Montana has more than enough cattle grazing area.” “We did not
acquire the Robb so livestock would have cheap grazing to use. What in the world is our
FWP adjusting WMA areas for livestock producers. That is my area to hunt and enjoy
and to not have to worry about livestock...... forage should be left for game in late winter.
This is a case of misplaced priorities and loss of focus. | do not buy licenses to help the



DOL, rather to benefit wildlife.”*I strongly urge you to consider the future of sportsman
and the sport of hunting by preserving these wildlife management areas for wildlife and
hunting.......... way to much emphasis on managing these public resources for the benefit
of a few privileged permittees and not enough care for wildlife and the average hunter. If
Fish and Wildlife departments are to depend on future hunters for license dollars, then
they need to stand up for sportsman’s interests and resist harmful special interests.”
Response: The dollars spent on Robb Ledford grazing are license dollars, not PR
funds. The objectives for the WMA are not focused on livestock grazing, however
based on problems that we have been faced with; it is understandable that some would
feel that way. The obstacles we have faced included a decision by a former FWP
Commission to more then double the stocking rate and then directed us to make the
needed improvements to accommodate the higher stocking rate. Those improvements
are now completed with the last one finished in 2007. We are addressing the tall
larkspur issue by requiring livestock to be moved from the lower pastures on or before
July 6. This places the burden on the permittee to manage his losses when larkspur is
actively growing. Currently we charge the Association $18/AUM on FWP deeded land
and $12.24/AUM on FWP DNRC lease (which is twice the AUM value on most DNRC
leases). The high cost of the McGuire DNRC lease has been criticized, yet by
incorporating it into the grazing system we were able to reduce grazing intensity by two
thirds, and it is important winter range.

5) “The original goals of Robb-Ledford GMA have not been met as a hunting site and
elk winter range. | feel this GMA should be sold to the highest bidder. Unfortunately,
FWP should wipe this dirty GMA off the plate and start over with new rules for what a
GMA should be.” “A GMA should be for wildlife and not for ranching and cattle
production. There should be little disturbance for wildlife. There should be no cow
watering tanks and fences to restrict cattle movements and load cattle. We need to leave
the forage for the wildlife. We need to reintroduce native original wildlife such as
bighorn sheep and moose if they were in that region....”

Response: Robb-Ledford has been an extremely popular place for hunting, hiking and
other outdoor activities. It also provides good quality winter range primarily for elk.
We believe that now is not the time sell it, but rather to demonstrate a success. The
WMA is to be managed first and foremost for soil, vegetation, and wildlife. Most of the
wildlife on WMAs are highly mobile and will spend as much if not more time off the
WMA as on them. For example about 2000 elk that used to spend the winter on the
Blacktail WMA are now no longer wintering there for most of the winter. They are
wintering more on private land adjacent to both the Blacktail and Robb Ledford
WMAs. We believe we can manage Robb Ledford to conserve soil, vegetation, and
wildlife resources while also providing the opportunity for complimenting domestic
livestock use. This change despite the fact that there has been no cattle grazing on the
Blacktail WMA since 1972.

6) “Please consider the natural biodiversity of the Robb-Ledford WMA ahead of
producing more livestock.”

Response: We are, and our attempts to modify the existing grazing lease reflect that
direction.



7) “The Robb-Ledford is capable of supporting much of Montana’s wildlife. Itis
however being severely compromised by livestock grazing with obvious destruction of
streambanks, riparian areas, springs and grasslands.”

Response: The destruction mentioned in this comment is not accurate. The modified
preferred alternative requires a riparian fence and an enforceable two week
prescription has been developed for the lower three pastures. Both of these combined
should leave more residual vegetation and cover for wildlife, and improves the riparian
condition of Robb Creek.

8) “As a sportsman I see nothing wrong with the proposed grazing lease given the
actions taken to rest/rotate the land and the proposed protections of the riparian areas. If
those conditions are implemented as planned | support granting the lease.”

Response: Those conditions are in place in the modified Alternative A, the
recommended alternative for Commission action.

9) “I am against another three year lease. The last time | was up there the RL looked
like a brown putting green. | would like to see FWP rest it for three years and monitor
wildlife movement...”“The most obvious visual impact to someone seeking a natural
experience is the network of endless, seemingly redundant fencing. And apparently
more is being planned along stream beds. Then there is the temporary (?) impact of
trenching for the stock water distribution system and associated careless treatment of
roads and contours. Insult was added to our injury .....multiple impacts of cattle grazing
such as degraded vegetation, mauled clearings, muddied and pocked streams and springs.
As well as cow trail webs, cows in streams, invasive plants and sprawling

manure...... hope the present livestock plan is substantially changed to mitigate the
current negative impacts....... with less or no cattle and fencing.”

Response: The modified Alternative A reduces the grazing season by one week, it
requires strict movement dates out of the lower pastures, has a life of three years and
will have increased vegetation and wildlife survey and inventory efforts. If the
proposed changes do not provide for healthy vegetation and wildlife habitat on
RLWMA, then the grazing system will be modified to Alternative B or D.

10) “The Montana Standard on Sept. 6, 2009 quoted Joe Maurier, FWP Director.
Maurier said, “Our goal is to manage all MT Wildlife in balance with their habitats, other
species and in balance with people who live there.” “This EA on grazing is not
professionally done as it does not address the major problems which are occurring on the
Robb/Ledford and the adjacent Blacktail WMA and private ranches.”

Response: This EA on grazing lease renewal was not designed to fix all of the wildlife
problems in the area. Rather is was prepared to review a lease renewal and
modifications to past practices that have become problematic over the last 18 years.

11) “....north facing Robb/Ledford has never been ideal elk winter range and its’
purchase may have resulted from a desire to help relatives of a former FWP employee.
Better lands were available which were not purchased.”



Response: We agree that RLWMA does not provide “ideal”” winter range, and that
better elk winter range exists. We are not aware of any information that suggests the
RLWMA was purchased to benefit a former FWP employee.

12) “Appendix G containing wildlife survey and inventory data should have been
extended back to the purchase of the Blacktail in 1972 and Robb-Ledford in 1988 and
received major table status. The appendix which only goes back to 2000 tells a false and
sorry tale to those knowledgeable about the area. EIK in large numbers have been
leaving the Blacktail WMA since 2003 for private ranches. The same is true of the
Robb/Ledford but numbers have not declined as much there. FWP is apparently trying to
hide the wildlife management history for these two areas. ..... The declines in mule deer
would be very striking had FWP let the public know what has happened for the last
several decades since 1972. By putting the information in an appendix you are avoiding
discussion of it in accurate depth.”

Response: Putting data in the appendix was not an attempt to hide data or discussion
about wildlife and their management history in this area.

13) “No information at all is presented on wolves or the major impacts they are
creating...... other animals such as coyotes, mountain lions, black bears and grizzly bears
are not mentioned. “

“The Dept. plans to assess the non-game species such as mice and jackrabbits for two
years but has no plans to get the elk and mule deer back on these WMASs.”

Response: Yes, we plan to assess nongame wildlife using a habitat based approach and
then use that information to help further evaluate the grazing strategies implemented
on the WMA. We have added an Appendix I, “2009 Pilot non-game wildlife survey and
inventory report”. We will continue to manage the RLWMA for healthy elk and mule
deer populations as well.

14) “What have you accomplished to solve the major problems which you seem to be
ignoring while you are also running a cattle ranch? The answer appears to be little or
nothing. Unless you can show that you can get the elk and mule deer back on these
ranges totaling over 50,000 acres you should sell them to the high bidder and send the
funds to other FWP Regions which have a successful record with WMA'’s. Show us the
AU and AUM for each month on these WMA’s for elk, moose mule deer, white-tailed
deer and antelope and how wolves are affecting those numbers using the WMA’s and
crops of big game young and also how they are harming domestic livestock in the area.”
Response: The changes in the grazing system proposed in the modified Alterantive A
should further refine our management to appropriately manage the vegetation and
wildlife in the RLWMA while also providing domestic livestock grazing opportunity.
We still believe these uses are complimentary.

15) “FWP must put aside their biases, fears and lack of past management and get the elk
which have started wintering since 2003 on the private ranches back on the Gravelly-
Blacktail......... If not possible to move elk to the poor habitat on the Robb-Ledford, sell
it and purchase other more suitable land.”



Response: Habitat on Robb Ledford is not poor, it just does not contain the large
amount of continuous winter range that we have on the Blacktail, Fleecer, or Wall
Creek WMA'’s,

16) Since wolves and their attacks are apparently moving the elk off the ranges, consider
bring in experienced elk herders........ We believe that all the wolf packs in the area for
the past several years have damaged livestock and our big game animals...... provide
some data on that including the numbers of wolves.”

Response: Wolves have been removed from the area of the Blacktail and Robb Ledford
WMASs ever since they have occupied the area in response to livestock depredation.
There were two whole pack removals in the Gravellys/Centennial areas this year, one
was on and around the Robb Ledford WMA. Specific wolf predations and depredation
impacts are beyond the scope of this EA.

17) “Have experienced range managers assess the condition of the bunchgrass on the
Blacktail range this fall by establishing permanent transects with also a pictorial record.
Several years of little grazing may have made the grass less desirable for the elk........ If
that is the case, bring in the livestock of the rancher most damaged by the elk
depredations early next spring to rejuvenate the grass...... This would be a one time
treatment only....... 7

Response: We know the condition of vegetation along the East Fk. of the Blacktail. It
has not been grazed since 1972. We will not contemplate a one-time treatment with
livestock grazing until this current EA has been completed. Burning the bottom would
be something to consider as well. However, there are many large, ‘old’, willows that
are remnants from days of irrigation and would likely be permanently removed by
burning. Also, moose at times use the bottom significantly so a browsing assessment
may show that if heavy browsing is occurring on portions of the bottom, reducing the
willow canopy by burning may intensify browsing. Burning the smooth brome without
igniting the willows would be extremely difficult to accomplish. Regarding grazing, the
uplands are the main winter range and this is where people complain about ‘wolf
plants’. The uplands are high and dry, and it would be an extremely expensive
proposition to develop water so the uplands could be grazed. The only way we could
make cows use the uplands would be to make it so they could not use the bottom. This
also would be expensive and there is in reality, relatively poor grazing capacity for
cattle in the uplands.

18) “Cut back on the full length hunting season....to get elk accustomed to using the
WMA'’s again....“Assign one or more of the current large numbers of FWP employees to
live on these game ranges....Coordinate this with more aerial coverage of the big game
and radio marked wolves.”

Response: These comments are outside the scope of this EA.

19) “Start managing wolves which are damaging wildlife habitat or big game
herds....... Do not allow wolf packs to den on these WMA'’s.....”



Response: As long as wolves are under full state management authority, we will be
developing hunting seasons and modifying livestock depredation protocols for wolves
in a manner that appropriately addresses wildlife and livestock needs.

20) “Better management should be able to turn around the poor use by elk of the
Blacktail WMA in a relatively short time. The high elevation tough snow conditions on
the Robb-Ledford WMA probably cannot be changed and other range should be sought
to replace this wildlife management area which should be sold.”

Response: You have accurately depicted a fundamental difference between the
Blacktail and Robb Ledford. However, many would argue that just because Robb
Ledford does not have ideal winter range for elk, doesn’t mean that is doesn’t have
high value for other wildlife species.

21) “Please be advised that the Ledford Creek Grazing Association finds Alternative A
to be the only workable alternative offered by the EA. In addition we believe that with
slight modifications the Association can function within the parameters of Alternative
A.11

Response: This helps clarify differences between the alternatives for the Ledford
Grazing Association.

“....the Association submits the following recommendations:

22) “1.Due to fence relocations, water tank placements, improved vegetative vigor or
range grasses, fifty fewer AU’s than permitted in the 2000 EA and additional forage and
range readiness resulting from a one week later turn out date, we suggest a July 12" move
date from the Early Use Lower pasture. The extra week in the first pasture will reduce
duration of use in the mid season pasture resulting in additional forage carryover in those
pastures while postponing turnout on tall larkspur and still reducing historic grazing use
on low elevation pastures.”

Response: After the last 10 years of experience, we will continue to have in modified
Alternative A, a two week only grazing prescription in the lower pastures. It is the
lower pastures that have a lower capacity and that is where we need to place an
emphasis on reducing grazing intensity and maintaining more residual cover.

23) “2.In consideration of work schedules, a preference not to require all Association
families to work on Sundays and to accommodate additional, unforeseen conflicts, we
suggest a two day grace period on any given move date stated in the Grazing Plan.”
Response: Having checked the calendar, July 6 does not fall on a Sunday during the
next three years, which is the duration of the lease. In 2010 July 6 is a Tuesday, in
2011 it is Wednesday, and 2012 it is a Thursday. In addition, language has been
strengthened in the EA to the effect that livestock will be required to be moved on or
before July 6. There is also a penalty clause that states a fall back of July 1 as a
turnout date the remainder of this lease if livestock are not moved in accordance with
prescription.



24) “3.To allow for the inevitable “stray cattle” that will be missed during any given
roundup or will find their way through an open gate or damaged fence, we suggest that an
allowance be made for some tolerance in this regard.”

Response: We agree, to the extent that “stray cattle” mean one or two. Larger
numbers of strays will not be tolerated.

25) “4. Because some of the scheduled moves result in long distances over rough terrain
during the heat of summer, we suggest that an allowance be made for occasional,
overnight use of a rest pasture during such moves.”

Response: We agree, but the Association must obtain permission from FWP for these
allowances, and preferably during the spring grazing association meeting, i.e. well in
advance of the need.

26) “5. To be in compliance with the Association’s USDA Forest Service Grazing Plan,
we suggest that the Forest Service move date on Page 7 under the “Grazing System
Methodology” section be changed to July 16.

Response: We agree and the date has been modified in the final EA and lease.

27) “6. To allow for a consistent number of hours of fence repair while allowing the
hourly rate to change with inflation, we suggest that the sentence regarding “the total cost
of fence repair” be removed from the paragraph in Appendix E of the Grazing Lease
(Appendix C to the EA).”

Response: While we understand the concern, we do not anticipate a change in hourly
rate to take effect during this three- year lease. Leaving that language in place ensures
that we will have to abide by it during the next three years. It adds certainty in costs
during this next three years.

28) “7. To clarify the language relating to fence maintenance in a manner that is
consistent with current practices, we suggest that edits be made through the document
explaining that the FWP is responsible for a pre-grazing season inspection and repair of
all WMA boundary and pasture fences and that the Association is responsible for all
incidental maintenance during the grazing season up to the maximum allowance of 170
hours. (If the FWP desires to contract with the Association for All R/L WMA fence
maintenance, we would be receptive.)”

Response: This has been our operating environment, so we will place language in the
EA that clearly states that operating environment. FWP is not interested in
contracting with the Association for all maintenance.

29) “8. To accommodate improved forage management and livestock distributions
throughout the R/L System, we suggest that the decision to remove the newly
constructed, single wire electric fences be reconsidered.”

Response: We will not remove the single strand electric fence. However, if the
Association desires to use it, they may but at their own costs of maintenance and
power. This effort will not be covered by the 170 hours of maitenance activity
mentioned in 7 above.
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30) “9. To allow for improved livestock distribution and reduce riparian impacts on
Robb and Ledford Creeks, we suggest that the Hogback Water Line be considered for
inclusion as a potential future infrastructure improvement.”

Response: The Hogback waterline will do nothing to resolve issues we addressed in
this lease renewal. In addition, we don’t recognize definitive gains for wildlife with its
construction.

31) “Throughout the documentation for the current EA and in various prior FWP
documents, frequent reference is made to a grazing density that provides “approximately
6 acres of primary range for each AUM of grazing”. It seems apparent from our
observations and calculations that the current grazing densities are well within that
objective. The stated acreage within the R/L System of 32,378 acres and the stated 3,235
AUMs harvested annually by the Association result in an effective grazing density across
the WMA of more then 10 acres of primary range for each AUM of grazing. This density
is far short of the 6 acre/AUM target set by the FWP and nearly 66% less than normal
stocking densities on public land grazing allotments across the west.”*Effective stocking
densities in the low elevation pastures (combined total of 10,680 acres) and a
recommended utilization of 559 AUMs early and 559 AUM s late is 9.5 acres per AUM.
If amendments are made to Alternative A to allow a 3 week duration in low elevation
pastures both spring and fall resulting in 1678 AUMs being harvested from the 10,680
acres, then a stocking density of 6.36 acres per AUM would be attained.”

Response: Although we follow your logic, the density calculations you are applying
above are not at the pasture level, i.e. they are calculated too broadly. For Example 10
acres of primary range for AUM at the R/L System level does not describe the issues we
are facing in the lower three pastures. As well, the calculation of 6.36 acres per AUM
on the lower three pastures with three weeks grazing is not a true depiction, because it
has been calculated based on the combine area of all three lower pastures, rather then
just one. We still feel the 2 week limitation on use in the lower 3 pastures will solve
many of the concerns that have lingered over the years.

32) “As an Association of progressive land managers, we give additional consideration
to the value of the landscape scale of this project that we participate in. When we include
the USDA Forest Service permit, the USDI BLM permit, and the additional DNRC State
Land leases that are held by the Association and its members, the total acres under the
cooperative management of the FWP and the Association exceed 52,500 acres.
Approximately 5,450 total AUMSs of forage are harvested annually within this system.
The Result is a very conservative grazing density where more then 9.6 acres of primary
range is allocated for each AUM of grazing across a vast landscape that includes the
headwaters of five significant watersheds.”

“Each Association member has a vested interest in maintaining the integrity of these
lands for multiple uses. We are all multigenerational, family operations with strong ties
to the land and our communities. We do not take our responsibilities lightly.”

Response: We also acknowledge the landscape scale coordination of grazing that takes
place in this area. We also do not want to imply that you have not been good stewards
of the land. We are simply trying to fix some issues with the grazing system that have
stifled the kind of improvements we are capable of seeing and documenting.
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33) The Association’s comments on the other 4 alternatives: “The other three grazing
alternatives and the fifth no-grazing alternative each have certain negative consequences
as follows: Extreme hardship on each of the Association members due to the loss of
available AUMs of summer grazing which are not readily available in the local market;
Reduced annual grazing revenue to FWP; Additional grazing pressure and reduced
wildlife opportunities on the McGuire property with removed from the R/L System;
Additional cost to FWP associated with re-fencing the McGuire property; Additional
wildlife impacts on adjoining private lands due to elk resistance to grazing decadent
forage; Reduced wildlife opportunities on Association members’ private lands due to
increased demands for livestock forage unavailable on WMA

Response: Thank you for your comments.

34) “....full support to the detailed comments as outlined by our neighbors, the
Robb/Ledford Association...... supports “Alternative A” with the inclusion of the
recommendations The Association has outlined in their comments.”

Response: Thank you for your comments.

35) “Fish, Wildlife and Parks recognizes the role private farms and ranches play in the
stewardship of our resources....FWP has been criticized for “being in the ranching
business”. If open space and wildlife are protected and the local agricultural
operations.....are kept in place, what better use of sportsman’s dollars can be
rationalized?”*“l would argue that it makes perfect sense in this new land development era
(another dust bowl disaster) for sportsmen, through government (FWP) to lend a hand to
keep the stewards who know how to care for it on the land, and protect the habitat for the
wildlife to enjoy.”

Response: Although FWP does recognize the role that landowners play in the
conservation of public resources, we have been unable to move the Robb Ledford
Grazing system into a more pivotal role in displaying the importance of
sportsmen/landowner collaboration. Changes in the current modified Alternative will
place some burden on the permittees, but with these changes we hope to demonstrate a
success for wildlife and livestock interests.

36) “I think the lack of cattle grazing is already dramatically documented on the
Blacktail Game Range, where no livestock grazing has occurred since that area was
established as EIk Winter Range thirty or more years ago. The forage on the Blacktail
WMA in the areas the elk do not frequent, especially riparian areas, has become so
decadent from lack of managed grazing, that more and more the elk are forsaking the
WMA for greener pastures on the ?Ruby Dell Ranch and other neighbors who graze
livestock...... | feel the local game biologist...., for whatever reason continues to
understate the number of elk that are on our and our neighbor’s property........ elk , which
are being displaced from the Blacktail for lack of suitable forage or whatever other
reason, are having on other private livestock operations which neighbor the two
WMA's...... As of today, about one year and nine months later, | have yet to receive any
correspondence that would indicate an action plan to address our elk problem is
forthcoming.”
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Response: We agree with your observations on the Blacktail. We will be addressing
the Blacktail distribution problem yet this year, but specific elk management issues on
the Blacktail WMA are outside the scope of this EA.

37) *.....are primarily managing for livestock, with a secondary emphasis on wildlife
and recreation.”

“Given the clearly degraded conditions, especially the soil resource and riparian areas,
that have cumulatively resulted from years of over-grazing, it would seem that you
should be preparing an EIS-not an EA-.....”

Response: Granted, the WMA had been grazed very intensively prior to FWP
acquisition. However, nearly all of the information collected on riparian areas and
upland vegetation communities indicates stability with slight improvement. The one
exception is a section of Robb Creek where the riparian fence is being proposed. We
believe the modified alternative A proposal will further improve the condition of the
vegetation. We also believe an EA is the appropriate level of environmental review.

38) “If FWP really wanted to manage the RLWMA to maximize the productivity of fish
and wildlife, their habitat, and thus biological diversity, it would re-introduce wild bison
and exclude cattle....... FWP should use the currently quarantined, disease-free bison
from Yellowstone NP to re-populate the RLWMA with this important native, keystone
species.”

Response: Consideration of re-introducing bison here is outside of the scope of this
EA.

39) “In addition to the inadequate monitoring and evaluation of cumulative impacts
detailed to great effect in GWA’s comments, it is simply not appropriate to be managing
the WMA for....attaining “PFC” standards in riparian areas.....While such a goal may be
appropriate for most lands administered by BLM, due to the widespread pervasive
degradation of such lands by historically intensive grazing practices, in no way can PFC
be considered an appropriate goal for an area like the RLWMA. What must be the
management objective instead is potential natural community, or PNC.”

Response: Our management direction is to work with current conditions and
encourage natural processes through active management that leads to re-establishment
of the natural soil and vegetative conditions.

40) “The mere fact that you find it necessary to construct miles of fencing along riparian
areas to protect them from cattle should provide some clue that grazing is not a toll that
benefits wildlife-and neither are fences for that matter.”

Response: On this landscape, livestock and fences are an integral part of life here both
for its people and wildlife. We have worked hard to ensure the fences that were built
on the WMA comply with our wildlife standards and to ensure that changes are made
in the grazing system when we feel that wildlife values are not being met. That is why
we have proposed the EA and selected an alternative that we feel will accommodate the
above concerns.
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41) *“Another problem with managing the RLWMA for livestock instead of wildlife, as is
clearly what you are proposing to continue doing, is that you have a built-in conflict
between management and encouraging wolves to assume their proper ecosystem function
in the area.”

Response: Wolves are a large landscape species, they have large home ranges and
move great distances to forage. They do not recognize property boundaries, just like
other wildlife. The basis for wolf management in this area of Montana will not be
successful if built around a refugia concept. Both Madison and Beaverhead Counties
are two of the largest livestock producing counties in Montana, and as such wolves will
be difficult to manage whether they are on private or public land.

42) “It seems this is a politically motivated proposed decision that is not true to your
mission.”

Response: The proposed alternative is intended to manage the WMA to produce
healthy vegetation and wildlife and accommodate domestic livestock grazing as a
complimentary use. It allows us to work cooperatively with adjacent landowners in
ways that produce a net benefit for wildlife. We believe our selected alternative is
consistent with FWP’s mission and it is not politically motivated.

43) interests, as well as the long-term health of our communities is an economic and land
use planning model that improves the lives of all of us.”

Response: We would agree with that statement, and we are trying to correct some
problems with the current lease that is preventing this area as being a showcase for
those thoughts and ideas.

44) “This land is for wildlife, not cattle ranching.”

Response: We believe the WMA can be managed for the benefit of wildlife and also
domestic livestock as complimentary uses. The RLWMA is not big enough to be a
wildlife island, it needs to have connection with and impact on the larger landscape.
Modified Alternative A makes that connection.

45) “I understand tall larkspur is a native species, important to the natural ecology of
Montana. However larkspur is prevalent throughout the area and reducing its population
in a small section vital to a grazing solution that will aid in the overall harmony of all
concerned parties seems the most obvious solution. This would not require a total loss of
the all larkspur in the most affected section but rather a thinning of the plant.”

Response: Larkspur is not a noxious weed it is a native species and is found
throughout the Gravelly Mountain complex. In treating larkspur, other native forbs
are also impacted. The best way to address the poisoning potential of larkspur is
either a later turnout date or the permitee extensively use feed supplements to armor
their cows as best they can against potential poison in July.

46) “.....each time there is a “conflict” (on R/L) between the cattle operations versus
wildlife populations and hunting opportunities, wildlife and hunting MUST trump the
cattle operations. That said, if we keep cattle on the lease, the lower pastures should only
be used for two weeks. | prefer the option that does not require the hunters and
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anglers...... to pay for fencing. But could live with other options that would require
fencing if they are chosen.”

Response: Modified Alternative A only allows two weeks of grazing on the lower
pastures.

47) “Wolves must be driven out of the Robb/Ledford and Blacktail Wildlife
Management Areas and not allowed to den in these landscapes. This is the only way to
give any big game species a chance to regain any significant population.”

Response: Wolves will not be driven out of these WMAs. However, as we continue to
implement wolf hunts, both of these area will be available for hunting. In addition,
livestock depredation by wolves will continue to follow protocols developed between
FWP and Wildlife Services in conjunction with livestock growers in stopping
predation.

48) “Larkspur poisoning is a problem in SW Montana and in Robb/Ledford. Why isn’t
FWP implementing a spraying program to control this fatal weed? If the larkspur was
controlled, pasture rotation conflicts would be minimized and rangeland production
would be enhanced.”

Response: Please refer to a similar comment above. In addition, we feel that the
modified Alternative A will work for the permitee, even though they may be moving
into areas of larkspur during it poisonous stage.

49) Elk survey data. Nine years’ elk survey data (EA Appendix G, Table 3); while not
very useful for evaluating elk responses to grazing the WMA, fail to show any consistent
attraction of elk to the cattle-grazed WMA.. In 2 of the last 3 years, most elk were
counted off the WMA.

Response: Our annual trend surveys for elk are not designed to evaluate this or any
other grazing system. Most of the elk that were counted off of the RLWMA were
actually from the Blacltail WMA, where that has been no grazing beginning with our
ownership (in 1972, 38 years). We are in the process of evaluating livestock grazing
and winter/spring elk movement patterns on the Wall Creek WMA. This information is
based on weekly ground counts, plotted on USGS topo maps. This information has
been collected methodically since 1984 (27 years). We plan on having final reports by
spring 2011.

We are using data from Wall Creek to apply and make inferences across all our WMAs
that have grazing systems in place. It is not practical to do the frequency and
consistency of work that has been done on Wall Creek, on the RLWMA due to
topographic differences which visually inhibit ground counting.

50) Vegetation survey data (EA, Appendix F) are not analyzed, and there is no basis in
these data for comparing the quantity of forage for ungulates or cover for ground or shrub
nesting birds between what occurs within the Robb-Ledford WMA livestock grazing
system vs. an area protected from livestock impacts.

Response: Most of the vegetation work to date has been oriented to ecological
condition and establishing data relative to long-term trend. There are no grazing
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exclosures on the Robb/Ledford system. All of the vegetation data has been analyzed
for 2003, 2004 and 2008 and are found in a modified Appendix F-RLWMA Vegetation
Data Analysis Rpts. 2003, 2004 and 2008. (the original Appendix F that was part of
draft EA, was electronically corrupted and so appeared only as data).

51) No pertinent studies. In the past 18 years with cattle use on the WMA, FWP has
done no studies to compare any wildlife responses to habitat on early livestock use vs.
late livestock use vs. no livestock use within the rest-rotation grazing system imposed on
the WMA. The impacts of livestock use on the WMA to elk, deer, antelope, moose, sage
grouse, westslope cutthroat trout and many other native species remains unknown.
Response: Direct impacts to wildlife are difficult to identify. However, our vegetation
data is considered one of our better indicators to the subtleties of impacts to wildlife.
With the exception of one area (along a portion of Robb Creek), all indications are
plant communities and the physiographic aspects that were so negatively impacted
through years of continuous grazing prior to FWP ownership, have stabilized and are
showing signs of improvement.

There have been concerns raised internally by FWP, and externally by members of the
public, regarding the amount of use the lower three pastures have been receiving. This
concern, internally has been focused on not leaving enough residual cover for wildlife
following a grazing treatment and that the intensity of use is far too high for a WMA.
That is why all of the alternatives analyzed that included grazing, restricted the lower
three pastures to no more then two weeks (from previous use patterns or from 5-8
weeks). We are recommending in the Modified Alternative A (preferred) to shorten the
grazing period from 5-8 weeks, to no more then two weeks in the lower three pastures.

We are applying a non-game and beaver survey and inventory protocol for the
RLWMA. Last summer, 2009, was the pilot year, with survey and inventory being fully
implemented each year of the livestock rotation over the next three years. Please refer
to a new Appendix I in the Final EA.

52) Literature review of grazing impacts inadequate. FWP has cited very little peer
reviewed science regarding the potentially significant impacts of livestock use on fish,
wildlife and their habitat. We review a substantial amount of such literature in
Attachment A and suggest the EA must be supplemented to reflect this breath of
knowledge regarding livestock impacts.

Response: We believe we have adequately assessed the potential impacts of livestock
grazing on fish, wildlife, and their habitats.

53) No adequate monitoring plan. FWP vaguely commits to measuring “forage
allocation, vegetative cover, non-game information and other conditions” to evaluate the
proposed 3-year lease (EA, p. 9). We are skeptical because no such monitoring has
produced data for evaluating the effects of the past 18 years of FWP administered
livestock use on the WMA with perhaps the exception of the riparian surveys discussed
in Appendix E, which only discuss changes from 1999 to 2005. It is important to note
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that this data, as sparse as it is, focuses on portions of Ledford and Robb creeks and is
likely the basis for FWP suggesting the riparian fence along Robb creek in order to
protect this stream from the adverse impacts that have occurred during previous rest-
rotation livestock use (Appendix E, page 1). Furthermore, while Ledford creek has
improved from a “non-functioning” stream to “functioning at risk”; major negative
factors offset these gains including an increased presence of invasive species and stream
channel incisement (Appendix E, page 1 & 5). As well, Appendix E (page 1) still
indicates that both streams have tremendous potential for improvement. FWP has not
adequately monitored the impacts of past livestock use on the WMA nor has FWP
publicly reviewed the current science regarding the probable impacts of additional
livestock use to the WMA and its fish and wildlife. Thus, based on the existing EA FWP
or the Commission can not make an informed decision about whether to submit the
WMA to additional livestock use impacts. FWP objectives are not specific and have not
been measured using a study design that includes replication, randomization and control
areas or standards. In this manner, FWP has been deficient in evaluating the impacts of
past livestock use to fish and wildlife on several of its WMAs, including Robb-Ledford,
for many years. We question how vague, un-quantified objectives and vague
commitments to study and/or monitor livestock impacts over the next 3 years will yield
new information of any significant value.

Response: Our proposed Alternative allows for adjustments is needed after 3 years. We
believe both have adequate information to make the current decision. You are correct
that our management proposal does not suggest management that involves a “study
design” as this is a management decision and not a research proposal. The proposed
lease will allow us to determine the net result of a grazing treatment that is 3 to 4
weeks shorter in the lower pastures. In addition, we will be conducting the first of a 3
year monitoring effort for nongame. In addition there will be at least three more
vegetation monitoring sites established in the three lower pastures yet this spring prior
to livestock arriving, These efforts combined will form part of the basis for whether we
enter into another 3 year lease.

54) Impacts of water diversion or of cattle impacts and water consumption, on
riparian habitats, swale vegetation, and availability of water for wildlife are not
adequately evaluated in the EA. Riparian habitats, vegetation on run-in (swale) sites,
and water are probably limiting factors for many wildlife species on the WMA. We need
a more complete evaluation and comparison of these resources among alternatives in the
EA (See Attachment A).

Response: The only water diversion resulting from this grazing system has been the
Kelly Springs water line. That water right is not owned by FWP, but rather by the
Ruby Dell Ranch. The water line was developed from their water right and actually
has allowed several of the neighbors to enter into systems with more rest, i.e. rest
rotation systems. As far as impacts from water consumption on wildlife and vegetation,
it is more an impact on the physical features of riparian areas, vegetation, and soils
that we are keying in on with our management practices.

A. Unstated or vague economic/social impacts (see Attachment B)
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55) The costs of livestock use are understated. Presentation of costs to manage
cattle on the WMA (EA, p. 5) appears to be incomplete. However, it appears these costs
have averaged more than $51,000 annually for 9 years of the current grazing contract.
We see no benefits from these substantial investments of sportsmen’s money as
compared to no action.

Response: please see Appendix K in final EA describing cost/benefits.

56) The cost of the McGuire DNRC lease is astounding and the benefits are
guestionable and not quantified. The justification and costs for incorporating the 3600-
acre “McGuire” state land property into the Robb-Ledford WMA grazing system are
unclear and questionable. Are we really paying the Ledford Grazing Association $25,000
each year for them to graze their own cattle on state leased land as well as waiving 170
AUMs of potential revenue? At $15/AUM that would be an additional cost/loss to the
FWP of $2,550 for a total of $27,550 annually. So we estimate a total cost of this
arrangement to the FWP to be approximately $275,500 over the past ten year grazing
agreement. We fail to see any significant fish and wildlife value from this substantial
expenditure of sportsmen’s dollars, which perpetuates cattle use across the entire WMA
(Appendix A, objective 2). This would more than pay for any fencing necessary to keep
the Association’s cows off the WMA.

Response: please see Appendix K in final EA describing cost/benefits.

57) We believe the EA is deficient in that there is no fiscal analysis of revenues and
costs for each alternative (See Attachment B). The full costs of each alternative are not
presented. All revenues and costs associated with each alternative and with the recent
grazing agreement should be presented in a table to compliment Table 1 of the EA. We
list some items that should be included in this accounting in Attachment B. We do not
expect the net costs of grazing the WMA with cattle will justify the impacts and alleged
benefits of cattle on the WMA. We do not accept the unsubstantiated statement (EA, p.
19) that “impacts to FWP would be most significant both in financial and staffing
resources” under alternative E. Indeed, the 2000 EA (Appendix H) indicates that a “no
grazing” alternative would have the least fiscal impact upon FWP. The 2009 EA must be
amended to represent this fact.

Response: Please see Appendix K, regarding cost benefit analysis.

58) Degradation of riparian areas and fish habitat is not adequately addressed (See
Attachment A). In 2005, both Robb and Ledford Creeks were “functional but at risk”.
The proposal is to use “water-gap” fencing to protect Robb Creek; however Ledford
Creek was rated to be in poorer condition in 2005 (EA Appendix E). Furthermore,
impacts on Rock Creek are ignored in the EA, although this stream has one of the purest
strains of westslope cutthroat trout. The specific conditions of other streams and riparian
areas are also lacking.

Response: Ledford Creek had a poorer rating because it has been farmed up to its
banks and has a healthy stand of smooth brome dominating the old hay meadow,
which is not known for its soil holding capacities relative to fibrous rooted
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bunchgrasses,. This is the result of previous ownership that will take years to restore.
Rock Creek was not ignored, it was treated openly and honestly in the fisheries write-
up and has been evaluated in the riparian surveys. Again, to highlight the relevancy of
all the vegetation work done to date, a portion of Robb Creek is the only place
identified that has shown a regression in condition. All other sites are stable to slowly
improving in ecological condition.

59) On our field trip, September 9, we noted streambank impacts, streambed siltation,
and heavy browsing on willows. In some areas, willows were isolated and not
reproducing. The woody portions of the riparian areas are narrow. Many portions of the
creeks are not shaded. These impacts occur in the habitat of westslope cutthroat trout, a
Tier-1 species in Montana. Removal of all cattle would be the surest, fastest and least
expensive way to alleviate these negative impacts and maximize wildlife values (See
Attachment A).

Response: Removal of all cattle may be the quickest way to see improvement in woody
vegetation if wildlife are not contributing to browsing intensity. With that said, just
eliminating livestock is not the only way to reach desired conditions.

60) Elk, moose and mule deer cover requirements are largely ignored. In some
seasons and under some weather conditions, the value of the WMA to elk, moose and
mule deer is likely more limited by cover of shrubs and trees along watercourses than by
forage. There are serious direct and indirect impacts of cattle grazing to these cover
resources, resulting from physical trampling of soils, browsing on willows and other
shrubs and trees, and required diversion of waters (See Attachment A). We envision the
proposed “water-gap” fence along Robb Creek as protecting an unnaturally narrow
corridor of cover that elk, moose and mule deer may access only by successfully
negotiating the proposed fence. The width of the proposed protected area along Robb
Creek is not provided in the EA. Moreover, we note that the proposed 3.84-miles of
fence will protect much less than 1.92 miles of Robb Creek riparian habitat, whereas
there is *“high and concentrated pressure” from cattle along 2.5 miles of the Creek (EA, p.
14). We assume less than 1.92 miles (3.84/2) of fence on each side of Robb Creek, with
some of the 3.84 miles of fence being used for an unspecified number of water gaps
allowing cattle access.

Response: The proposed fence location and water gaps (3) were designed by the
riparian ecologist to rectify the problems he documented on Robb Creek. We will make
design of the riparian fence wildlife friendly, with a let-down design.

61) Water developments and salting likely attract cattle into critical elk winter-
foraging areas. Expensive water developments and the distribution of salt blocks are
being used to attract cattle from sensitive riparian areas. While the EA admits this has
not been successful for eliminating unacceptable impacts to riparian areas, we expect that
there is some increase in cattle use of ridge tops. These ridge tops are arid with limited
forage production. However, during winter, forage on windswept, relatively snow free,
ridges can be critical elk feeding areas. Consequently, efforts to move cattle out of
riparian areas merely transfer cattle impacts to other important wildlife habitat (See
Attachment A).
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Response: The system that we are grazing livestock under is designed to provide
adequate forage and cover for wildlife. There are trade offs in dispersing cows across
a larger landscape. That is why the system design needs to be such as to accommodate
for cover and forage for wildlife across the habitats that are found on the WMA. In
this case, annually, 1/3 of the entire area is rested from livestock grazing, another 1/3
is deferred till fall allowing for full growth potential there and the remainder is grazed
during the growing season.

62) Cattle use requires interior fencing on the WMA. The EA provides no adequate
map to display the amount of fencing needed to subdivide the WMA into at least 6
livestock pastures, and to protect riparian areas. Fences inhibit wildlife movements and
are a source of mortality (See Attachment A). Interior fence construction and
maintenance have been, and continue to be, the largest identified expense in WMA
management — at least $149,000 (EA, p. 5 and elsewhere). These fences could be
removed under alternative E.

Response: We agree fences could be removed if Alternative E were selected. However,
a modified Alternative A is being recommended to the Commission, and under that
alternative, the internal fencing will continue to be used. All internal fences are
wildlife compatible, both in terms of height and wire spacing. You are correct that
fencing comes at some expense. There are boundary fences that exceed our state
standards and have posed some impediment to wildlife movement. Most of those fences
are along a common boundary with an adjacent landowner who grazes domestic bison
and are related to bison containment.

63) Impacts to most wildlife species on the WMA are largely ignored. While the EA
recognizes that many wildlife species use the WMA, the impacts of alternatives on these
species are not predicted; nor have they been evaluated for the past 18 years of livestock
use on the WMA.. Beaver are a case in point. Impacts of cattle grazing and of water
diversion on the WMA upon stream flows and upon riparian habitat inhibit beaver
occupation (See Attachment A). Absence of beaver affects many other species, including
trout, moose, amphibians and birds.

Response: We agree that with absence of beaver, there are many negative effects on
other species. Beaver surveys were conducted this last fall on Robb Ledford. We will
be evaluating the potential need for restoration efforts of beaver based on available
suitable habitat that may be unoccupied. We question the suggestion that links lack of
beaver to water diversions or current cattle grazing practices on the Robb Ledford
WMA.

64) Aside from impacts on ungulate cover, removing 3235 AUMs of forage under
alternative A, based solely on AUM equivalents, removes forage that could support up to
566 elk, or 2100 mule deer, or 2900 pronghorn, or 1860 bighorn, or 323 moose, or 215
wild bison.

Response: This is not a valid comparison of livestock AUM allocation and what it
could support in terms of wildlife because of the following: diet and foraging
differences between moose/deer/pronghorn, bighorn and elk and domestic cattle are
significant. Wildlife are not being managed by fences and pastures. Wild bison might
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be the closest to comparison, but even that species if managed as wildlife would not be
confined to the WMA pasture design.

65) Livestock management extension is not a mission of FWP. FWP states that
using the WMA as a demonstration area showcasing how cattle use and wildlife may
coexist is an objective of Robb-Ledford WMA management (EA, p. 5; EA Appendix A,
Objective 3). We doubt that wildlife benefits of cattle use can be showcased on Robb-
Ledford as these benefits have not been demonstrated, as noted above.

Response: We disagree in that almost 70% of Montana is private land and agriculture
livestock husbandry is a major use of that private land. Our challenge is to manage
wildlife on a landscape that includes both public and private land, where domestic
livestock grazing and wildlife use are both occurring. In the case of Robb Ledford
WMA, we have identified a primary problem with the current grazing application. We
are addressing it through a proposed lease renewal and modification.

66) We believe the EA describes a livestock management demonstration project, not a
wildlife management demonstration project, as authorized in MCA 87-1-210. Our
contention is supported by (1) wording in objective 3 (EA, p. 5): “maintaining a healthy
rangeland” rather than healthy and diverse wildlife habitats (good range conditions do not
necessarily equate to high quality and quantity of wildlife habitat — See Attachment A);
and (2) the lack of measurement of wildlife responses to the past livestock use.
Response: We disagree. We are continuing to monitor and evaluate impacts, both
negative and positive, to vegetation, wildlife habitat and wildlife. We are assessing
changes and continually adapting both the ecological and social application of our
management. The authors who originally wrote the objectives in 1991 used
“rangeland” as a descriptor of native grassland. Today we would use a different term,
so we will modify the term rangeland to grass land in the final EA.

67) We are not opposed to livestock management extension and education, per se.
However, we note that other state and federal agencies have agricultural extension and
education missions, funded by all citizens. Funding livestock management extension
with sportspersons’ dollars is a diversion of these monies from the purposes for which
license fees were established.

Response: We disagree. We have used some of our WMAs and the grazing systems we
are involved with to expand positive influences for wildlife across a larger landscape.
Those programs have benefited wildlife and hunter opportunity. Those individuals
involved with our livestock grazing systems all allow public hunting, some are enrolled
in block management. They all tolerate wildlife on their properties.

68) Subsidizing the local livestock economy is not a mission of FWP. The EA notes
that summer pasture is important for the “economic viability” of some WMA permittees
(p. 26); that the Association may not be able to use BLM lands tied to the base property
of the WMA (p. 27); and that removal of cattle from the WMA could possibly create
additional expenses for the Association (p. 27). We note that directly subsidizing
livestock economies is not a mission of FWP. We question the appropriateness of
diverting limited license fees or other FWP funds provided exclusively by hunters and
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anglers for such purposes. Any subsidies to the livestock industry should come from
general state or federal budgets established and funded by all citizens.

Response: We agree we should not be subsidizing the livestock industry and we are not
doing that here. By utilizing grazing on the WMA, we are creating benefits well
beyond our borders to include: impacting livestock grazing systems on adjacent
federal, state and private lands; helping to keep traditional agriculture in place over
other types of land uses such as subdivision; keeping lands open to public hunting:
and providing education and collaboration between sportsmen and women,
agricultural interests and FWP.

69) Cumulative effects of sheep trailing and cattle use on the WMA are not
addressed in the EA. FWP is committed, by a signed MOU, to allowing domestic sheep
to trail and graze across the WMA twice each year (EA, p. 12). The timing and number
of domestic sheep using the WMA, the location of this trailing within the WMA, and the
number of AUMSs removed by domestic sheep are not presented in the EA. It is likely
that domestic sheep impacts sometimes occur in areas that are scheduled for rest. The
presence of domestic sheep is also problematic for a variety of wildlife species, but in
particular bighorn sheep (See Attachment A). These cumulative impacts must at least be
acknowledged, if not estimated in the EA.

Response: We have established a different but companion process for the sheep
trailing issue, see page 12 of the EA. As will be fully established in the sheep EA,
trailing occurs through the upper portion of the WMA, thereby avoiding the areas of
most concern (the lower pastures). In addition, a full description of AUMs and timing
of use will be presented in the sheep trailing EA. At the same time, the status of the
Greenhorns sheep transplant will be reviewed, see page 12 of this EA.

70) Cattle use on the Robb Ledford WMA precludes use of the WMA for bison
conservation. FWP currently has about 100 bison in quarantine pens near Yellowstone
National Park. These bison are as Brucella-free as can be measured without slaughter.
They are part of ongoing research on Brucella latency, or lack of latency, in bison; and
they need a home. In 2006, FWP stated it would prefer to relocate bison from the
quarantine pens to suitable public lands in Montana (Decision Notice, Bison quarantine
Feasibility Study). Now, FWP states it may have to slaughter these bison if a suitable
relocation site cannot be found. This would prematurely end the research and eliminate
these bison as a source for reestablishing wild bison, now extirpated from Montana.
Robb-Ledford WMA is a suitable location for relocating the quarantine bison, continuing
the Brucella research for the intended 4-5 more years, and developing a huntable
population of wild bison in Montana. Alternative E, cessation of cattle grazing on the
WMA, should be selected to allow this important step toward reestablishment and
conservation of wild bison in Montana. Indeed, if cattle grazing does improve forage
conditions for elk on the WMA (EA, page 22), this objective should be achieved with
public-trust wild bison on our public land.

Response: Moving bison onto the RLWMA at this point in time is premature. We have
not yet developed our State’s bison management plan that would outline criteria for
determining release sites for bison.
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71) Cattle use precludes other habitat-management options. By diverting funds,
personnel and land resources to cattle management, FWP forgoes opportunities for
adaptive wildlife management using natural processes on the WMA.. Opportunities for
land trades, prescribed fire, beaver, bison, bighorn and/or westslope cutthroat trout
reintroduction should be explored in detail (See Attachment A). Retirement of the BLM
and Forest Service allotments associated with the WMA should also be considered.
Response: We disagree with the assertion that with the resources we are using to
manage cattle, we are foregoing opportunities for land trades, prescribed fire, beaver,
bison, bighorn, westslope cutthroat trout or any other wildlife restoration opportunity.
For example, our first beaver survey was conducted this past summer and efforts will
be made to determine if there needs to be augmentation in any of the areas of the
WMA. We are evaluating elk movements from the adjacent WMA (Blacktail) and
contemplating habitat management actions there to enhance its value for elk in hopes
of modifying these movement patterns.

Retirement of the BLM and Forest Service allotments are outside the scope of the
analysis of this EA.

72) Inall grazing alternatives, cattle would interfere with camping, fishing and
hunting seasons. Cattle would be present on the WMA during prime camping and
fishing seasons as well most if not all of the archery season and significant portions of the
upland game bird seasons. In two grazing alternatives, cattle would be on the WMA until
2 days before the regular big-game season, which conflicts with the opening week to 10
days of antelope rifle season. This will degrade hunting, angling and camping
experiences and likely will influence big game distributions and availability.

Response: We have addressed this issue in the EA under Access and Recreation
beginning on page 25. However, in this decision notice, we are recommending a
modified Alternative A which would require livestock to be off the system by October 15
(one week earlier then in original Alt. A). This modification will ensure there will be no
overlap with the general big game season, but will continue to have a slight overlap
with the antelope season. Impacts would be the same as described under Alternative B
in the draft EA, page 26.

73) Grazing Association compliance with lease terms has been poor. On September
9, cattle were found in the Ledford Ridge, Lower Robb Creek and Swamp Rock Creek
pastures at the same time. Based on the grazing schedules in Appendix C, this should not
occur. Further, the EA notes that compliance with grazing schedules in the past has been
poor, with cattle leaving the early-season lower pasture up to 8 weeks behind schedule
over a period of many years. Based on these observations, FWP’s ability to enforce
compliance with the lease grazing schedule is questionable.
Response: While we understand the skepticism in this comment, we have placed in the
decision notice and EA in “General Terms of the Lease” (page 9 &10) to include the
following new/modified terms:
= No more than two weeks of grazing will be allowed in the lower pastures in the spring
or fall treatments. More specifically in the spring, livestock will be required to move
on or before July 6, into the high elevation pasture.
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= |f lessees are unable to comply with the on or before July 6" movement requirements
during any given year of the existing lease, the turn out date will default the
following year to July 1 with movement to the high elevation pasture on or before
July 15 throughout the remainder of the lease term.

= A new lease will be adopted at the November 2012 FWP Commission meeting. It will
be based on the effectiveness of this lease in adhering to movement requirements as
well as vegetation and wildlife data that will be collected during the next three years.
A primary criterion will be based on tall larkspur. If larkspur poisoning becomes
burdensome to the lessees, the new lease will default to Alternative B or alternative D
as described and analyzed in this EA and Decision Notice.

74) Reference to 6 AcressAUM recommended in 1991 seems misleading. The Joel
Peterson memo (EA, p. 3) noted a 1991 recommendation of 2000 AUMs for cattle on the
WMA. Peterson stated that not all areas of the WMA would be in the grazing system
“because they are critical winter range.” It is unclear if Peterson is including DNRC
lands leased by FWP as part of “the WMA” at this time.

Response: We agree it is unclear.

75) FWP states (EA, p. 4) that it can accommodate going from 500 AU (2000 AUM) to
3235 AUM, while maintaining a grazing density of 6 acres/AUM, because the McGuire
property is added to the grazing system. This is a 62% increase in AUMSs above the 1991
recommendation. We contend it will take more than the McGuire acres to contribute a
62% increase in available AUMs. We suspect that other lands previously reserved from
cattle grazing (Peterson’s critical winter range?) are now in the system. In any event, the
justification for going from the 1991 recommendation of 2000 AUM s to the present 3235
AUMs while maintaining the 1991 recommended 6 acres/AUM is unclear.

Response: The justification was described in the EA on pages 3 & 4. The FWP
Commission directed the FWP to accommodate the higher AUM levels, based on all
FWP deeded, FWP DNRC lease and the McGuire Association DNRC lease, and to
implement all the improvements needed to accommodate the higher stocking rates.

76) Further, we note the acknowledged problems of keeping cattle from overusing
riparian areas of the WMA, despite the availability of forage in other areas. Adding acres
and potential AUMs to the grazing system may hold the grazing density to 6 acres/AUM.
But this standard becomes meaningless if the additional acres and potential AUMs are
unused because cattle prefer riparian areas (See Attachment A).

Response: The riparian fence proposal in Alternative A through C will prevent
overuse of the riparian area and help to distribute cattle use.

77) Livestock diseases are a threat to wildlife. Several diseases carried by cattle and
domestic sheep can be transmitted to wild ungulates (See Attachment A). There are few
places in Montana where this transmission may not occur. State WMASs should be such
places.

Response: None of our WMAs are islands unto themselves. Even Yellowstone at 2
million acres is not an island with regard to livestock/wildlife diseases. They are part
of a working landscape surrounded by agricultural interests. But more importantly,
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wildlife move broadly across the private/public landscape. Many of the species have
huge home ranges and are likely to be exposed to livestock diseases throughout their
year round movement patterns. From a practical standpoint, keeping all livestock off a
WMA like Robb Ledford will do little to decrease the disease transmission risk to
wildlife that require an area much larger then the WMA for their year round existence.

78) Lastly, because of the unfortunate Greenhorn sheep-trailing MOU, the Gallatin
Wildlife Association requests that the following sentence be added to any final EA,
decision notice or grazing lease for continuing livestock grazing on the WMA:

Unless clearly stated, nothing in this document implies, creates, confirms or reinforces
any private right or claim to use or access any public trust resource, including wildlife,
public land or water; nor does anything herein diminish or preclude any mandate or
authority of Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks to manage and conserve these public trust
resources for the benefit of all citizens.

Response: Our agricultural leases all have language to protect the FWP/public land
interest. We have made one other modification in the lease and it states, “The new
lease will be with individual members as represented by the Association” (found on
page 9 of EA under General Terms of the lease). This modification is to ensure that
we have authority over what individual will be allowed to graze a WMA.

79) The draft EA is inadequate in that it does not present a strict account of all revenues
expected and of all money intended to be spent for each alternative. MEPA requires
presentation of economic considerations and a detailed statement of the economic
advantages and disadvantages of each proposal. Further, the net cost of the project will
be an irretrievable use of resources that must be clarified. Lastly, the Montana
Constitution requires the legislature to insure strict accountability of all revenue received
and all money spent by the state. (We note that the table presented on page 5 of the EA is
inadequate for purposes of evaluating the true costs of the grazing program during 2000-
2009.) There should be a fiscal table to accompany the AUM s table on page 8 of the EA.
Therefore, we request an itemized accounting of annualized costs and revenues
associated with the Robb-Ledford WMA livestock lease during the tenure of the most
recent 10 year agreement, and for each proposed alternative we request itemized
estimates of annualized costs and revenues expected in the proposed 3-year agreement,
for comparison.

These accountings should include, but not be limited to:

A. The average annual cost of leasing DNRC lands in the WMA,;

B. The past and expected annual revenues from the Ledford Creek Grazing
Association, noting the numbers of acres and AUMs paid for;

C. Any amounts due FWP from the Association that have been or will be
relinquished in exchange for use of Association lands, resources, or for services
rendered by the Association. The resources or services provided by the
Association should be specified,;

D. FWHP real estate taxes per year, based on the most recent year;

E. Separately listed costs for (a) constructing and (b) maintaining interior fences, or
any exterior fences necessitated solely to control cattle that might leave the

25



WMA,; include both FWP costs and the costs to reimburse the Association for
fence maintenance;

F. Separately listed costs for (a) constructing and (b) maintaining and operating the
Kelly Springs water development and pipeline and any other water development
or pipeline used to provide water to cattle;

G. Separately listed costs for (a) constructing and (b) maintaining any cattle guards
within the WMA,

H. Annualized FWP expenses for weed control on the WMA;

Any FWP income from the sale of water (from FWP water rights), noting, in any

case, how much water is annually diverted from Kelly Spring or elsewhere on the

WMA, and how much of this water leaves the WMA,

J.  Any costs and/or revenues associated with Association use of the FWP cabin on
the WMA,

K. Annual FWP costs for monitoring the livestock lease compliance, including
personnel and travel costs;

L. Annualized FWP costs to measure vegetation and other attributes of the WMA
and surrounding ecosystem, as measures of the results from implementing each
alternative;

M. All other FWP personnel costs for administering the livestock lease, including
negotiating and developing leases and environmental assessments;

N. Any amount of FWP expenses that are reimbursed by Federal Aid;

O. All other incomes and expenses for each alternative, so that;

P. The net cost of each alternative is presented.

Response: We have prepared an Appendix K that estimates costs and income over the
next three years. There are some assumptions made about whether the Ledford Creek
Grazing Association would be involved with grazing under any but Alternative A.

80) We find the grazing lease No. 3022.7(B) 02 (Appendix C to the draft EA) pre-
decisional in that it specifies a grazing lease from June 22, 2010 ending October 22, 2012
with terms outlined in Alternative A of the draft EA, which are not substantially different
from the terms of the 2000 grazing lease (1118 Animal Units (2236 cows and calves) for
4 months of use). We also note and object that the Department may increase the grazing
capacity at its discretion (#3, page 1 of grazing lease) without public notification.
Response: We disagree. The draft lease is included as an attachment to help clarify
what it may look like. That attachment did not represent or suggest a decision had
been made. The verbage you object to (#3, page 1) says in its entirety: “The
Department reserves the right to determine the grazing capacity of the leased lands
annually or from time to time as the Department in its discretion shall determine
necessary and to increase or decrease the grazing capacity. If the Department
determines that the grazing capacity of the leased lands should be increased or
decreased, the Lessee agrees to pay an increased or decreased rental based upon the
Department’s determination, provided the Lessee actually grazes livestock to the level
of any increased capacity.” This is simply legal language that protects FWP’s right to
manage the property and set rates and fees.
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81) How does FWP monitor/determine if any livestock using the WMA are in violation
of the grazing plan for any given year and any given time period within that year? We
contend livestock use was out of compliance with the plan of use for 2009 when we
visited the WMA on September 9™. As well, the Department determined numerous
violations with the grazing plan over the life of the past 10 year agreement (Last
paragraph, page 4, first paragraph page 6 and Table 1, page 8, EA). From page 4: “The
plan prescribes a movement from the early use pasture to the next higher elevation
pasture to occur in early July. During the last 10 years, that movement has not taken place
until the end of the third week of July, and in one year not until mid-August driven by a
concern over tall larkspur poisoning.” From page 6: “During the last 10 years under the
2000 lease, the lower elevation pastures had a two-week grazing prescription without
hard movement dates. What has occurred during that year period is an actual use in the
low elevation pastures of five to eight weeks resulting in a 2-3 acre per AUM grazing
intensity, more then double what was prescribed. This high grazing intensity has resulted
in a loss of cover and forage for wildlife that has far exceeded prescription and
contributed to riparian resource concerns on lower Robb Creek. As a result, objectives 2,
3,4,5, 8, and 9 as described in the 1999 management plan have not been fully met in
many years for the system as a whole.” And from Table 1, page 8: “Early July real
movement dates have ranged from July 15 to August 8 due to concerns over tall larkspur
poisoning.” However, these violations are not specifically identified on an annual basis.
We note that violations to the plan are to be remedied by the lessee paying 3 times the
number of animals found in violation (Appendix C, page 2, #4, Remedies for
Unauthorized Uses and Practices). What if any remedies for this unauthorized use were
collected by the Department?

Response: Remember Appendix C is a draft lease with proposed new language,
including the violation clause you described above. We have drafted new language to
replace the language you just mentioned and it is described in the EA and Decision
Notice. FWP personnel will be on site on July 7 to determine compliance with the
language of the new lease. Notes will be taken and an official compliance report
written.

The long period during which the lower pastures were grazed much longer then
prescribed was due to uncertainty over tall larkspur poisoning. The last thing called
for in the original grazing plan was erection of a single strand electric fence if needed
to minimize tall larkspur poisoning.

82) We find the “lease formula” (Exhibit A of Appendix C of the EA) to be both
confusing and astounding. First, please clarify that 1118 animal units equals 2236 cows
and calves because an animal unit equals a cow with calf. As well, please clarify who
controls the Forest Service, BLM and DNRC livestock leases associated with the Robb-
Ledford WMA. It appears these leases include some 880+57+300 AUMs on Forest
Service and BLM lands for a total of 1,237 AUMS. What are the fees paid for the use of
these public lands? Is the FWP subleasing these lands to the Association? Furthermore,
for the remaining AUMSs we are concerned about this statement on page 1 of the lease:
“Qut of the 3235 AUMs, 170 are not charged to the Association because of the McGuire
exchange”. What exactly is the McGuire exchange? It is further noted, on the same
page, that the charge to the Ledford Creek Grazing Association, for the lease to graze the
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WMA, is reduced by $25,000 for the McGuire exchange. What is the rationale for this
kickback to the Association? We would like an explanation why FWP has been paying
the Association for Association cows to graze Association-leased land. As well, this
lease formula refers to a DNRC rate and a deeded land rate, but reveals neither. Please
clarify what these rates were for each year of the previous 10 year lease.

Response: One animal unit is a cow/calf pair and 1118 animal units does equal 1118
cow/calf pairs and that equals 2236cow and calves combined. Second The BLM and
FS control their own leases, and FWP controls their deeded, FWP DNRC leases and
McGuire/Ledford Grazing Association DNRC lease through an exchange agreement
with the Ledford Grazing Association. The Ledford Creek Grazing Association pays
their own fees to the Federal Government for the use of the lands the BLM and USFS
administer. FWP has 100 AUMs outside of the R/LCGS, 25 are charged at the FWP
deeded rate and 75 are charged at the two times the DNRC rate.

The McGuire Exchange is briefly described in Appendix B. In summary, it gives FWP
administrative responsibility for managing the DNRC McGuire Lease that is held by
the Ledford Grazing Association. FWP is essentially subleasing the McGuire place
from the Ledford Creek Grazing Association. They pay DNRC approximately $27,360
annually for the DNRC lease and through an exchange agreement we deduct that
payment to fully incorporate the McGuire lease fully into the WMA management.

The $25,000 plus the 170 AUM deductions off the final bill is the exchange and
payment method that has been use to fully incorporate the McGuire Lease into the RL
grazing system.

83) We object to the Department paying the Association up to $1,368.84/year
($8.052/Hr up to 10 hours/week) in livestock fence maintenance fees (Exhibit E, page 11
of Appendix C, EA) especially when the Association has been out of compliance with the
grazing plan. How much has the Department paid the Association in livestock fence
maintenance fees over the life of the last 10 year grazing plan?

Response: Over the life of the last lease agreement, we have had in place a value of no
more then $1,368.84/year to be paid for services rendered in fixing fence throughout
the summer grazing season. That equates to about $13,688.40 over the course of the
past 10 year lease. The rationale for paying for this maintenance activity is the
remoteness of the WMA for our crew to travel there for routine repairs and
maintenance during the grazing season. We do summer maintenance ourselves on
other projects like Wall Creek, but Robb Ledford is too remote to make that
maintenance practical for our crews.

84) The EA admits, on page 5, to spending $460,984 of our dollars over nine years of the
recent 10-year lease to accommodate cattle grazing. Most monies were spent on interior
fencing and the Kelly Springs livestock water development, both negatives for wildlife.
An average of $51,210 per year is admitted to have been spent. We contend that several
costs of the last grazing lease have not been included in the EA. Weed control costs are
not mentioned. Temporary electric fencing to protect cattle from larkspur is not
mentioned. Most importantly, personnel and other administrative costs for developing
and managing the lease, including the EA, are not mentioned. In most organizations,
administrative overhead costs exceed 50% of direct project costs. Consequently, FW&P
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could easily be spending well over $75,000/year to manage cattle on Robb/Ledford
WMA.

Response: The total on page 5 of the EA includes the electric fence. The costs of
doing an EA or monitoring vegetation or other wildlife are not included.

85) These costs are expected to continue under alternative A of the EA, which would
continue to provide 3235 AUMs of forage to the R/L Grazing Association. Note that an
additional fence would be constructed for $43,271 to protect some of Robb Creek from
cattle. There will also be additional costs for maintaining an unknown number of miles
of other cattle fencing on the WMA.. (Despite our queries, we have been unable to learn
how many miles of interior fencing have been constructed to manage cattle on the WMA
and where they are located.) Administrative costs for managing the grazing lease would
continue.

Response: These costs would continue under all the grazing alternatives in the EA
(includes A, B, C, D). The only grazing alternative that would not require the $43,271
riparian fence is Alt. D. In the final EA and Decision Notice please find attached a
map of the grazing system with all fences displayed, Appendix J.

86) While the McGuire property is 11% of the land in the grazing system, and should
provide 11% of the AUMSs, 52% of the cost for the system’s AUMs is rescinded to get the
McGuire lease into the grazing system. The McGuire property is an expensive lease
from DNRC, no matter how it is viewed. The R/L grazing system takes 356 AUMs/year
from the property; that’s $76.88/AUM! However, DNRC rates the property as having
1059 available AUMs. This is $25.85/AUM, still a high rate. We are told that the
McGuire lease is expensive because the Grazing Association believed it was bidding
against Ted Turner for the first lease. We have also been told that the Association was
assured at the time that FWP would cover the costs of a high bid, although that cannot be
verified. We do not know if the lease has been rebid one or more times since the original
bid, but the costs have remained high. Rescinding the high cost of the McGuire lease to
the Grazing Association is an example of the extreme lengths that FWP has determined to
go in order to provide for cattle grazing on the WMA.

Response: The McGuire DNRC lease is an expensive lease. It is an important piece of
the landscape and has important winter range and riparian values associated with it.
Yes, it is expensive, but previous managers have felt it to be important enough to try to
incorporate it into the WMA and its grazing system. By doing so, the grazing intensity
was reduced by almost 2/3s and that made it a particularly attractive piece of a grazing
system for FWP’s perspective.

87) If the net annual revenue to FWP from the R/L grazing system is $25,601, and if the
costs to FWP for running the system have been in excess of $75,000/year, it has cost
FWP more than $49,399/year to run cows on the WMA.. For the 10 year lease this would
be a cost to the FWP and sportsmen of Montana of $490,399. This is public money that,
we contend, harms the wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities on the WMA. It is
also public money that could be spent improving the habitat of the WMA, or to purchase
additional available lands for WMAs or fishing access sites.
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Response: Modified Alternative A will provide a 56,684.04 surplus over the 3 year
lease as displayed in Appendix K. However, that net gain in income will be off set by
the cost of building the riparian fence at an approximate $43,271. We believe the
previous investments are far more than offset by the benefits received well beyond the
borders of the WMA as described previously.

88) At Robb Ledford, public funds are being used extravagantly to produce private
benefits, while the overall impact of the grazing program to public-trust resources is
negative. We suggest a comprehensive independent audit be conducted and revealed to
the public before FWP agrees to any additional livestock lease. Selecting alternative E
for at least a three year time period would likely prove highly beneficial to both the
affected environment of the WMA as well as FWP’s budget.

Response: We do not agree. Although a considerable amount of money has been
spent on capital improvements, those improvements were conducted in accordance with
the grazing plan as directed by a previous FWP Commission. The plan has had
problems, primarily a result of tall larkspur complicating movement of livestock for the
first 18 years of grazing under FWP ownership. Selecting Alternative E will result in
additional dollars being spent, estimated roughly at over $170,000 just for fence
construction to keep cows off the WMA. In addition, FWP and sportsmen would likely
lose hunting opportunities on the ranches involved in the Ledford Creek Grazing
Association and likely supportive neighbors as well. There will be a substantial
indirect cost associated with picking Alternative E. The suggested audit is outside the
scope of this EA.

89) “We were told by FWP the grazing system would improve the riparian vegetation
but now FWP is proposing to fence the riparian area for $43,000 why? Looks like the
grazing system was never followed to me, a lot like BLM.

Response: The move dates from the early pastures were not followed, primarily due to
perceived complications from tall larkspur.

90) FWP produced no data that was to evaluate the grazing system and all vegetation.
Riparian vegetation is the least used habitat for elk on the R-L WMA. No plots were ever
established on the winter range that would be used by wintering elk. No vegetative or
photo plots were established to evaluate Idaho fescue and bluebunch wheatgrass on the
elk winter range, why? How many range plots were established on the area and measured
over the years? Any range photographic history on the area? There are no range study
proposals on the new plan as well.

Response: There are 5 permanently marked long-term vegetation monitoring sites. A
High Elevation Site with 6 transects having 12 photo points, 60 photo plots and 60
Daubenmire quadrats: A Mid Elevation site with 6 transects having 12 photo points, 60
photo plots and 60 Daubenmire quadrats: A Bench Site with 6 transects having 12
photo points, 60 photo plots and 60 Daubenmire quadrats; A Robb Creek Site with 6
transects having 12 photo points, 60 photo plots and 60 Daubenmire quadrats; A Battle
Ranch Site with 16 Daubenmire and line intercept transects having 32 photo points,
160 photo plots and 160 Daubenmire quadrats.
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In Summary, there are 40 transects with 80 photo points, 400 photo plots, 22 line
intercepts, 400 Daubenmire quadrats for a total of 2,376 data collections made since
2003

In addition, there will be 3 additional monitoring sites established in the lower pastures
(sites will include transects, photo point & photo plots).

These transects were read in 2003, 2004, and 2008.

91) A three pasture Rest-Rotation grazing formula, with three elevation pastures and
riparian vegetation in each with a conservative number of livestock, would have been
most practical since this is an elk winter range not a grazing area like BLM, DNRC, and
USFS public lands.

Response: With the improvements made over the last 10 years, it is logical and
appropriate that we follow the rotational prescriptions with a special emphasis on the
lower three pastures.

92) What is the number of livestock and AUM’s in this new plan? What have they been
since 19877

Response: The history of AUMS is as follows: 1988 to 1990 — 9600 AUMs (6 month
grazing season): 1991-5855 AUMSs (4 month grazing season): 1992 to 1999 — 3495
AUMs (4 month grazing season): 2000 to 2009 — 3285 AUMSs (4 month grazing
season, 1118 AU); and proposed for 2010 to 2012 — 2955 AUM s (3.75 month grazing
season, 1118 AU)

93) It appears that where we are today is that FWP’s management directions for wildlife
are responsive and conditional to livestock grazing impacts.

Agreements to reduce the Animal Units through the years and to lessen grazing impacts
while improving wildlife habitats have been problematic, complicated, unresolved and
appear to be resisted by the Grazing Association and not fully realized. Bluntly, the 5-8
weeks of grazing does not work as beneficial to forage of cover for wildlife or riparian
zones, the grazing intensity is far too great as well as contrary to established management
plans, the intent of the WMA and the related mitigation expenditures are inconsistent
with the use of sportspersons funding. These impacts and other factors are guiding our
specific comments to the proposed Alternatives

Lease Terms (Proposed Action Description, 8. Alternatives, pg6) throughout,
....disagrees with the inclusion that FWP, sportsperson dollars will be used to reimburse
for labor costs to maintain existing fencing that is in place to mitigate domestic livestock
grazing. One of the biggest issues appears to be dense patches of tall larkspur and
potential impacts to livestock during certain times of the year. This adds a significant
burden to FWP time and fiscal resources.....believes that any mitigation in this regard is
the burden to the Lessees and not sportspersons or FWP.

Response: In the lease terms, we have provided up to $1,368 annually, about 10
hours/week, to do minor maintenance. We believe this compensation is appropriate
given the remoteness of the Robb Ledford, and the time and costs of travel. If the
Ledford Grazing Association choose to use the single strand of electric fence to
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manage larkspur use, it will be their responsibility to manage that fence. Those efforts
are beyond the 10 hours/week of minor maintenance. It is FWP’s responsibility to
make sure the fences are up and repaired and ready to take livestock in the spring.

94) ...recognizes some values for the inclusion of the McGuire property in the RLWMA
grazing system but questions the cost/benefits of he arrangement using more then
$25,000 of sportspersons hard earned dollars in comparison to having the properties in
the System. ....believes that information in this regard, not included in the Draft EA, a
cost/benefit analysis, must be provided for public scrutiny.

Response: That analysis is available in Appendix K.

95) ..... the AUMs and time frames are acceptable in Alternative D...... but Alternative E
would provide the greatest, long-term benefits to wildlife and sportspersons....but may be
accepting of a new alternative that maintains positive relationships between ranchers,
livestock interests and sportspersons if it more fully ensured management in the best
interest of wildlife and all resources held in the public trust.

Response: We are proposing a modified Alternative A, which provides for an October
15 off date and a week later on day in June. The modified alternative also requires
movement from the low pasture on or before July 6, with a penalty that if violated will
go into effect the following grazing season.

96) ...is troubled by the lack of current, comprehensive vegetative survey data
(Appendix F) documenting grazing regime impacts to forage quality, ground cover, and
necessary shrubs.

Response: There are 5 permanently marked long-term vegetation monitoring sites. A
High Elevation Site with 6 transects having 12 photo points, 60 photo plots and 60
Daubenmire quadrats: A Mid Elevation site with 6 transects having 12 photo points, 60
photo plots and 60 Daubenmire quadrats: A Bench Site with 6 transects having 12
photo points, 60 photo plots and 60 Daubenmire quadrats; A Robb Creek Site with 6
transects having 12 photo points, 60 photo plots and 60 Daubenmire quadrats; A Battle
Ranch Site with 16 Daubenmire and line intercept transects having 32 photo points,
160 photo plots and 160 Daubenmire quadrats.

In Summary, there are 40 transects with 80 photo points, 400 photo plots, 22 line
intercepts, 400 Daubenmire quadrats for a total of 2,376 data collections made since
2003.

In addition, there will be 3 additional monitoring sites established in the lower pastures
(sites will include transects, photo point & photo plots).

These transects were read in 2003, 2004 and 2008.

For a description of the non-game and furbearer work that will be conduced over the
next three years , please refer to Appendix I, in final EA.

97) Riparian, fish habitats, and fisheries protections within the Draft EA are inadequate.
We strongly urge that a full fish inventory of Crows Nest Creek, Taylor Creek, Swamp,
and Indian Creeks be conducted before a grazing plan is approved that may have impacts
to these waterways. Additionally...... believes actions to protect and enhance a Tier-1
species, westslope cutthroat trout are inadequate. Management direction defined by the
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WCT Conservation Plan, efforts to restore species of concern and the ESA have
implications for Robb and Rock Creeks on the WMA and therefore, greater protection,
more intensive management must still be accommodated.

Response: While we agree with concerns over WCT and waterways, we disagree with
the need to provide greater protection broadly across the WMA. As stated on pages 13
and 14 in the EA, “Under FWP’s ownership of the property and the implementation of
a rest-rotation grazing system, riparian areas along all the WMA'’s creeks have
responded positively and are visibly improved. Challenges still linger for small
portions of Robb Creek where repeated livestock movements and pressures have
impacted the riparian vegetation. There have been ongoing (1999 through 2008)
riparian inventories conducted (by Bitterroot Restoration, Inc.) on the various streams
that flow through the Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area. Most of the stream
riparian areas were heavily and negatively impacted prior to FWP ownership. Most
have at least stabilized, and many are showing improvement in physical site factors
from 1999 to 2008. Based on a 2005 inventory, one stream has shown a decline in
general riparian health since the 1999 inventory. * Over the six years there has been
good improvement on overall vegetation cover of the riparian zone on Robb Creek,
including improvements in preferred tree and shrub species regeneration and in
browse utilization rates of these species. On the physical side of the assessment, Robb
Creek has seen a decline since 1999. Channel incisement and human-caused
alterations to both the banks and to the rest of the riparian zone have more then offset
the modest improvements in rootmass protection of the banks and in the amount of
human-caused bare ground.” (Appendix E - Riparian and Wetland Inventory and
Health Assessment on Robb Creek and Ledford Creek in the Robb/Ledford Wildlife
Management Area, W. Thompson & P. Hansen, February 2006). This decline is
primarily attributed to lack of water in upland areas and a dependency on Robb Creek
from two different pastures by livestock. There is high and concentrated pressure
along about 2.5 miles of Robb Creek that is causing this decline in health. Under
Alternatives A, B, and C, a riparian fence will need to be constructed to restrict
livestock access to water. Paul Hansen (Bitteroot Restoration, Inc.) has consulted with
FWP and provided site-specific recommendations for three water gaps along Robb
Creek that would rectify the downward trend.

98) ...The Draft EA information in regards to sage grouse, a species of concern, grazing
impacts, and approaches to improve sage grouse habitat and populations is lacking.
Response: We are in the first real monitoring stage for sage grouse on the WMA. The
results of this monitoring will help to guide future management.

99) ...the Draft EA should include more detail concerning the amount of existing
fencing and how they are utilized........ also concerned about the construction and
location of fencing that may inhibit wildlife movement....

Response: In the final EA we have attached a topographic map showing all pastures
and pasture fences, including the single wire electric larkspur fence as Appendix J. All
internal fencing at the WMA is wildlife compatible.
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100) Any grazing lease arrangement must be upheld and full compliance is necessary to
adequately ensure that objectives are realized. There appears to be a lack of clear-strict
consequences in the Draft EA for non-compliance that need to be strengthened.
Response: Please refer to the language in the preferred modified Alternative A in the
final EA. It adds three new points in the General Terms of the lease (pp 9&10) as
follows:

= No more than two weeks of grazing will be allowed in the lower pastures in the
spring or fall treatments. More specifically in the spring, livestock will be required
to move on or before July 6, into the high elevation pasture.

= |f lessees are unable to comply with the on or before July 6™ movement
requirements during any given year of the existing lease, the turn out date will
default the following year to July 1 with movement to the high elevation pasture on
or before July 15 throughout the remainder of the lease term.

= A new lease will be adopted at the November 2012 FWP Commission meeting. It
will be based on the effectiveness of this lease in adhering to movement
requirements as well as vegetation and wildlife data that will be collected during the
next three years. A primary criterion will be based on tall larkspur. If larkspur
poisoning becomes burdensome to the lessees, the new lease will be default to
Alternative B or alternative D as described and analyzed in this EA and Decision
Notice.

101) ...opposed to grazing alternatives that reduce public hunting opportunities
including big-game seasons and upland game bird seasons. ..... is still unclear as to how
efforts through the years to improve public hunting opportunities with adjacent lands
have or have not succeeded......... Draft EA is vague in this regard and lacking any new
approaches to enhancing opportunities which we would like to have considered.

Response: The preferred modified Alternative A does not extend livestock grazing
further in the Fall. Livestock will be removed by October 15. Because FWP and
sportspersons have been good neighbors to the rural communities. As a result, all of
the permittees and many adjacent landowners offer anywhere from wide open to block
management style hunting in the larger area.

102) Almost half of the above comments that we have written specific responses to were
submitted by the Gallatin Wildlife Association in multiple submissions. The Gallatin
Wildlife Association also submitted a 55 page comment paper on the Draft
Environmental Analysis. It was a well written and analyzed report using extensive
literature citations. Although many of the interpretations of grazing histories are not
good matches for assumptions on the grazing impacts on Robb Ledford, it certainly
provides outside balance to the decision at hand. Throughout the report, Alternative E
(No Livestock) is justified by research others have done elsewhere and pointing out and
capitalizing on our lack of intense research efforts specific to Robb Ledford. They
advance the argument that the no livestock alternative will do more to restore wildlife
and wildlife habitat then any of the proposed livestock alternatives. Here we summarize
what can be viewed as the more significant points and provide responses.
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103) Insufficient Economic and Environmental Analysis: Assert that FWP has not
done an adequate job analyzing the alternatives. Assert that FWP is making unreasoned
assumptions as to what may happen to grazing on DNRC and Federal allotments the
Association would hold, should an alternative that would not work for them be chosen.
Response: Based on our knowledge of the landscape, the system and the people, it is
our opinion the Association will assert their grazing leases on those properties should
our tie__ be severed, and it is FWP’s belief that grazing intensity will be much
higher, at least on the McGuire lease than it has been the last 10 years. Resource
issues would develop there due to the intensity of use. In addition, we added a cost
analysis as an Appendix to the EA and in that analysis, “no livestock™ comes with costs
as well.

104) More Promises, But Where is the Data from the Last 20 years of Livestock
Use?: Assert that in spite of FWP’s recent impetus in developing and implementing an
expanded monitoring plan, it is 20 years too late. Also assert that FWP has no on-site
controls for evaluating the grazing system.

Response: We disagree, the system has only been in place with all its improvements for
2 years. When the 2000 lease was adopted, substantial improvements were needed as
outlined in the grazing plan. At the same time we have through extensive experience
over the last ten year lease, honed in on ways to fix some of the compliance issues as
well as addressing grazing intensities. With that said, the vegetation data that we have
been collecting since 2003 and the non-game and fur surveys that we are implementing
are timely and will provide important insights in evaluating the next three years.

We agree about onsite controls. The adjacent Blacktail could provide for some
comparisons, but we should also develop a series of on-site livestock exclosures similar
to Wall Creek.

105) Future Research, Demonstration and Education Efforts: In general, they
suggest that FWP use the Robb-Ledford WMA as a control area to compare to other
lands that are subjected to various livestock use systems. Also state that, “While we
appreciate FWP’s desire to get along with the interests’ of the livestock industry, we
suggest significant change is needed to restore the public’s trust in fish and wildlife
management on this WMA.

Response: The current recommended actions in the EA and with compliance and
more comprehensive monitoring we should be able to improve some of the public
support for FWP management of the Robb-Ledford WMA

106) Domestic Sheep Trailing is an Incompatible Use of the WMA.
Response: Furthering this discussion is outside the scope of this EA and will be
handled through the processes described in the EA on page 12 & 13 under Item 9.

107) Rest-Rotation Cattle grazing is a Livestock Production System: This whole
section is a discussion that is focused on pointing out all the flaws that can be found in
rest-rotation grazing systems. Provide little discussion regarding any other types of
domestic livestock grazing systems. Provide a good description of range versus
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ecological concepts that consider not just forage and cover, but also water, space and
their juxtaposition.

Response: FWP is aware it is not a perfect system, but it is one of the only systems that
provides options for wildlife both within a year and across years.

108) Bighorn Sheep and Bison: They are making the suggestion that both Robb
Ledford and Blacktail deserve consideration as bison release areas.
Response: Both of these species are beyond the scope of this EA.

109) Elk, Mule Deer, and Other Big Game: Inherent conflict between livestock and
elk, mule deer and other big game.

Response: We believe that some level of livestock use on a WMA is compatible with
wildlife and management of wildlife habitat. We plan to demonstrate that with the
implementation of modified Alternative A.

110) Riparian Areas and Fisheries: An analysis that talks about or indicates
improvement in riparian or uplands as compared to when it was purchased by FWP is
flawed. In order for the analysis to be valid, it can only make conclusions bases on the no
grazing alternative response.

Response: We understand their point, but do not agree. When we are monitoring
ecological changes because of a change in management practices, it will take years to
document trend. A short term look at No grazing will be heavily influenced by the
immediate change in residual, while the ecological changes will take much more time
to observe.

111) Beaver: Importance of beavers in the riparian system.

Response: We agree with the importance beaver play in riparian systems. We have
also had experiences that saw beaver populations expand dramatically in a grazing
system where trapping was restricted. We have just completed our first beaver survey
of Robb and Ledford Creeks. We will be analyzing it this spring and summer to
determine the need for restoration.

112) Aspen and Willow: Expressed concerns for willow and aspen.
Response: Any long-term negative trends in these communities should be apparent in
our ongoing vegetation monitoring.

113) Sagebrush Health and Conifer Encroachment: Expressed concerns about health
of sagebrush community.

Response: FWP has been a leader in protecting sagebrush communities, both in the
livestock grazing systems we have implemented and in the no till, no spray and no burn
stances we have taken for the species. Any long-term negative trend in the sagebrush
community should be apparent in our ongoing vegetation monitoring.

114) Sage Grouse: Upland Game Bird Harvest Data: and Other Birds: inadequate
bird surveys.
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Response: Along with the nongame and beaver survey effort, we are also starting a
similar effort for sage grouse, beginning with attempting to find any leks this spring.
The summer surveys will also help further document brood rearing habitat for all
grouse species.

115) Disruption of Hunting, Camping and Fishing Seasons:
Response: We have addressed this issue in the Draft EA.

116) Livestock Management Infrastructure: Want a map of the improvements that
have been put in place over the years.

Response: We have attached a map as an Appendix J to the final EA that shows all
fences on the WMA.

117) Water Diversions/Developments for Livestock: Question all of the water
developments, particularly the Kelly Springs water line. Confused as to who owns the
Kelly Springs water right.

Response: The owner of the water right is John Anderson, and he has donated the use
of his water right to us and other neighbors. The development of the Kelley Spring
Water line allowed Mr. Anderson to fully implement a rest rotation grazing system,
which after several rotations, elk from the Blacktail WMA have found, leaving a place
that has not been grazed since 1972 to winter on a large chunk of private land that has
not been rested form grazing more then what is prescribed In his rotation.

118) Roads and Fences: Suggested that we map the roads that are there.

Response: It will take some time, but we will map them as time permits. However, a
base layer of roads is not important to informing the decision to be made on the
grazing lease.

119) Exotic Plants: Make a case for mapping out non-native plant species on the WMA.
Response: Some of it has been done over the years, but we don’t have a complete map
on any of our WMAs. This is something that we will strive to do in the near future.

120) Exotic Livestock Diseases: Want all livestock to be tested and determined disease-
free before entering the WMA.

Response: We require that all livestock entering the EA are in compliance with all
State Department of Livestock requirements for disease testing and vaccination.

121) Small Mammals: Suggested the need for a small mammal inventory.
Response: We have already conducted the initial work last summer and plant to
continue over the next three years to cover a full rotation of the grazing system.

122) Omissions: Our omission of bears, wolves and lions was noted.
Response: That has been fixed in the Final EA.

123) Compliance Record: Want a more detailed compliance record.
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Response: Information we have on compliance is cited in the EA with regard to
delayed movements from the lower to the higher elevational pastures.

124) Cost/Benefit Analysis:
Response: We added estimates to all of the alternatives in Appendix K attached to the
final EA.

125) Lease Agreements with Federal and State Partners need to be clarified:
Questioning FWP’s ability to influence the Federal or DNRC allotments.

Response: We would certainly entertain discussions with them and the Ledford Creek
Grazing Association regarding any new potential for improvement in grazing
management as long as all parties are willing.

Public Comment suggests alternatives to consider:

126) Focus on Native Species and Public Hunting and Fishing Opportunities:
Under this alternative there would be a three year phase out of domestic livestock grazing
and a 3 year phase in of emphasizing wildlife restoration and recreational opportunities.
Response: its impacts to the area will be no different then Alternative E in the Draft
EA.

127) Time Out for Recovery Alternative: Under this alternative it is being proposed
to stop grazing for three years.
Response: The effect will generally be the same as Alternative E

128) The Good Neighbor Alternative: They are suggesting an alternative that may
have merit somewhere, some place. It is a suggestion that would allocate one pasture per
year for use by a neighboring landowner.

Response: If we move the Ledford Creek Grazing Association off the RL WMA, we
believe we will not find cooperative neighbors.

129) Ledford Grazing Association Use: They are urging FWP Commission, if they
feel compelled to issue a new lease to the Ledford Creek Grazing Association, that they
choose Alternative D with the Alternative C stocking rate.

Response: The Ledford Creek Grazing Association has already indicated Alternatives
B through E are undesirable alternatives that will not work for their operations.

130) Cattle for Sheep Exchange of Use Alternative: This is an alternative they
proposed that would essentially swap cattle grazing for sheep grazing, i.e. sheep would
graze the Rob Ledford WMA and cattle would travel through the notch to graze where
the sheep grazed.

Response: This alternative is outside the scope of this EA.
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Final Environmental Assessment

Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area
Grazing Lease

March 2010




Environmental Assessment
MEPA, NEPA, MCA 23-1-110

l. PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

1. Type of proposed state action: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) proposes to
establish a new grazing lease on the Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area (WMA) with the
Ledford Creek Gazing Association (Association) for a 3-year term to begin January 2010
through October 2012 which would allow the continuation of a rest-rotation grazing system on
the WMA.

The proposed lease would encompass 17,302 FWP owned acres, 10,796 acres FWP leases from
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC), 680 acres owned by the
U.S. Bureau of Land Management, and 3,600 acres owned by DNRC known as the McGuire
section that is leased by the Association and incorporated into the Robb/Ledford Coordinated
Grazing System (R/L System) through an exchange of use agreement. Total acres involved in the
R/L System are 32,378.

In conjunction with the lease agreement, FWP plans to install a 3.84-mile riparian fence along
Robb Creek and establish three small water gap access points in order to protect the existing
riparian areas from livestock grazing.

2. Agency authority for the proposed action:
FWP has the authority under Section 87-1-210, M.C.A. to protect, enhance, and regulate the use
of Montana’s fish and wildlife resources for public benefit now and in the future. Any
consideration of continued livestock grazing would have to conform with objectives of
maintaining or improving wildlife, wildlife habitat, and public access as outlined in the
Robb/Ledford Management Plan (1999). Additionally, the Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission
must approve any grazing leases on Wildlife Management Areas owned by FWP.

3. Anticipated Schedule:
Public Comment Period: Thursday, August 20 — Friday, October 2, 2009
Presented to the FWP Commission for Approval: November 12
Proposed Lease in Effect: January 2009

4. Location:
The WMA is located in Madison and Beaverhead Counties in Southwestern Montana. It is
situated on the western slopes of the Snowcrest Mountains approximately 20 miles south of
Alder, Montana, along the Robb and Ledford Creek drainages of the Ruby River and a portion of
the upper Blacktail Creek drainage. This WMA borders the Beaverhead National Forest (FS),
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
(DNRC), FWP’s Blacktail WMA, and private lands.

The WMA straddles Madison and Beaverhead Counties encompassing parts of T9S, R5W; T9S,
R4W; T10S, R6W; T10S, R5W; T10S, R4W; T11S, R6W; and T11S, R5W. See Appendix A for a
map of the WMA.
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5. Project size:

Acres Acres
(a) Developed: (d) Floodplain _ 0
Residential _ 05
Industrial 0 (e) Productive:
(existing shop area) Irrigated cropland __ 0
(b) Open Space/ Dry cropland _ 0
Woodlands/Recreation Forestry 0
(c) Wetlands/Riparian ~400 Rangeland 31,978
Areas Other 0

6. Costs and Jurisdictions:

(@) Permits: None
(b) Costs to FWP: Water gap fence $43,271

Maintenance for riparian fence and existing pasture fences
(c) Other Overlapping or Additional Jurisdictional Responsibilities: None

7. Need for Proposed Action:

History of Grazing Leases on the WMA

In 1987, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation (RMEF), supported by a $500,000 donation from
Anheuser-Busch Companies Inc., purchased the property from the Ledford Creek Grazing
Association.

FWP acquired the Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area in 1988 from the RMEF. This was
FWP’s first acquisition using funds from a new lands program authorized from earmarked
license revenue under House Bill 526. This acquisition was also RMEF’s first habitat
conservation project.



RMEF, FWP, and sportsmen touted the acquisition as an opportunity to provide a “showcase for
cooperative management between ranching and wildlife interests.”” At the time of acquisition,
the Ledford Creek Grazing Association (Association) retained the grazing rights until November
1, 1990. From 1991 through 1999, FWP leased the grazing to the Association under a rest
rotation grazing formula with a stocking rate 3,495 Animal Unit Months (AUMs) and during a
grazing season June 15 through October 15.

During the 1990s as FWP was preparing their grazing plans, controversy grew between
landowners, FWP, and sportsmen. The controversy centered on whether FWP was managing
the WMA more as a cattle ranch than a WMA. In a memo dated February 18, 1998, to the FWP
Commission, Joel Peterson (former Region 3 Wildlife Manager) summarized the history as
follows:

1) “WMA purchased 1988 — 9600 AUMs on WMA.”

2) *“Grazing reduced in 1991 from 6 to 4 months (June 15 to Oct. 15) and reduced AUMSs to
5855 on WMA.”

3) “Following the 1991 season FWP determined the need to further reduce Animal Units to 500
to reach an objective of having approximately 6 acres of primary range for each AUM of
grazing. Keep in mind, not all of the WMA acreage would be available for grazing during any
particular year. This is because some areas may not be in the system because they are critical
winter range. Non-grazeable range would not be included and 1/3 of the grazeable acres
would not be used each year under a rest rotation system. The intention to graze the game
range under a rest rotation system is outlined in the enclosed EA. As you can see by the
enclosed documentation, the Association opposed the proposed 1992 reduction. Subsequently,
an agreement was made between the Association and FWP as negotiated by George Swann
representing the Association and R-3 Game Manager John Cada. This agreement (1992 lease
enclosed) noted that 3495 AUMs would be allowed for 1992 through 1995. After that, FWP
would reduce grazing to around 500 Animal Units (which would reduce AUMs to
approximately 2000 on the WMA). This agreement was made to give the Association time to
prepare for the eventual cuts. The Association has been repeatedly reminded that these
reductions are coming, even though we have continued to extend their lease with the same 1992
AUM figure through the 1997 grazing season. These recent extensions have been in large part
due to our waiting for the successful completion of the Turner/DNRC land trade that would
affect the amount of acreage we would ultimately have to base our grazing management on.
This trade has been delayed by litigation and we feel we need to begin reducing AUM use on
the WMA to a level more realistic to our final goals. Note we are only requesting a partial
reduction for 1998.”

During this time period, there was strong concern expressed over domestic sheep trailing across
the WMA and that there should be no grazing on the WMA.

On May 12, 2000, the FWP Commission adopted a new 10-year lease. The lease involved a six
pasture rest rotation system including FWP deeded lands, DNRC lands leased by FWP, and the
McGuire DNRC lands leased by the Association included under an exchange of use agreement.
The lease for this system allows up to 3310 AUMs annually and a grazing season length of June
15 to October 15. The Robb/Ledford WMA Management Plan (See Appendix A) and the 2000
Robb/Ledford Coordinated Grazing System Plan (See Appendix B) outlined the direction with



the adopted AUM grazing level. Under the existing Grazing Plan, “total annual grazing
intensity ranges from 5.2 to 6.5 acres per AUM, and averages 6.0 acres per AUM over the three
year grazing cycle.” This is the same grazing intensity that FWP was striving for when the 500
Animal Units were contemplated in Joel Peterson’s 1998 memo as outlined above.

The reason FWP could accommodate the higher Animal Unit levels (>500) under the 2000
grazing lease is because the Turner Land exchanges were completed placing the McGuire Place
(3,600 acres) in DNRC ownership leased by the Ledford Creek Grazing Association. This lease
was incorporated into the Robb/Ledford Coordinated Grazing System (R/L system), all of which
was completed by 2000.

In order to accommodate the level of grazing as adopted by the FWP Commission, the
Robb/Ledford Grazing Management Plan outlines improvements that needed to be put in place.
In summary, improvements included:

1) removing old internal fences which would have been done regardless of whether cows were
allowed to graze on the WMA,

2) construction of the Kelly Springs water line and the Hogback water line to address cattle
distribution,

3) construction of new interior pasture fences, and

4) if needed, a one strand electric fence at lower elevations to keep cows off of tall larkspur until
late July after which its toxicity to cattle drops significantly.

All but one of the improvements was completed as of 2008.

In 2008, it was decided that the Hogback water line would not be constructed based on the

following reasons:

1) it would not fix the problems associated with Robb Creek riparian degradation,

2) itwould not fix problems associated with tall larkspur poisoning which has created a
bottleneck in not complying with movement dates in the existing grazing plan,

3) it would not quantifiably improve wildlife habitat, and

4) cost ($112,000 to 142,000) versus benefit does not justify the expense.

It has taken 8 years to remove old fences, construct new fences, finish the Kelly Springs Water
line, and to get the system fully operational. The system has been fully operational since 2007,
one full grazing rotation. The latest and final improvement was the construction of a mid-
elevation, 1-strand electric fence that would allow a separation of cattle from the main
distribution of tall larkspur until larkspur had matured to a less toxic state for livestock. Itis
now obvious that even with the fence, capacity is too limited at the lower elevations to meet the
standards outlined in the grazing plan of 6 acres per AUM during a two-week window. The plan
prescribes a movement from the early use pasture to the next higher elevation pasture to occur in
early July. During the last 10 years, that movement has not taken place until the end of the third
week of July, and in one year not until mid-August driven by a concern over tall larkspur

poisoning.

Investments Completed at the Robb/Ledford WMA Cost

Interior fencing $149.081.05
Solar/wind power system $ 25,008.97
Kelly Springs Pipeline $121,972.32
Fencing — McGuire/Ledford/ E Robb Creek/remove cattle guard at Ledford Creek $ 69,884.42



Grazing fence — $ 94,947.00

Dismantle 4 Bldg Robb/Blacktail; repair doors, window, remove cross fence $ 2,197.50
Fence removal/cattle guard/demolish bldg $ 8,000.00
South end fence removal $ 4,999.00
Install cattle guard/gate/remove fence upstream on Ledford Ck/remove hay corrals $ 4,999.00
Install entrance sign $ 4,997.06
Survey costs $ 850.00
Total Costs $486,936.32

Some of the above costs cover expenses that would have been incurred had no cows been
allowed to graze or under a much lower stocking rate than approved by the FWP Commission.
The cost of improvements that were required based on the FWP Commission approval of the
2000 grazing plan is $460,893.76.

Need for Proposed Action

In the 1999 Management Plan developed for Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area, nine
management objectives were identified in order to reach the goals of the WMA to maximize the
productivity of the soil, vegetation, watershed, and game and nongame wildlife that are products
of that environment. A summary of those objectives include:

(1) maintenance or improvement of the basic resource including vegetation, soil, and water, (2)
expanding benefits of FWP management to adjacent DNRC lands,

(3) showcase the WMA as an area demonstrating where wildlife and livestock can co-exist while
maintaining a healthy rangeland,

(4) provide winter forage for elk,

(5) provide habitat for all wildlife utilizing the WMA,

(6) incorporate adjacent public lands into management of the WMA,

(7) provide adequate public access,

(8) maintain the natural character of the land, and

(9) increase public awareness and appreciation for the diversity of wildlife on the WMA.

Livestock grazing was identified as a means to meet some objectives. Formal grazing leases
have been used on the WMA since 2000 under the guidance of a rest-rotation grazing plan which
has met some of the management plan’s objectives.

With one exception, it has taken the last eight years to complete the scheduled improvements that

would fulfill FWP’s commitments under the current grazing system plan and enable FWP to fully

implement the grazing plan. The exception was the decision in 2008 not to proceed with the

construction of the Hogback Waterline. To reiterate that decision, ‘not to construct’ was based

on the following:

1. itwould not fully address riparian concerns along Robb Creek,

2. itwould not fix problems associated with tall larkspur poisoning which has precluded
compliance with movement dates in the existing grazing plan,

3. it would not quantifiably improve wildlife habitat, and

4. cost ($112,000 to 142,000) versus benefit does not justify the expense.

During the last 10 years under the 2000 lease, the lower elevation pastures had a two-week
grazing prescription without hard movement dates. What has occurred during that year period
is an actual use in the low elevation pastures of five to eight weeks resulting in a 2-3 acre per



AUM grazing intensity, more then double what was prescribed. This high grazing intensity has
resulted in a loss of cover and forage for wildlife that has far exceeded prescription and
contributed to riparian resource concerns on lower Robb Creek. As a result, objectives 2, 3, 4,
5, 8, and 9 as described in the 1999 management plan have not been fully met in many years for
the system as a whole.

In order to address the movement prescriptions in the grazing plan, hard dates would be
implemented in any new lease that would only allow for no more then two weeks of grazing in
the early use pasture. The livestock owners have committed to the use of ““silent herder,” a
mineral supplement commonly used to minimize tall larkspur poisoning. The livestock owners
have committed to accepting those losses without violating movement dates.

Livestock grazing was identified as a means to meet some objectives, and formal grazing leases
have been used on the WMA since 2000 under the guidance of a rest-rotation grazing plan. This
has met some, but not all, of the management plan’s objectives. Riparian corridors are
responding positively since the implementation of the R/L System with the exception of small
areas along Robb Creek. Under any new lease, the installation of the riparian fence is expected
to allow improvement in those areas.

8. Alternatives:
Alternatives A, B, C, and D were all developed to provide modification to further address
habitat and wildlife concerns while demonstrating compatibility of potentially competing
resource uses in ways that try to honor and respect the idea of conservation of natural
resources on landscapes where people live, work, and recreate.

The following are general proposed lease terms common to all grazing Alternatives:

1) For partial payment ($25,000) of this lease under the exchange of use agreement, the
Ledford Grazing Association (Association) will fully incorporate the management of the
DNRC McGuire Section into the WMA,

2) The Association would agree to maintain the existing WMA fencing and FWP would
reimburse the Association for the labor costs at a fixed negotiated rate,

3) Vaccination of the Association’s livestock per Montana law,

4) The Association must follow the State of Montana’s Brucellosis Action Plan,

5) The Association’s livestock must reside in the state for 30 days prior to being placed on the
WMA to prevent the invasion of noxious weeds,

6) The livestock permittees are responsible for moving their cattle at the prescribed times
regardless of tall larkspur conditions, and they are entirely responsible for protecting their
animals from larkspur poisoning,

7) This will be a three-year lease to allow time to evaluate the effectiveness of the new terms in
addressing forage allocation, vegetative cover, nongame inventory information, and other
conditions throughout an entire 3-year rotation. FWP’s intent is to allow for adjustments to
lease terms if deemed necessary and to enter into a longer-term lease after that time,

8) The new lease will be with individual members as represented by the Association.

The success of any of the grazing alternatives hinges upon compliance by the Association
with movement dates, regardless of the condition of tall larkspur toxicity. Table 1



summarizes the Alternatives with regard to grazing rotations, animal units, animal unit
months, and grazing season length.

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a
maximum of 2955 AUMSs.

This alternative will continue the consolidation of BLM and DNRC lands along with FWP
deeded ground on the WMA into a coordinated grazing system called the Robb/Ledford
Coordinated Grazing System (R/L System). Livestock utilizing this system would also make
coordinated use of the adjacent FS Snowcrest Grazing Allotment (Forest Service Allotment) and
Blacktail BLM Grazing Allotment (Bureau of Land Management Allotment). FWP presently
leases over 10,000 acres of DNRC lands.

An additional 3,600 acres of DNRC would be included in the R/L System through an
exchange of use agreement with the lessees, the Ledford Creek Grazing Association.

This exchange of use allows DNRC lands (known as the McGuire section) leased by the
Association to be included in the R/L system. In exchange, the Association receives
grazing rights in the R/L System by the terms set by the lease agreement. (See Appendix C
Draft Grazing Lease and Exchange of Use Agreement).

Grazing System Methodology

The R/L System will involve rest-rotation grazing principles described by Hormay (1970).
Livestock grazing would occur during a 3.75-month period from June 22 until October 15 each
year. Livestock would be rotated through the low elevation and high elevation pastures. On
June 22" cattle would be placed in a low elevation pasture until July 5. All cattle will be
moved off lower pastures on or before July 6 to high pastures regardless of the maturity of tall
larkspur. On the 6™ all the cattle will be moved to high pastures. On July 16, 352 animal units
are moved to the Forest Service (FS) allotment, the remaining livestock (766 animal units) stay
within the R/L System on the first high elevation pasture until vegetation matures and produces
seed around August 15™. On August 15, a group of 400 cattle are moved off of the R/L System to
the BLM Allotment and the remaining livestock (366 animal units) on the R/L system would be
moved to a second high elevation pasture. On September 15 and October 1’ cattle from the BLM
and FS allotments, respectively, would return to the R/L system joining the cattle in the second
high elevation pasture. All of the livestock that had entered the R/L System in June are now back
in the R/L system on October 1. On October 8, livestock would be moved into the last (low
elevation) pasture using it as a gathering/trailing pasture. It is preferred that cattle remain on
the high pasture until their departure from the R/L System on October 15, but the low pasture
will be utilized as necessary, particularly in the event of early snows which can push cattle down
in elevation. See Appendix B pages 287-29 for diagrams showing the rest-rotation system by
WMA pasture.

Table 1. Comparison of Grazing Alternatives, movement dates and Animal Units (AU), Animal Unit Months (AUM),
and Length of Season (months).

ROTATION ALTERNATIVES Current 2000
A B C D E Grazing Lease™
On Date to June 22 July 1 June 22 July 15 No June 15
First Low Grazing




Elevation

Pasture
AU 1118 1118 500 1118 1118
Move Date to July 6 July 16 July 6 July 18 No **Early July real
FirstHigh | On or Before Grazing |  movement dates
Elevation have ranged from
Pasture July 15 to August 8
due to concerns
over tall larkspur
poisoning
AU 1118 to 7/15 766 500 766 1118 to 7/15
766 7/15-8/15 766 7/15-8/1
352goto FS 352goto FS 352goto FS 352 go to FS allotment
allotment 7/15 allotment 7/15 allotment 7/18 7/15
Move Dateto | August 15 | August15 | August 15 August No August 15
Second High 15 Grazing
Elevation
Pasture
AU 366 AU to 366 to 9/15 500 366 to 9/15 366 to 9/15
9/15 766 9/16 to 766 9116 10 766 9/16 to 10/1
766 9/16 to 10/1 1011 1118 10/1 to Oct
10/1 1118 1011 to 1118 101
111810110 10/8 to 10/8
10/8
400 to BLM 8/15- | 400 to BLM 8/15- 400 to BLM 400 to BLM 8/15-9/15
9/15 9/15 8/15-9/15 352 return 10/1 from FS
400 return from 400 return from 400 return
BLM 9/15 BLM 9/15 from BLM
352 return 10/1 352 return 10/ 1 9/15
from FS from FS 352 return
10/1 from FS
Move Dateto | October 8 | October 8 | October 8 | October No October 8
Second Low 12 Grazing
Elevation
Pasture
AU 1118 1118 500 1118 1118
Off Date October 15 | October 15 | October 22 | October No October 15
15 Grazing
Maximum 2955 2676 2527 2117 3235
AUM (-559 AUMs (-708 AUMs (-1118 AUMs
from Alt A) from Alt A) from Alt A)
Months of 3.75 3.5 4 3 No 4
Grazing Grazing

*Alternative not considered due to not meeting WMA objectives.
**This has resulted in cattle remaining in the first lower elevation pasture to 1 to 1.5 months which has far

exceeded a prescription of 2 weeks

In this system, one-third of the pastures would be grazed from June 22 until seed ripe (August
15), another third would be grazed from seed ripe until October 22, and the other third would be
rested. Annual livestock grazing on the WMA would be rotated so that over a three-year period
each pasture receives all of the different treatments. Plants that are grazed by cattle during the
growing season (June 22 through August 15) receive rest from livestock grazing during the next
growing season followed by complete rest from livestock use the third year. The animal-stocking




rate will be based on levels that will allow for the maintenance and enhancement of riparian and
wildlife values within the system. Considering only the acreage grazed on a particular year and
an approximate average of 6 acres/AUM (animal unit months), there would be a maximum of
1118 cow/calf pairs and steers allowed on the WMA. The R/L system would also employ
riparian grazing strategies described by Ehrhart and Hansen (1997) and Ehrhart and Hansen
(1998) that include salting, herding, and stock water development.

Additionally under this alternative, FWP would remove the previously installed electrical
fencing in the higher pastures that was used to deter livestock grazing of the tall larkspur.
Maintenance costs for the remaining pasture fencing is approximately $5,000 annually.

General Terms of the Lease

For partial payment ($25,000) of this lease under the exchange of use agreement, the
Ledford Grazing Association (Association) will fully incorporate the management of the
DNRC McGuire Section into the WMA.

The Association would be allowed to graze a maximum of 2,955 AUM or 1,118 cow/calf
pairs and steers.

Livestock grazing would occur during a 3.75-month period from June 22 until October 15
each year using the rest-rotation system described above.

The Association would agree to maintain the existing WMA fencing, and FWP would
reimburse the Association for the labor costs at a fixed negotiated rate.

Vaccination of the Association’s livestock per Montana law.

The Association must follow the State of Montana’s Brucellosis Action Plan.

The Association’s livestock must reside in the state for 30 days prior to being placed on the
WMA to prevent the invasion of noxious weeds.

The livestock permittees are responsible for moving their cattle at the prescribed times
regardless of tall larkspur conditions, and they are entirely responsible for protecting their
animals from larkspur poisoning.

No more than two weeks of grazing will be allowed in the lower pastures in the spring or fall
treatments. More specifically in the spring, livestock will be required to move on or before
July 6 into the high elevation pasture.

If lessees are unable to comply with the on or before July 6 movement requirements during
any given year of the existing lease, the turn out date will default the following year to July
1 with movement to the high elevation pasture on or before July 15 throughout the
remainder of the lease term.

This will be a three-year lease to allow time to evaluate the effectiveness of the new terms in
addressing forage allocation, vegetative cover, nongame inventory information, and other
conditions throughout an entire three-year rotation. FWP’s intent is to allow for adjustments
to lease terms if deemed necessary and to enter into a longer-term lease after that time.

The new lease will be with individual members as represented by the Association.

A new lease will be adopted at the November 2012 FWP Commission meeting. It will be
based on the effectiveness of this lease in adhering to movement requirements as well as
vegetation and wildlife data that will be collected during the next three years. A primary
criterion will be based on tall larkspur. If larkspur poisoning becomes burdensome to the



lessees, the new lease will be default to Alternative B or alternative D as described and
analyzed in this EA and Decision Notice.

Riparian Fence

In conjunction with the new grazing lease, FWP proposes to install a 3.84-mile riparian fence
($43,271) along Robb Creek near the WMA'’s headquarter cabin in order to redirect cattle
movements along the creek to designated access points for watering. This will protect the
riparian vegetation from livestock trampling and browsing. See Appendix D for a map of the
location of the water gap fence.

This alternative carries the least amount of negative impacts to livestock operations while at the
same time satisfying resource/wildlife needs. This Alternative has been discussed with the
Association and it is our understanding that it would be compatible with their interests. The
lease length established for three years (one rotation) would allow FWP to evaluate against
objectives and adapt language in any new lease beyond that time in a way that would address
additional changes to the R/L System.

Alternative B: Similar to Alternative A, but the grazing system would run from July 1 to
October 15, a shorter grazing period with a maximum of 2676 AUMSs.

Under this alternative, livestock grazing would occur during a 3.5-month period from July 1
until October 15 each year. Cattle would move into the low elevation pasture on July 1 and
remain there for two weeks. On July 15, cattle (766 animal units) would move into the first high
elevation pasture, and 352 animal units would leave the R/L system and move to the FS
allotment. On August 15, 400 animal units would leave the R/L system and move to the BLM
allotment and the remaining 366 animal units would move to a second high elevation pasture
within the R/L system. On September 15 and October 1, cattle from the BLM and FS allotments,
respectively, would return to the R/L system joining the cattle in the second high elevation
pasture. All of the livestock that first entered the R/L system in July are now back in the system.
On October 8, livestock would be moved into the last (low elevation) pasture using it as a
gathering/trailing pasture. It is preferred that cattle remain in the high pasture until their
departure from the R/L system on October 15, but the low pasture will be utilized as necessary,
particularly in the event of early snows which can push cattle down in elevation.

The late arrival of the cattle would allow for a longer period of growth for vegetation before
being grazed on both the low and high elevation pastures allowing for a greater amount of
residual forage for wildlife. 1t would also shorten the length of time cattle are exposed to tall
larkspur when it is most toxic.

Other terms of a grazing lease agreement would be the same as under Alternative A.

Outside of Alternative A, this alternative would carry less negative impacts to livestock
operations but also satisfy resource/wildlife needs. Although some aspects of this Alternative
(shorter grazing season, reduced stocking rate, etc.) have been discussed over the years with the
Association and the public, it is unknown if this Alternative would be compatible with the
Association’s interests.
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Alternative C: Same as Alternative A but with a limitation of 500 animal units, with a
maximum of 2527 AUMs.

Under this alternative, the maximum number of cattle allowed within the grazing system pastures
would be 500 animals. This would be approximately half of the number of cattle allowed under
Alternative A. A conservative number of cattle moving within the grazing system would translate
into a greater amount of forage and cover available for game and nongame wildlife species.

Other terms of the grazing lease agreement would be the same as Alternative A.

This alternative would have more negative impacts to livestock operations but at the same time
more fully address cover and forage availability for wildlife as compared to Alternatives A and
B. Although the 500 animal unit stocking rate has been discussed and was presented to the FWP
Commission, Association, and public during the developmental years of the R/L System, the
higher stocking rate was adopted by the FWP Commission for the 2000 lease along with
direction to construct the improvements. It is unknown if this Alternative would be compatible
with the Association interests.

Alternative D: Shorter grazing season, with no riparian zone fencing, allowing a 3-day trailing
activity through the low elevation pastures beginning July 15 with an arrival date on the upper
elevation pasture of July 18, with a maximum of 2117 AUMs.

Under this alternative, livestock grazing would occur during a three-month period from July 15
until October 15 each year. Cattle would enter the R/L System in the first low elevation pasture
on July 15 and return to private land on October 15. The full compliment of cattle (1118 Animal
Units) would be allowed to trail though the first low elevation pasture for three days beginning
July 15 arriving in the first high elevation pasture on July 18. July 15 is also when 352 animals
(from the full compliment of cattle) are moved to the Forest Service (FS) allotment. Under this
alternative, these cattle would be allowed to graze and travel through the lower pasture to arrive
on or before the July 18 on the FS allotment. The remaining livestock, 766 Animal Units, would
arrive on the higher elevation pasture on the R/L System on July 18 where they would remain
until vegetation matures and produces seed around August 15. On August 15, 400 cattle would
then be moved off of the R/L System to the BLM Allotment. The remaining livestock (366 Animal
Units) on the R/L System would be moved to a second high elevation pasture. On September 15
and October 1, cattle from the BLM and FS allotments, respectively, would return to the R/L
System joining the cattle in the second high elevation pasture. All of the livestock that had at first
entered the R/L System in June are now back in the R/L System on October 1. On October 12,
livestock would be moved into the last (low elevation) pasture, using it as a gathering/trailing
pasture. It is preferred that cattle remain on the higher pastures until their departure from the
R/L System October 15, but lower pastures will be utilized as necessary, particularly in the event
of early snows which pushes cattle down in elevation.

Under this alternative, no riparian zone (additional) fencing would be required along Robb
Creek due to the short duration, three days in one low elevation pasture in July and three days in
August in the late use low elevation pasture. Cattle would arrive in the upper pasture
(containing tall larkspur) almost two weeks later then Alternative A, lessening the tall larkspur
poisoning concern. A significantly larger amount of cover and forage would be left for wildlife
in the lower pastures as compared to Alternatives A, B, and C.
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This alternative carries more negative impacts to existing livestock operations while carrying the
least amount of negative impacts to wildlife and their habitats as compared to Alternatives A, B,
and C. Although some aspects of this Alternative (shorter grazing season, reduced stocking rate,
etc.) have been discussed over the years with the Association, it is unknown if this Alternative
would be compatible with the Association interests.

Alternative E: No Action, discontinue the grazing lease and halt all grazing on the

WMA.

This alternative would involve terminating the livestock grazing on 32,378 acres participating in
the R/L Grazing System. FWP would no longer provide grazing oversight and guidance on the
3,600 acre DNRC McGuire section. Furthermore, since the Ledford Creek Grazing Association
would likely continue to graze their cattle within the McGuire section, FWP would need to fence
the boundary between the McGuire section and WMA to restrict cattle movements. The estimated
costs of that fence to FWP would be $120,000 based upon costs from recent fencing projects at
other WMAs.

Under this alternative, the previously installed improvements (water system and fencing) within
the WMA for the benefit of R/L grazing system would be abandoned, removed, or reconfigured.
Since 2000, FWP has invested $460,893 into the livestock watering system from Kelly Springs
and removed old fencing and installed new fencing to meet the pasture designations of the R/L
System. The water system at Kelley Springs would continue to require some maintenance and be
used by down-line users even thought the WMA specific portions might be turned off. In the
future, internal fencing completed for the rest-rotation system would likely removed from within
the WMA at an additional expense to FWP. Benefits from a coordinated and collaborative effort
between sportsmen, ranchers, and FWP for the use of the WMA by wildlife and livestock would
be lost.

This alternative would have the greatest negative impact to existing livestock operations but
would also provide the maximum amount of cover and forage available to wildlife.

9. Other Livestock Activities within the WMA

Domestic sheep trailing has been allowed through the upper reach of the WMA prior to FWP
purchasing the property from the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation. Annual sheep trailing across
the WMA has been allowed by FWP since the acquisition in 1988.

The FWP Commission approved the reintroduction of bighorn sheep in the Greenhorn
Mountains with the addition of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that was signed by
FWP, the domestic sheep producers in the vicinity of the Greenhorns, the USDA Forest Service,
and the Bureau of Land Management. That MOU allows for the continued grazing of domestic
sheep on public lands, including trailing. It was signed after the Commission approved the
reintroduction at their May 2002 meeting. The current sheep trailing is operating consistent
with the commitment made in the MOU.
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The administrative rules that guide commercial uses on WMASs became effective in January

2007. FWP intends to apply those rules to the Robb/Ledford sheep trailing activity beginning in

2010. FWP will start that effort in Fall 2009 in the form of an environmental review. At this

point, we will continue to operate according to the commitments made in the Greenhorns MOU

regarding sheep trailing. The following is an outline of the process and timelines FWP will use

to evaluate the domestic sheep trailing and the Greenhorns Sheep transplant EA and MOU:

1) Scoping on both will occur formally from September 15 through October 15, 2009,

2) Preparation of a Draft environmental assessment (EA) for sheep trailing as a commercial
use by January 15, 2010 with a public review period extending through February 15, 2010,

3) Prepare a final EA and Decision Notice for the sheep trailing as a commercial use and
finalize a revised or affirm existing Greenhorns Sheep EA and MOU by March 15, 2010.

1. EVALUATION OF IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Vegetation

The area ranges in elevation from approximately 6,000 feet along Ledford and Robb Creeks to
9,200 feet on the upper reaches of the WMA. The basic character of the land involves open
rolling rangelands intersected with perennial streams and a small amount of timber in the upper
reaches. Rangelands are grass and grass-shrub mixes with timber, primarily Douglas fir.
Bluebunch wheatgrass and Idaho fescue grasslands are the predominant vegetation with some
Douglas fir occurring at higher elevations. Sagebrush (both big sage and black sage),
rabbitbrush, juniper, and mountain mahogany occur in association with these grass species.
Willow stands are common along stream courses and in wet areas. Scattered patches of aspen
and serviceberry can be found in areas where soils have a higher moisture level.

Average annual precipitation is 15-20 inches, much of which occurs in the form of snow. Some
rock outcrops exist, but soil is generally free of gravel to depths of 6-12 inches.

From about 1958 to 1988, the previous owners of the acres associated with the WMA grazed
about 2,200 cow/calf pairs on the range. This use occurred on an annual basis and followed a
semi-regular schedule that involved using the same pastures at the same time each year.
Grazing occurred generally from early May through November every year. In addition during
the majority of the previous ownership, several hay meadows along Robb and Ledford Creeks
were irrigated for cattle grazing. This continued until the latter 1980’s when the irrigation
ceased. Prior to the previous ownership, it is evident that these meadows were probably
harvested for hay.

Under FWP’s ownership of the property and the implementation of a rest-rotation grazing
system, riparian areas along all the WMA'’s creeks have responded positively and are visibly
improved. Challenges still linger for small portions of Robb Creek where repeated livestock
movements and pressures have impacted the riparian vegetation.

There have been ongoing (1999 through 2008) riparian inventories conducted (by Bitterroot

Restoration, Inc.) on the various streams that flow through the Robb/Ledford Wildlife
Management Area. Most of the stream riparian areas were heavily and negatively impacted
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prior to FWP ownership. Most have at least stabilized, and many are showing improvement in
physical site factors from 1999 to 2008. Based on a 2005 inventory, one stream has shown a
decline in general riparian health since the 1999 inventory. ““Over the six years there has been
good improvement on overall vegetation cover of the riparian zone on Robb Creek, including
improvements in preferred tree and shrub species regeneration and in browse utilization rates of
these species. On the physical side of the assessment, Robb Creek has seen a decline since 1999.
Channel incisement and human-caused alterations to both the banks and to the rest of the
riparian zone have more then offset the modest improvements in rootmass protection of the
banks and in the amount of human-caused bare ground.” (Appendix E - Riparian and Wetland
Inventory and Health Assessment on Robb Creek and Ledford Creek in the Robb/Ledford
Wildlife Management Area, W. Thompson & P. Hansen, February 2006). This decline is
primarily attributed to lack of water in upland areas and a dependency on Robb Creek from two
different pastures by livestock. There is high and concentrated pressure along about 2.5 miles of
Robb Creek that is causing this decline in health. Under Alternatives A, B, and C, a riparian
fence will need to be constructed to restrict livestock access to water. Paul Hansen (Bitteroot
Restoration, Inc.) has consulted with FWP and provided site-specific recommendations for three
water gaps along Robb Creek that would rectify the downward trend. Because of the short
duration of use in the low pasture (only three days in July and three days in October), a riparian
fence along Robb Creek as proposed in Alternatives A, B, and C will not be needed in
Alternative D.

Long-term vegetation monitoring sites were established on the Robb Ledford Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) in 2003 and 2004 at five locations. All five sites provide quantified
Daubenmire canopy cover data. Sites 4 and 5 also quantify big sagebrush canopy cover using
the line-intercept method. The vegetation monitoring project on the WMA includes 40 transects,
80 photo points, 400 photo plots, and 400 Daubenmire quadrats. The monitoring sites are
measured approximately once every five years, and to date have been read in 2003, 2004, and
2008. Data collected to this point are not enough to suggest a long-term vegetation trend on the
game range but do offer information describing the current vegetation composition at the five
monitoring sites. Please refer to Appendix F -Vegetation Monitoring Transect Data for data
details. There will be 3 additional monitoring sites in the lower pastures that will be established
this spring, and will include transects, photo points, and photo plots.

In general, the WMA hosts a variety of desired native plants in relatively desired amounts.
Repeat vegetation measurements do not suggest a decline in health and vigor of the plant
communities. Non-native plants are present on the WMA but in small amounts and are not
causing a negative shift in plant composition. The soil surface data indicates stability of the soil
surface with no signs of accelerated soils loss.

Noxious weeds that have been identified on the WMA include: spotted knapweed, Canadian
thistle, field scabiosa, blackleaf henbane, hound’s tongue, musk thistle, and mullen. The largest
and most dispersed infestation of noxious weed is hound’s tongue. The other varieties are found
in smaller amounts, and no leafy spurge has been identified on the WMA.

Tall larkspur (D. barbeyi, D. occidentale) is widely distributed in the upper pastures of the R/L
System. Larkspur is very palatable to cattle but is known to be toxic to them. The plants are most
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toxic during early growth, but toxicity gradually declines over the growing season. Silent
Herder will be administered by the Association to their cattle in the future to protect them from
the effects of the larkspur’s toxins.

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15 with a maximum of
2955 AUMSs. The degree and timing of grazing will determine the level of impacts on the land.
Livestock grazing impacts soil and vegetation, and hoof action can remove vegetative cover. The
impacts of these activities would not be detrimental to overall soil and vegetative health in a
properly managed system. Livestock grazing can be managed in a manner that will allow for
soil and vegetation maintenance and/or improvement (Anderson and Scherzinger 1997, Frisina
and Morin 1991, Frisina 1991, Alt et al. 1992, Yeo et al. 1993, and Werner and Urness 1996).
Impacts of grazing livestock on the WMA will be mitigated through a properly managed grazing
system. Plants need adequate rest in order to increase their root mass and carbohydrate
storage. The rest-rotation grazing as developed by Hormay (1970) will allow plants two years of
growing season rest out of every three. This allows plants adequate opportunity to increase
and/or maintain their vigor. In addition, grazing strategies in riparian areas will include
herding, salting, riparian fence and water gap locations, and water distribution systems to
reduce the effects of livestock concentrations in these areas (Ehrhart and Hansen 1997, Ehrhart
and Hansen 1998). The positive effects of this management system would be manifested on the
associated DNRC lands as well as on FWP’s deeded ground.

Since the implementation of the grazing management system within the Robb/Ledford
Coordinated Grazing System (R/L System), the native compliment of vegetation has been
assessed by FWP’s Plant Ecologist. In general, the WMA hosts a variety of preferred native
plants in relatively desired amounts. Repeat vegetation measurements do not suggest a decline
in health and vigor of the plant communities. Non-native plants are present on the WMA but in
small amounts and are not causing a negative shift in plant composition. The soil surface data
indicates stability of the soil surface with no signs of accelerated soils loss.

The installation of the water gap fence along Robb Creek through Section 31 T9S, R4W and
Section 6 T10S, R4W, and Sections 1, 12, 13 of T10S, R5W will assist in redirecting cattle from
eroded streambanks and over grazed riparian vegetation. The establishment of the fence will
protect riparian vegetation from further grazing from cattle which will allow willows and other
vegetation to become more vigorous over time and stabilize streambanks.

The spread of noxious weeds within the WMA is controlled and managed primarily through the
application of herbicides per the guidance of the 2008 Integrated Noxious Weed Management
Plan and the regional weed management plan. Through annual inventories and strategic
applications, spotted knapweed is contained and limited to specific areas. Other noxious weed
infestations continue to challenge WMA staff, especially along riparian areas where the
application of herbicides is difficult to use.

Under this Alternative, continuation of grazing livestock on the WMA is not expected to cause

irreversible negative consequences to desired plant species because impacts to vegetation will be
managed by the rest-rotation R/L System.
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Alternative B (Shorter Grazing Period): The implementation of this alternative is anticipated to
benefit both the lower and higher pasture vegetation by decreasing the grazing pressure in both
areas, increasing the residual amounts of forage for wildlife. The delay by 1 week, as compared
to Alternative A, in placing cattle onto the upper pastures will also allow additional time for
vegetation in the upper elevation to mature before being grazed by cattle.

A later placement date would also mean that tall larkspur would have a longer period to mature,
becoming less toxic before the presence of cattle on the landscape when cattle graze vegetation
in the high pastures.

Under this Alternative, continuation of grazing livestock on the WMA is not expected to cause
irreversible negative consequences to desired plant species because impacts to vegetation will be
managed by the rest-rotation R/L System.

Alternative C (Decrease Number of Cattle): By limiting the number of cattle placed within the
system, overall grazing pressure on riparian and non-riparian areas will be lessened and an
increased amount of forage and cover will be available to wildlife. Some minor impacts to
vegetation will still occur.

Under this Alternative, continuation of grazing livestock on the WMA is not expected to cause
irreversible negative consequences to desired plant species because impacts to vegetation will be
managed by the rest-rotation R/L System.

However, if this alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interest, impacts would be
similar to those described for the DNRC McGuire property under Alternative E. The
Association would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP
would pursue other options.

Alternative D (Shortest Grazing Season, No Riparian Fence): The implementation of this
alternative is anticipated to benefit residual cover and forage for wildlife by limiting use in the
lower series of pastures to only three days in July and three days in October as compared with
Alternatives A, B, and C. These low elevation pastures are also the most limiting in terms of
acres as compared to the high elevation pastures. Impacts to riparian shrubs and forbs are
expected to be minimal since the animals would be present for a very short period of time.

Under this Alternative, continuation of grazing livestock on the WMA is not expected to cause
irreversible negative consequences to desired plant species because impacts to vegetation will be
managed by the rest-rotation R/L System.

However, if this alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interest, impacts would be
similar to those described for the DNRC McGuire property under Alternative E. The
Association would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP
would pursue other options.

Alternative E (No Action): Under this alternative, the coordinated grazing management plan
for the 32,378 acres would cease to continue. The vegetation within the 28,098 acres owned or
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leased by FWP as the WMA would no longer be subjected to grazing pressures. Accordingly,
forage and cover for wildlife would be expected to increase. As during the implementation of the
R/L System, FWP will continue to monitor and manage noxious weeds on the WMA.

The Ledford Creek Grazing Association would likely continue to use the DNRC McGuire
property for grazing pastures as they have done in the past. The benefits to vegetative health of
the R/L System at that site could be lost because the removal of the rest-rotation grazing routine.
In addition forage availability and cover would be severely reduced with an anticipated much
higher stocking rate then the area would experience under the coordinated grazing system.

It is unknown what future grazing scenarios the BLM might adopt if the R/L System is
eliminated.

2. Fisheries and Water Resources

The WMA contains portions or all of Crows Nest, Ledford, Robb, Rock, Swamp, and Taylor
creeks. A viable fishery presently occurs on the WMA (for a full report of the fisheries values on
the WMA, please consult the Management Plan). Species present include rainbow, rainbow-
cutthroat hybrids, brown trout, brook trout, Westslope cutthroat trout (WCT), Mountain
whitefish, and mottled sculpin. WCT populations in the Rock Creek drainage are nearly pure
strains of the species. Historic livestock and farming uses have influenced stream and riparian
conditions, but all the riparian corridors have responded positively since the implementation of
the R/L System with the exception of small portions of Robb Creek.

FWP acquired 22 water rights consisting of one stock watering right and 21 irrigation rights
when it purchased the property in the late 1980’s. The sources for the irrigation rights are
Ledford, Robb, and Warm Springs creeks and a tributary spring to the W. F. Ruby Creek.

Ledford Creek supports rainbow, rainbow-cutthroat hybrids, brown trout, and mottled sculpin.
Based on an inventory in 1991, total densities of trout were estimated at approximately 240 per
mile. Brown trout were the predominant species representing 74% of the catchable (6 inches or
longer) fish.

The East Fork of Blacktail Creek fishery is primarily comprised of brook and rainbow trout.
Mountain whitefish and mottled sculpin are also present. In 1995, a short section of stream was
inventoried downstream of the mouth of Rough Creek. Brook trout were the only trout species
captured. Sizes ranged from 4 to 9 inches, and densities were very low, estimated at 66 per mile.
Westslope cutthroat trout (WCT) are present in the headwaters at similar densities. Analysis of
several fish indicated they were 88% genetically pure. Instream flow reservation was requested
and granted at 18 cubic feet per second.

Robb Creek is dominated by brook trout but maintains a small population of WCT. Mottled
sculpin are also present. A survey in 1991 estimated catchable size fish at 496 per mile. Brook
trout averaged nearly eight inches in length with the largest exceeding 12 inches. Westslope
cutthroat trout averaged only 6% of the game fish population. Sizes ranged to 9 inches in
length. Habitat in the surveyed area consisted primarily of a network of beaver ponds connected
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by short reaches of stream. The majority of habitat was provided by the ponds or woody debris
associated with the dams.

Rock Creek contains exclusively WCT. Population densities range from 160 to 300 catchable
size fish per mile with the largest fish exceeding 12 inches in length. Fish habitat is limited
throughout most of the stream. Two reservoirs appear to provide over-winter habitat to a
significant portion of the population. Primary factors influencing the habitat include the outlet
of the upper reservoir which has eroded a 15-foot gully for approximately 200 yards. This has
largely obliterated habitat features for a significant distance downstream. In addition, a natural
slump has confined the channel resulting in steep, eroding banks which continue to introduce
high levels of sediment.

The genetic status of this population has not been adequately determined. Preliminary analysis
of cutthroat collected in 1995 indicated this population was genetically pure. Subsequent fish
collected in 1997 and analyzed in 1998 suggest that the population is either slightly hybridized
or carries a rare WCT allele that is electrophoretically indistinguishable from that characteristic
in Yellowstone cutthroats or rainbow trout.

Fisheries inventories have not been conducted on Crows Nest, Taylor, Swamp, or Indian creeks,
thus their status as fisheries is not known. No new surveys have been completed within Blacktail,
Ledford, Robb, and Rock creeks since 1990s. The diversity of the species at hand does not
appear to be effected by the presence of livestock within the WMA.

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a maximum of
2955 AUMSs. Healthy riparian vegetation and stable stream banks are critical to maintaining a
properly functioning stream, clean water, and quality fish habitat. The components of the R/L
System established a rest-rotation system, livestock herding, pasture layout, and the
establishment of upland water sources (i.e. water tanks) to ensure impacts to riparian areas
decrease and their overall health is improved. These methods have proven effective in riparian
management systems (Ehrhart and Hansen 1997, and Ehrhart and Hansen 1998).

Livestock will remove certain amounts of vegetation and walk on stream banks in grazed
pastures. This situation has the potential to create anywhere from a serious and extensive
degradation problem down to a few isolated ““sore” areas that might be found in stream
crossings, etc. Although intensive livestock grazing prior to FWP’s purchase of the WMA led to
a reduction in riparian health on portions of the WMA (Riparian Health Assessment, 1999), the
conditions in most of these areas has improved under the 2000 grazing agreement and the R/L
coordinated grazing system (Mike Frisina, FWP Range Coordinator, and Paul Hansen, Riparian
and Wetland Ecologist, pers. communications). The only exception is along Robb Creek which
is within one of the designated lower pasture areas and near the WMA’s headquarters. Because
the health of the riparian vegetation continues to struggle within this 2.5 mile stretch of Robb
Creek and as part of the proposed lease agreement, FWP will install a water gap fence to
redirect cattle movements along the creek to designated spots.

The new water gap fence will follow other wildlife-friendly fencing designs that FWP has used at
other WMAs. The design of the fence will be a 4-strand barbed wire with the highest strand
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between 38”°-40” to allow for wildlife to move across it and the lowest wire at a height of 16-
18’ above the ground to accommodate smaller wildlife. There will be two or three water gaps
along its length to accommodate the cattle’s need to access water while placed there. The design
of the water gap fence is not expected to be a barrier to wildlife movements. In addition, this
fence will also have a let-down design that will be used when livestock are not present.

As during the previous grazing agreement, protocols for vegetation monitoring were established
to ascertain if the grazing system is working to meet the WMA’s Management Plan’s objectives
and identify if management adjustments are necessary. Any significant degradation attributable
to livestock will be handled through adaptive management of AUM’s, grazing patterns, or
whatever means FWP feels necessary to correct the situation.

Under this Alternative, the overall diversity and population of fish species in the WMA'’s creeks
are not expected to be negatively impacted by the presence and movements of cattle through the
R/L System pastures.

Alternative B (Shorter Grazing Period) and Alternative C (Decrease Number of Cattle):

Under both of these alternatives, fisheries and water resources within the grazing system would
still be subjected to some pressure from cattle on the landscape. In areas where streambanks
are not protected by water gap fences, cattle will continue to influence erosion patterns and
riparian vegetation. Due to the length of time cattle will be in the low Robb Creek pasture, FWP
will still need to construct the water gap fence as in Alternative A.

The regiment of the existing coordinated grazing system would not be altered if Alternatives B or
C were implemented, only the duration (shorter in B) and intensity (B and lightest in C) of use
would be altered.

Under these Alternatives, the overall diversity and population of fish species in the WMA'’s
creeks are not expected to be negatively impacted by the presence and movements of cattle
through the R/L System pastures.

However, if Alternative C is not compatible with the Association’s interests, impacts to Robb
Creek would be similar to those described under Alternative E for the DNRC McGuire property.
The Association would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP
would pursue other options.

Alternative D (Shortest Grazing Season, No Riparian Fence): Similar to Alternatives A, B, and
C, but there will be no need to construct the water gap fence. There will be very limited use of
the low pastures riparian areas due to the very short duration of use.

Under this Alternative, the overall diversity and population of fish species in the WMA'’s creeks
are not expected to be negatively impacted by the presence and movements of cattle through the
R/L System pastures.

However, if this Alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interests, impacts to Robb
Creek would be similar to those described under Alternative E for the DNRC McGuire property.
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The Association would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP
would pursue other options.

Alternative E (No Action): The proposed water gap fence on Robb Creek would be unnecessary
since cattle would no longer be able to graze within the WMA thus saving FWP the costs of the
improvements. The riparian habitat health within WMA deeded lands would either maintain at
current conditions or improve with the latter more likely to occur because the vegetation would
not be subjected to cattle grazing pressures which includes trampling.

Fisheries within the WMA would be unaffected, both in diversity and population levels, if this
alternative was chosen.

Continuous grazing would likely occur on the DNRC lands (i.e. McGuire property) without the
availability of a rest-rotation system within its boundaries which could lead to a further decline
in riparian health in those areas and possibly negatively affect fisheries in the headwaters of
Robb Creek.

3. Wildlife

The WMA was acquired primarily as an elk winter range. At the time of FWP’s acquisition,
there was a wintering population of 500-800 elk found on and adjacent to the WMA. Depending
on winter conditions and elk distribution, a larger number of elk can be found on and adjacent to
the WMA as a part of the approximately 2000-3000 elk that winter in the larger area (Hunting
District 324) including the Robb/Ledford and Blacktail WMA'’s. In recent winters, elk have
discovered that there are more prevalent south-facing slopes, available forage, and less snow at
the lower elevations in the Spring Brook Creek drainage adjacent to Robb/Ledford WMA.
During the most recent winters excluding the winter of 2008-9, many elk spent the majority of
the winter in this area. Appendix G Wildlife Survey and Inventory shows that in 2009 most elk
surveyed were on the WMA (1883 elk out of 2060 total). In 2008, most elk were in Spring
Brook (1852 elk out of 2086 total). During the winters of 2006 and 2007, elk distribution was
heavily skewed more to Spring Brook then the WMA.. Prior to 2006 (2000-2005), elk were
divided between this WMA and Blacktail WMA.

This elk population principally summers in the Gravelly and Snowcrest Mountains on the
Beaverhead National Forest. However, the bulk of the elk winter range occurs on and adjacent
to the Robb/Ledford and Blacktail WMA's.

Mule and white-tailed deer spend spring, summer, and fall on the WMA. In addition, the WMA
serves as part of a major winter range for a wintering mule deer population from the Snowcrest
Mountains. Recent trend surveys for this area (HD 324) put the population at approximately
300-400 animals ranging in the last ten years from approximately 200 to 800. Of the 358 mule
deer in this HD during the 2008 trend survey (the most recent), approximately 54 of those were
on the WMA. Most of the mule deer winter range and spring green-up use occurs east and north
of the WMA. Whitetail numbers are relatively low on the WMA, probably around 50 or less
during the fall and winter.
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Moose on the WMA are part of the population in HD’s 331 and 332. Surveys have resulted in 1
to 135 moose observed in HD 331 and 2 to 92 in HD 332 since 1983, though many years with
low counts are not valid data for trend because of poor survey conditions. In 2009, there were
six moose on the WMA out of a total of 35 moose in HD 331. Environmental conditions for the
survey preclude that data from being used as valid trend data.

There is a population of antelope in HD 321 that encompasses the WMA, the largest district in
the region. A segment of this population uses the WMA yearlong but most significantly as
winter range. The population in HD 321 has ranged from 702-7428 between 1972 and 2008
based on total counts or estimates. In the last ten years, it has ranged from about 1300-3000, also
based on total counts or estimates with the highest estimate being in 2008. The latest survey,
which included the WMA (2007), resulted in approximately 150 pronghorn observed on the
WMA out of 1596 total. There may have been more or less on the WMA given a different day
for the survey. The estimated number of pronghorn in this HD for 2009 is 3213 animals. Of this
number, a few hundred were probably on the WMA.

Bighorn sheep were reintroduced to the Greenhorn Mountains north of the WMA in 2003 and
2004. Prior to last winter, sheep were only observed on or near the WMA two times by FWP
personnel. During aerial elk surveys this past winter, there were 10 sheep in the Snowslide
Creek area in the Ledford Creek drainage. This spring there were again eight sheep in the same
area at a lower elevation. Since that time, FWP personnel in the area have observed no sheep.
Beginning this fall, an evaluation of the status of this sheep transplanting effort and subsequent
direction will be formally initiated. Please refer to Section I, item 9. Other Livestock Activities
within the WMA (pp 10-11), for a complete process and time frame for evaluating the
Greenhorn’s bighorn sheep reintroduction, MOU, and domestic sheep trailing issue.

Grizzly bears, black bears, mountain lions, and wolves frequent the area. Wolves have denned
on or near the area in the past. We have had no confirmed livestock losses by bears, wolves, or
lions on the WMA. However, we have had these from the surrounding private and public lands.
One wolf pack was eventually removed from the area this last fall, but only after incremental
removals of individuals failed to stop the depredation. Livestock depredation on this landscape
is to be expected in this day and age. Because of the large home range sizes and abilities, and
propensities for these large predators to move long distances, whether there are livestock on the
WMA or not will not greatly increase or decrease depredation losses. Grizzly bears have
recently been placed back on the threatened list and will receive additional protection
consideration.

Blue grouse, sage grouse, occasional ruffed grouse, and Hungarian partridge occur on the WMA
as well as a variety of small mammals, but no population estimates have been made for those
species. Sage grouse winter on the WMA, and it is likely there are leks in the area though they
have yet to be identified. More intense work will be started this spring to try to locate leks.
Some waterfowl nesting occurs along the numerous beaver dams located along Robb and
Ledford Creeks. The principal waterfowl use is by mallards and teal. Nesting success and brood
rearing sites for waterfowl appear to have been improved by the rest rotation grazing system that
has been implemented on the WMA.
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To address some of the uncertainties of nongame use of Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks’
(FWP) Wildlife Management Areas (WMA) and in an effort to be more comprehensive in our
management of wildlife species including nongame as well as game species, FWP intends to
conduct rigorous monitoring and develop a statistically sound sampling plan for Robb-Ledford
and Blacktail WMA’s. The evaluation of the area, commencing summer 2009 with a pilot study
and continuing through 2012, will focus on small mammals, songbirds, raptors, and amphibian
and aquatic reptile surveys. The sampling design for the surveys has been developed through
collaboration between the native species biologist for Region 3, the statewide biometrician, and
the nongame data manager and involves stratifying the WMA'’s by habitat (primary strata) which
will be further embedded within the grazing treatment (secondary strata; early season grazed, late
season grazed, and rested). This will be conducted to reach two main objectives: (1) to more
comprehensively document species occupancy of these WMA'’s at the landscape level, and (2)
evaluate species occupancy and diversity between habitats and between grazing treatments
throughout a grazing cycle (3 years). All surveys and monitoring will follow the same sampling
protocol that has been developed and intensively employed by Montana Natural Heritage
Biodiversity Monitoring Program. After a pilot year during summer 2009, additional efforts will
be made to conduct surveys for long-billed curlew, sage grouse, waterfowl, and furbearers
(beavers). More intensive sampling is also intended for Robb Creek and Ledford Creek to assess
the value of these riparian areas for wildlife. This work will help the agency determine if and
how the landscape level grazing practice influences nongame and some fur species of wildlife.
All information on species distribution and occurrence will be sent to the Montana Natural
Heritage Program to be integrated into their statewide biodiversity-monitoring database.

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a
maximum of 2955 AUMs. Livestock grazing will impact vegetation across the WMA relative
to food and cover for a variety of game and nongame species. The impact will result in the
reduction of vegetative cover in portions of the WMA, particularly in the lower elevations along
riparian areas of grazed pastures. Under the existing grazing system and livestock stocking level,
significant residual forage in rest pastures and on secondary range (i.e. steeper terrain) in grazed
pastures has provided standing crops of lightly or unutilized grass providing good cover and
wildlife forage throughout much of the WMA.

Impacts to available forage will be reduced in the proposed grazing agreement and the
continuation of the R/L System by: 1) one-third of the WMA being totally rested the entire
grazing season; 2) one-third of the WMA will not be grazed until after seed ripe in mid-August
at a time when most bird nesting (including sage grouse) would be completed; and 3) the cattle
stocking density will average no greater than 6 acres/AUM compared to around 3.5 acres per
AUM allowed on many public land leases. In addition, substantially more vegetation will be left
in the low elevation, early use pastures (which are also the most size limited) because grazing
will be limited to no more then 2 weeks as compared to the 5 to 8 weeks of use under the current
grazing practice.

Livestock grazing has had some positive benefits for elk in other areas. In the Elkhorn
Mountains (Hunting District 380), Grover and Thompson (1986) found that elk selected feeding
sites that were grazed by cattle the previous growing season. The removal of older forage by
livestock may help establish a higher quality of feed for elk the following spring (Frisina 1992).
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Grazing by domestic livestock has been shown to improve accessibility, palatability, and
nutritive quality of forage plants preferred by wild herbivores (Jourdonnais and Bedunah 1990).
It should be noted that any increased elk use on the WMA grazed lands may be more tied to the
reduction in older standing residual forage than to increased nutritive value since the nutritive
value of grass is greatly diminished during the winter months when elk are normally on the
WMA.

The distribution of grazed and ungrazed pastures has created a mosaic of habitats that have
accommodated a wider variety of species with different habitat requirements. Resident wildlife
species as well as transient animals have benefited from the increased food and cover that has
occurred from the efforts of the 2000 grazing agreement and the implementation of the
coordinated grazing management system as compared to the health of the habitat under previous
ownership. It is expected that these benefits will be enhanced if the proposed grazing lease were
approved because grazing intensity in low elevation pastures will be significantly reduced from
2-3 acres/AUM to 6 acres/AUM.

As a component of the proposed grazing lease, FWP would install a water gap fence along a 2.5-
mile portion of Robb Creek near the WMA'’s headquarters. As with other fences along riparian
areas within the WMA, this fence’s design will be a 4-strand barbed wire with the highest strand
between 38”- 40” to allow for wildlife to move across it and the lowest wire at a height of 16”-
18" above the ground to accommodate smaller wildlife moving underneath it. There will be
three water gaps along the fence’s length to provide easy access water for all wildlife as well as
cattle. In addition, this fence will also have a let-down design that will be used when livestock
are not present.

Under this Alternative, the presence of cattle on the WMA’s landscape will likely not impair or
disturb general wildlife movements. The continuation of the R/L System will limit impacts to
forage and cover for wildlife and continue to maintain and enhance quality/palatability for
ungulates and nongame species. In addition, the three-year term of the lease will allow FWP
adaptability, if needed, after evaluation of how well it met WMA objectives following a full
three-year rotation.

Alternative B (Shorter Grazing Period): A later placement of cattle onto the lower grazing
pasture would likely benefit ground nesting birds because they would not be disturbed by cattle
movements. A July 1 start day would mean that most ground nesting birds would be almost
through with their nesting season. In addition, cattle will leave the WMA one week earlier than
under Alternative A, again leaving more residual cover and forage for wildlife.

Residual forage may be higher under this alternative which would benefit game and nongame
species through the fall and winter months that might contribute to healthier individuals.

As with Alternative A, the water gap fence would be installed along Robb Creek to protect
riparian resources. As previously described, the design of the fence is not expected to be an
insurmountable barrier to local wildlife since there are already other fences defining other
pasture areas within the WMA that have been navigated by wildlife.
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Under this Alternative, the presence of cattle on the WMA’s landscape will likely not impair or
disturb general wildlife movements. The continuation of the R/L System will limit impacts to
forage and cover for wildlife and continue to maintain and enhance quality/palatability for
ungulates and non-game species. In addition, the three-year term of the lease will allow FWP
adaptability, if needed, after evaluation of how well it met WMA objectives following a full
three-year rotation.

Alternative C (Decrease Number of Cattle): If the grazing lease limited the number of cattle
to 500 animals, there will be an increased level of forage and cover available for all wildlife
since competition for those resources will have been reduced by about half.

As with Alternatives A and B, the water gap fence would be installed along Robb Creek to
protect riparian resources.

Under this Alternative, the presence of cattle on the WMA’s landscape will likely not impair or
disturb general wildlife movements. The continuation of the R/L System will limit impacts to
forage and cover for wildlife and continue to maintain and enhance quality/palatability for
ungulates and nongame species. In addition, the three-year term of the lease will allow FWP
adaptability, if needed, after evaluation of how well it met WMA objectives following a full
three-year rotation.

However if this Alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interest, the Association
would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP may consider
other options. None of the values that are derived from the collaborative R/L System would be
met on the McGuire property.

Alternative D (Shortest Grazing Season, No Riparian Fence): Similar to Alternatives A, B,
and C in terms of increased cover and forage for wildlife in the high elevation pastures, but
would substantially exceed those same values in the low elevation pastures due to the short
duration of livestock grazing there. There would be no riparian zone fence, so there would be no
real or perceived inhibition to wildlife movements.

Under this Alternative, the presence of cattle on the WMA’s landscape will likely not impair or
disturb general wildlife movements. The continuation of the R/L System will limit impacts to
forage and cover for wildlife and continue to maintain and enhance quality/palatability for
ungulates and nongame species. In addition, the three-year term of the lease will allow FWP
adaptability, if needed, after evaluation of how well it met WMA objectives following a full
three-year rotation.

However, if this Alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interest, the Association
would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP may consider
other options. None of the values that are derived from the collaborative R/L System would be
met on the McGuire property.

Alternative E (No Action): Larger amounts of winter forage will exist on deeded and DNRC
leased lands controlled by FWP since cattle would no longer be consuming a portion of the
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vegetation each year. By not grazing livestock, any benefits from removing old forage to
improve the quality/palatability of grass for ungulates and nongame species would not exist on
deeded FWP land. Any impacts caused by cattle movements through nesting or burrow sites
will be eliminated.

Since the DNRC McGuire property would not be a part of a cooperative grazing regime, residual
forage levels for ungulates would likely be substantially reduced because of continual grazing by
cattle. It is unknown what management direction the BLM might take in this situation since
grazing on their lands has been tied to the Robb/Ledford WMA land base and livestock use.

4. Soil Resources

Some rock outcrops exist, but soil is generally free of gravel to depths of 6-12 inches. Over the
past 50 years, the soils of the WMA have been exposed to disturbances from cattle movements,
as well as resident and transient wildlife. No significant changes to existing soils conditions are
anticipated if one of the proposed action alternatives were implemented. Disturbances to unique
geological features will not be necessary for the installation of the water gap fence.

1. EVALUATION OF IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

1. Access and Recreation

The WMA is located in deer and elk Hunting District 324. Recreation hunting pressure is high
with approximately 1764 elk hunters recreating for 11,082 days in 2008 in this HD. Mule and
white-tailed deer populations provided hunting recreation in HD 324 for approximately 507
hunters for 3,372 days in 2008. Some limited moose hunting opportunities exist on the WMA
because it serves primarily as winter range. However, abundant opportunity exists on
surrounding Forest Service lands where wintering moose from the WMA spend the spring,
summer, and fall. There is also antelope hunting recreation provided on the WMA, and for the
district as a whole recreation was provided for approximately 201 hunters and 448 hunter days in
2008.

Fishing opportunities for various species of trout and sculpin exist in many of the creeks within
the WMA and the properties associated with the R/L System. Specific species locations were
previously identified in Section I, Fisheries and Water Resources. Angling pressure is limited
to mainly residents because of their remote locations.

Opportunities for camping, hiking, and other forms of non-consumptive recreation are boundless.

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a
maximum of 2955 AUMSs. The presence of cattle will not significantly restrict recreational use
of the WMA. Some individuals may find livestock along their fishing stream or in other areas
offensive, but this is not expected to be a significant problem to the majority of the public that
use the WMA. Livestock will only occupy approximately one-sixth of the WMA that is a part
of the R/L System at any give time during the grazing season. Livestock will be removed by
October 15 each year prior to the initiation of the majority of the big game hunting that occurs on
the WMA. Hunters are allowed full access and use of the WMA, even in pastures that may be
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occupied by cattle. The removal date for cattle will overlap with the opening week(s) of the
antelope season but not with the general big game season. Prior to this change and since FWP
initiated rest rotation grazing on the WMA in 1991, there has been no conflict with the general
big game season, and only a few days overlap with the opening of the antelope season. The
potential exists for this degree of overlap to be perceived as problematic by hunters.

Non-consumptive recreation would be impacted aesthetically if individuals recreated in use
pastures. However, livestock is a part of the Montana landscape and users have varying
tolerances for livestock presence. No significant changes to recreational opportunities are
anticipated if this alternative was implemented.

Alternative B (Shorter Grazing Period) and Alternative C (Decrease Number of Cattle):
Under either of these alternatives, there would be no changes to access and recreational
opportunities within the publicly owned lands just as described for Alternative A. There would
be little overlap with antelope seasons and none with the general big game season under
Alternative B. Non-consumptive recreation would be impacted the same as under Alternative A.

Alternative D (Shortest Grazing Season, No Riparian Fence): Similar to Alternatives A, B,
and C in terms of overall access and recreation. This alternative is the same as B with regard to
the least amount of overlap with hunting seasons.

Alternative E (No Action): Same as Alternative A with regard to recreational access. Cattle
would not be present on the WMA to offend some segments of the public who do not like to
recreate on public land in the presence of livestock. There would be no grazing, and grazing
impacts to vegetation along fishing streams that might have been viewed negatively by some
individuals will begin to recover over time. There would be no cattle present during the upland
bird and big game seasons. Most non-consumptive users would feel no negative impact.

2. Community Impacts and Land Use

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a
maximum of 2955 AUMs. Locally owned ranches represented in the Ledford Creek Grazing
Association (Association) will be allowed to utilize portions of the WMA for summer livestock
grazing. Summer pasture is in short supply, and is important for the economic viability of
ranches that do not have adequate summer grazing on their own land to support their operations.
This alternative will result in a reduction of one week of grazing and a reduction in the total
number of AUMs (from 3235 to 2955) that are allowed to be grazed on the WMA.

Alternative B (Shorter Grazing Period): There would be a reduction of 279 AUMs compared
to Alternative A. Other then that, there are no additional changes to the local community or the
existing use of the land than what was noted for Alternative A from a shorter grazing period.

The only change to the proposed grazing lease would be that cattle would be placed on the
pastures one week later than under the terms of the Alternative A. The proposed water gap fence
would still be installed along Robb Creek to protect the riparian corridor. The Association would
be left to find an additional week of June pasture prior to entering the R/L System as compared
to Alternative A.
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Alternative C (Decrease Number of Cattle): Similar to Alternative A, the use of the grazing
system’s lands would continue to be grazed maintaining some level of agricultural use that has
been occurring over the past five decades. FWP would limit the number of cattle accessing the
grazing system to 500 animals. Under this alternative, there would be a reduction of 428AUMs
and 149 AUMs compared to Alternatives A and B, respectively. The Association’s members
would still be able to make full use of public summer pastures (FS and BLM allotments) but use
of the R/L system pastures for only a portion of their collective herd. It is unknown if the
remaining amount of the Association’s cattle would be placed on another public-grazing property
or kept on private property if this adjustment to the lease terms were approved. It is also
unknown if this Alternative is compatible with Association interests. If not, the impacts on the
McGuire property and the Association’s operations would be similar to those described in
Alternative E below. However, if this Alternative is not compatible with the Associations
interest, the Association would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System
and FWP may consider other options. None of the collective values that are derived from the
collaborative R/L System would be met on the McGuire property.

Alternative D (Shortest Grazing Season, No Riparian Fence): Under this alternative, there
would be a reduction of 838 AUMS, 410 AUMS, and 559 AUMs compared to alternatives A, B,
and C, respectively. The Association members would still be able to make full use of their FS
and BLM allotments. However, the Association would have tough decisions to make concerning
the gaps in use allowed between the public land (FS and BLM) allotments and use of the R/L
system pastures. It is also unknown if this Alternative is compatible with Association interests.
If not, the impacts on the McGuire property and the Association’s operations would be similar to
those described in Alternative E below. However, if this Alternative is not compatible with the
Associations interest, the Association would likely remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the
R/L System and FWP may consider other options. None of the collective values that are derived
from the collaborative R/L System would be met on the McGuire property.

Alternative E (No Action): No grazing would be allowed on the WMA lands controlled by the
FWP. FWP would continue to manage the WMA for the benefit of its natural resources
(wildlife, fisheries, and vegetation) while providing the public access for hunting, fishing, and
hiking activities.

Association members would have to locate additional summer grazing lands for their livestock if
the level of forage within the McGuire property is insufficient. It is unknown if the Association
would be able to utilize the BLM lands for grazing since the BLM property is tied to the base
property of the WMA. These issues could possibly create additional expenses for Association
members if they needed to move their livestock great distances to other summer pastures within
the area other than using all of the properties included within the R/L cooperative grazing
management system.

3. Cultural and Historic Resources

Livestock grazing has been a practice on southwest Montana rangelands since the latter half of
the 1800’s including the properties incorporated in the coordinated grazing management system.
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If Alternatives A, B, C, or D were implemented, the grazing of cattle on the WMA is not
expected to disturb cultural or historic resources. Previous fencing and water system
improvements that were installed as part of the 2000 grazing lease did not uncover previously
unknown sensitive sites. If cultural or historic resources are discovered during the installation of
the proposed water gap fence under Alternatives A, B, and C, FWP will contact the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for guidance and assistance.

If Alternative E were chosen, FWP would continue to watch for previously undiscovered
resources and consult with SHPO if some were located.

4. Risk/Health Hazards

All four of the livestock alternatives will increase tall larkspur poisoning risk to cattle over
movement practices that occurred under the current lease. This assessment is primarily based on
the hard calendar dates for movement in all four livestock alternatives. Due to the broad
distribution of tall larkspur throughout the higher elevation pastures and the limited capacities in
the lower elevation pastures, this risk will need to be addressed by the livestock owners through
their use of silent herder or some other livestock supplement in order to reduce their risk of cattle
loss. None of the alternatives are expected to result in increased risk or health hazards to humans
or wildlife. Noxious weed control within the WMA will involve the use of chemicals, and these
chemicals will be applied in recommended amounts that should have minimal impacts on non-
target vegetation under all alternatives.

5. Public Services

Alternative A: The grazing system would run from June 22 to October 15, with a
maximum of 2955 AUMs. This alternative will result in the commitment of FWP funds for the
water gap fence and continuing management oversight to maintain the R/L System. Some
ongoing maintenance of the fence is expected because of the use of the area by cattle, by cattle
and bison on adjacent privately controlled land, and by wildlife. Any maintenance expenses will
be covered by the existing operations and maintenance budget for the WMA.

If the proposed grazing lease were approved, public interest in the agreement is anticipated
because of previous public feedback FWP received from the 2000 grazing lease and its
associated fencing and water system improvements.

Alternative B (Shorter Grazing Period): Expected consequences to FWP are the same as
those described for Alternative A.

Alternative C (Decrease Number of Cattle):

Expected consequences to FWP are the same as those described for Alternative A. However if
under Alternative C the Association finds it not compatible with their interests, impacts will be
similar as those described under Alternative E with regard to the McGuire property. In addition
if this Alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interest, the Association would likely
remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP may consider other options.
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None of the values that are derived from the collaborative R/L System would be met on the
McGuire property.

Alternative D (Shortest Grazing Season, No Riparian Fence): Under this alternative,
expected commitments to FWP are the same as those described for Alternatives A, B, and C,
with the exception that there will be no riparian fence needed along Robb Creek. However if
under Alternative C the Association finds it not compatible with their interests, impacts will be
similar as those described under Alternative E with regard to the McGuire property. In addition
if this Alternative is not compatible with the Association’s interest, the Association would likely
remove their McGuire DNRC lease from the R/L System and FWP may consider other options.
None of the values that are derived from the collaborative R/L System would be met on the
McGuire property.

Alternative E (No Action): This alternative will not have the new construction costs related to
the water gap fence along Robb Creek, but this alternative would require FWP to install a fence
along the McGuire property border to keep the Association’s cattle from grazing on the WMA.
This boundary fence could cost as much as $120,000 for its 12-mile length. Additionally, there
is no boundary fence separating BLM and WMA lands in the Taylor Creek Drainage. Assuming
BLM continues to graze this area, FWP would likely need to install 5.25 miles of additional
boundary fence. This cost would be approximately $52,500.

Some maintenance costs associated with the boundary fences would likely impact the WMA’s
budget, but staff commitments for the oversight of a grazing system could be redirected to other
WMA business.

Under this alternative, the previously installed improvements (water system and fencing) within
the WMA for the benefit of R/L grazing system would be abandoned, removed, or reconfigured.
Since 2000, FWP has invested $460,893.76 into the livestock watering system from Kelly
Springs and removed old fencing and installed new fencing to meet the pasture designations of
the R/L System. The water system at Kelley Springs would continue to require some
maintenance for and by downstream users even though it might be turned off on the WMA
portion of the line. Internal fencing completed for the rest-rotation system at some future date
would be removed from within the WMA at an additional expense to FWP.

Impacts to FWP would be most significant under this alternative both in financial and
staffing resources.

PART IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

1. Public involvement:
The public will be notified in the following manners to comment on this current EA, the proposed
action, and alternatives:
e Two public notices in each of these papers: Bozeman Chronicle and Butte Standard
e One statewide press release
e Public notice on the Fish, Wildlife & Parks web page: http://fwp.mt.gov, and
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e Copies of this environmental assessment will be distributed to the neighboring
landowners and interested parties to ensure their knowledge of the proposed project.

Three public meetings were scheduled to coincide with the public comment period. They were
held in Butte, Bozeman, and Sheridan. Information identifying the specific dates, times, and
venues of those meetings were advertised within local papers and posted on the FWP website as
they become available and were as follows: October 13, Butte; October 14, Sheridan; and
October 15, Bozeman.

2. Duration of comment period:
The public comment period was initially set for (45) forty-five days (through October 5), but was

extended through October 23. Written comments were accepted until 5:00 p.m., October 23, 2009
and were mailed to the address below:

Robb/Ledford WMA Grazing Lease
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
1400 S. 19™ Ave.

Bozeman, MT 59718-5496

Or email comments to: RLGrazing@mt.gov

PART V. EA PREPARATION

1. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA, is an EIS required?
(YES/NO)? No
If an EIS is not required, explain why the EA is the appropriate level of
analysis for this proposed action.

Based upon the above assessment, which has identified a very limited number of

minor impacts from the proposed action that can be mitigated, an EIS is not
required and an environmental assessment is the appropriate level of review.

2. Persons responsible for preparing the EA:

Rebecca Cooper Kurt Alt

MEPA Coordinator Regional Wildlife Manager
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
1420 E 6™ Ave. 1400 S. 19" Ave.

Helena, MT 59601 Bozeman, MT 59718
406-444-4756 406-994-6935
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3. List of agencies or offices consulted during preparation of the EA:

Ecological Solutions Group, LLC
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks:
Fish and Wildlife Division, Legal Bureau
Montana Natural Heritage Program — Natural Resources Information System (NRIS)
U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
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Patrick J. Flowers
Region 3 Supervisor
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

AMENDED DECISION NOTICE
Grazing Lease Extension for Robb/Ledford Wildlife Management Area

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Region 3
1400 South 19"
Bozeman, MT 59718
March 20, 2013

face
In 2009, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) approved a 3-year grazing lease within
Robb/Leford Wildlife Management Area (WMA). The WMA encompasses 17,302 acres and the
total number of acres involved in the grazing lease is 32,378, Authorization of this lease
provides the lessee an area for grazing their cattle and FWP a management tool to enhance the
availability and palatability of forage and/or for enhancement of vegetation vigor, benefiting elk,
mule deer, antelope and a variety of nongame species within the WMA, The grazing lease with
the Ledford Grazing Association expired on October 15, 2012, Due to current circumstances,
FWP intends to extend the grazing lease for one year. The wildlife biologist position responsible
for this area, a key position for administering management of the WMA, is currently vacant.
Onee this position is filled, the biologist will work with the lessee to review the lease
arrangement, negotiate adjustments as appropriate, and assess the suitability of a longer term
grazing lease.

A copy of the original decision notice for this grazing lease is available at

hitp:/ffwp.mt.govinews/publicNotices/decisionMotices/pn 0627 html.

Amended Decision

FWP has reviewed the original environmental assessment completed for the grazing lease and
has determined that an extension of the existing grazing lease is still within the scope of the
original analysis and an appropriate action at this time. During the review of the assessment,
FWP reexamined impacts to the physical and human environment including whether new
information is available, and determined that no new impacts are expected and the original
analysis is still valid. The environmental assessment is available at
hitp:/fwp.mt.govinews/publicNotices/decisionNotices/pn 0627 . htm|.

Therefore, it is the decision of FWP, contingent on FWP Commission approval, to extend the
grazing lease for 1 year on the Robb/Ledford WMA with the Ledford Grazing Association at this
time and no new analysis is necessary.



