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I. TYPE AND PURPOSE OF ACTION 

The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) is proposing to offer for Sale at Public Auction, 
160 acres of State Land currently held in Trust for the benefit of Common Schools (see Exhibit A- Map). 
Revenue generated from the sale of this parcel would be deposited into a special account for purchasing 
replacement lands meeting acquisition criteria related to legal access, productivity, potential income generation 
and potential for multiple uses. Replacement lands would then be held in Trust for the benefit of the Common 
School Trust. This proposed sale is being initiated through the Land Banking program (Montana Code Annotated 
77-2-361 through 77-2-367) that was approved by the Legislature in 2003. The purpose of this program is to 
allow the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation to dispose, primarily, of parcels that are isolated 
and produce low income relative to similarly classified tracts and to allow the Department to purchase land with 
legal public access that can support multiple uses and will provide a rate of return equal to or greater than the 
land that were sold. Additionally, this program allows for the Trust land portfolio to be diversified, by disposing of 
grazing parcels that make up a majority of the Trust land holdings and acquire other types of land, such as 
cropland or timberlands, which typically produce greater return on investment. 

The state grazing lessee, Washington Limestone LLC has nominated this parcel for sale. Washington Limestone 
has indicated they are considering a proposal to develop a limestone quarry on their private lands to the west of 
the nominated parcel. Should this quarry be developed, there is a possibility that a haul road would be 
constructed across the state land proposed for sale. The potential environmental impacts of development of a 
limestone quarry are speculative and are outside the scope of this analysis. 

II. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

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

A letter requesting input from the general public, special interest groups and other agencies was distributed 
on March 18th 2015, by DNRC's Southwestern land Office. All input was to be provided back to Liz Mullins, 
SWLO planner, by April 20th 2015. Exhibit 8, of this document, identifies individuals and groups who were 
contacted for their input. In addition, advertisements were placed in the Missoulian and Philipsburg Mail 
newspapers requesting input on the proposed action from any interested parties. 

Two public comments were received in response to public scoping: 
• A Native American Consultation Request Form was received from the Northern Cheyenne Tribe. 

DNRC provided a response to this inquiry. 
• Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks asked if the state parcel bounded on the Clark Fork River. An 

individual from the DNRC Anaconda Unit Office conducted a field evaluation of the property and 
determined that the Clark Fork River did not touch the state parcel. 

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

None 
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3. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

No Action Alternative: Defer inclusion of this parcel in the Land Banking Program at this time. Maintain state 
ownership and continue to manage the property for revenue to the Common School Trust. Deferring the 
proposed sale at this time would not preclude this tract from being nominated for sale in the future. 

Action Alternative: Offer approximately 160 acres of State administered School Trust Land for sale at Public 
Auction and subject to statutes addressing the Sale of State Land found in Title 77, Chapter 2, Part 3 of the 
Montana Codes Annotated. Proceeds from the sale would be deposited in the Land Bank Fund to be used in 
conjunction with proceeds from other safes for the purchase of other state !and, easements, or improvements for 
the beneficiaries of the respective trusts, in this case Common Schools. However, per M.C.A. 77-2-304 the 
State would retain mineral rights. 

111. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
• RESOURCES potentially impacted are listed on the form, followed by common Issues that would be considered. 
• Explain POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MIT/GA TIONS following each resource heading. 
• Enter "NONE" If no impacts are identified or the resource is not present. 

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

No Action/Action 
The parcel is underlain by bedrock geology of Madison limestone that has commercial mineral value and 
quartzite formations. Mineral rights would be retained by the State. The parcel has low oil and gas potential 
(Monte Mason, Minerals Bureau) Shallow bedrock is common on steeper slopes along a small ridge that forms 
east to west through the parcel. No MT DEQ remediation sites or mines were noted in the MTNRIS database 
search for these parcels. There are two roads across the parcel, one has some gravel surfacing, and the other 
is a low standard two-track road across rangeland. 

The 160 acre state parcel supports mainly dry grassland with two small patches of mixed conifers/junipers. The 
rangeland soils are dryland sites, with shallow to moderately deep gravelly and cobbly clay loam soils on 
moderate foot-slopes of (5-40%). The northern boundary of the section is a high terrace of alluvium associated 
with the Clark Fork River. The alluvial soils are gravelly clay loams and sandy loams. Erosion potential is 
moderate and increases to moderately high on steeper slopes up to 40%. Soils in the parcel are droughty, 
supporting mainly dryland range. 

No soil disturbance activities are planned as part of this action. There would be low risk of direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to geology and soil quality or stability as a result of implementing the proposed action or no­
action alternatives. 

5. WATER QUALITY, QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION: 
Identify important surface or groundwater resources. Consider the potential for violation of ambient water quality 
standards, drinking water maximum contaminant levels, or degradation of water quality. Identify cumulative effects to 
water resources. 

No Action/Action 
The parcel is located in the Clark Fork River drainage about 1 Y2 miles SW of Drummond, Montana. There are 
no natural surface waters or wetlands on the parcel. The section drains towards the north but there are no 
surface drainages to the Clark Fork River. This is a low precipitation site that receives about 13" of average 
precipitation during the year. Surface runoff on these well-drained soils is rare and mainly in the spring. Two 
irrigation ditches flow across the parcel. An irrigation ditch crosses the SE corner of the parcel and an irrigation 
ditch crosses the north end of the property along an upper alluvial terrace of the Clark Fork River. 

We would expect continued land management uses of grazing similar to recent activities in compliance with 
Best Management Practices. Any proposed water rights uses would require an application for a beneficial water 
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use through the permit process administered by the DNRC Water Rights Bureau. Thus, there is low risk of 
direct, indirect or cumulative effects to water quality or beneficial uses anticipated with both the action and no­
action alternative on these parcels of the proposed actions. 

6. AIR QUALITY: 
What pollutants or particulate would be produced? Identify air quality regulations or zones (e.g. Class I air shed) the 
project would influence. Identify cumulative effects to air quality. 

No Action/Action: 
The parcel is located approximately 1 % miles SW of Drummond, MT in Granite County. Air quality is currently 
good . This tract has historically been used for cattle grazing and hay production. The parcel comprises a very 
small percentage of the Drummond area air shed. Sale of the property will have no effect on air quality. 

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

The last range inspection for this tract identified 4 separate range sites. Approximately 15 acres were 
historically irrigated hay ground. The remainder of the ownership is native grass range. Excessive grazing has 
caused deterioration of the plant community to the point of dominance by increaser grasses. The last grazing 
inspection for this tract was conducted in August of 2014. Forage production for the total 160 acres was 
estimated at 49 AUM's or .306 AUM's/ac. With decreaser grasses being dominated by increaser grasses, such 
as western wheat grass and assorted blue grasses. 

No Action: This alternative would leave the ownership with the State Common School Trust and the Land 
Management with DNRC. Vegetation management would be anticipated to continue as it has in the recent past. 
Noxious weeds, principally Spotted Knapweed occurs in the area across ownerships, and also on the DNRC 
parcel. Control of State listed noxious weeds would continue to be emphasized. There would be minimal if any 
change in noxious weeds under the no action alternative. 

Action: The tract would be sold at public auction, allowing anyone who is a qualified bidder to bid. The 
vegetative management would vary depending on the goals of the new owner. We would expect continued land 
management uses of grazing similar to recent activities in compliance with Best Management Practices. Weed 
control would be expected to continue to meet requirements of the Montana Weed Control Act and Granite 
County Weed District. 
We don't expect any direct or cumulative effects would occur to vegetation as a result of the proposed sale of 
this parcel. 

8. TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN AND AQUATIC LIFE AND HABITATS: 
Consider substantial habitat values and use of the area by wildlife, birds or fish. Identify cumulative effects to fish and 
wildlife. 

Terrestrial Wildlife Resources 
The 160 acre project area is largely a native sagebrush-grassland plant community. Past activities in the project 
area have included livestock grazing. The project area is surrounded by private lands, which have also 
experienced livestock grazing. 

No Action Alternative: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
The project area would remain in DNRC ownership and the foreseeable predominant land use would be 
livestock grazing. No changes to the existing habitats would be anticipated. Wildlife use of the project area 
would be expected to be similar to present levels. No changes in recreational use would be anticipated; existing 
levels of human disturbance would not appreciably change. No appreciable changes to the existing big game 
winter range, summer range, or security habitats would be anticipated. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects 
to wildlife would be anticipated since: 1) no appreciable changes to existing habitats would occur; 2) human 
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disturbance levels would not be anticipated to change; and 3) no changes in wildlife use would be expected to 
occur. 

Action Alternative: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
DNRC would relinquish ownership of the project area under the Land Banking process and a private party would 
purchase the property. Beyond this expectation, one must speculate on further outcomes regarding future land 
uses that would occur outside of DNRC control following purchase by a buyer. Transferring ownership of the 
parcel to another party would not have any direct or indirect effects on any wildlife species or habitats, however, 
under the action alternative continued management, and/or future development that may erode wildlife habitat 
values could occur outside of the DNRC's public environmental review process. 
Should traditional management (i.e., livestock grazing) continue in the project area, minor direct, indirect, or 
cumulative effects to wildlife would be anticipated. Should more intensive activities, such as development or 
subdivision, occur, this alternative could have more effects to wildlife by contributing to temporary loss of and/or 
more permanent habitat loss for a number of wildlife species in the future, most of which are currently relatively 
common in Montana. Any activities that may occur on the project area would be additive to other cumulative 
effects that may be associated with historic land uses on nearby properties (e.g. livestock grazing, logging, and 
existing human developments etc.). Wildlife use of the project area would not immediately change, but could be 
subject to additional disturbance and/or displacement depending on the ultimate uses of the parcel by the new 
owners. 
No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to wildlife would be anticipated since: 1) no appreciable changes to 
existing habitats would occur immediately, however long-term management objectives would be unknown and 
persistence of any given habitat condition would not be certain; 2) human disturbance levels would not be 
anticipated to change in the immediate future, however uncertainty associated with future use could introduce 
additional human disturbance and displacement; and 3) no appreciable changes in wildlife use would be 
expected to occur unless major changes in iand use were to undertaken by the new owner. 

Aquatic Life 
There are no surface waters within the parcel that support fish, based on field reviews and biologist assessment. 
There would be no direct, in-direct of cumulative effects to aquatic life or fish with implementation of the action 
or o-action alternatives. 

9. UNIQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGILE OR LIMITED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES: 
Consider any federally listed threatened or endangered species or habitat identified in the project area. Determine 
effects to wetlands. Consider Sensitive Species or Species of special concern. Identify cumulative effects to these 
species and their habitat. 

Terrestrial Wildlife Resources 
The 160 acre project area is largely a native sagebrush-grassland plant community. Past activities in the project 
area have included livestock grazing. The project area is surrounded by private lands, which have also 
experienced livestock grazing. See table below for a full review of existing habitats for terrestrial threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive wildlife species. 

No Action Alternative: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
The project area would remain in DNRC ownership and the foreseeable predominant land use would be 
livestock grazing. No further habitat-altering land uses would occur with this alternative, thus no changes to the 
existing habitats or levels of use by any of the terrestrial threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species 
would be anticipated. Existing levels of human disturbance would not appreciably change. No direct, indirect, or 
cumulative effects to terrestrial threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species would be anticipated since: 
1) no appreciable changes to existing habitats would occur; 2) human disturbance levels would not be 
anticipated to change; and 3) no changes in wildlife use would be expected to occur. 

Action Alternative: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
DNRC would relinquish ownership of the project area under the Land Banking process and a private party would 
purchase the property. Beyond this expectation, one must speculate on further outcomes regarding future land 
uses that would occur outside of DNRC control following the disposal. Transferring ownership of the parcel to 
another party would not have any direct or indirect effects on any terrestrial endangered, threatened, or 
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sensitive wildlife species or habitats, however, under the action alternative continued management, and/or 
future development that may erode wildlife habitat values could occur outside of the DNRC's public 
environmental review process. 

Should traditional management (i.e., livestock grazing) continue in the project area, minor direct, indirect, or 
cumulative effects to terrestrial threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species would be anticipated. 
Should more intensive activities, such as development or subdivision, occur, this alternative could have slightly 
more effects to terrestrial threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species by contributing to temporary loss 
of and/or more permanent habitat loss for a number of wildlife species in the future. Any activities that may 
occur on the project area would be additive to other cumulative effects that may be associated with historic land 
uses on nearby properties (e.g. livestock grazing, logging, and existing human developments etc.). Wildlife use 
of the project area would not immediately change, but could be subject to additional disturbance and/or 
displacement depending on the ultimate uses of the parcel by the new owners. 

No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to terrestrial threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species would 
be anticipated since: 1) no appreciable changes to existing habitats would occur immediately, however long­
term management objectives would be unknown and persistence of any given habitat condition would not be 
certain; 2) human disturbance levels would not be anticipated to change in the immediate future, however 
uncertainty associated with future use could introduce additional human disturbance and displacement; and 3) 
no appreciable changes in wildlife use would be expected to occur unless major changes in land use were to 
undertaken by the new owner. 

Threatened Endangered and Sensitive Species: 
The Natural Heritage Program was queried for species of concern which may inhabit this tract. The results of 
this query are listed in the table below. It is unlikely that any of these animals and plants occupy the tract 
involved in this proposal due to a lack of habitat. 

Threatened and Endangered I [Y/N] Potential Impacts and Mitigation 
Species Measures 

I N = Not Present or No Impact is Likely to Occur 
i Y = Impacts May Occur (Explain Below) 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
Grizzly bear ( Ursus arctos) [ N] The project area is approximately 27 miles south of the NCDE 
Habitat: Recovery areas, Recovery Area (USFWS 1993), and 5 miles south of occupied grizzly 
security from human activity bear habitat (Wittinger et al. 2002). However, grizzly bears are 

increasingly being documented south of the recovery zone (J. Jonkel, 
MT FWP, personal communication, 2013). Transferring ownership of 
the parcel would not have any direct or immediate indirect effect on any 
wildlife species or their habitat. Should trad itional uses {i.e., livestock 
grazing) continue, negligible direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to 
grizzly bears would be anticipated. However, the proposed action could 
allow for greater future cumulative risk of development and loss of 
wildlife habitat that could occur outside of the DNRC's public 
environmental review process. 

Canada lynx (Fe/is lynx) [ N] No lynx habitats occur in the project area. Thus, no direct, 
Habitat: Subalpine fir habitat indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated to lynx. 
types, dense sapling, old 
forest, deep snow zone 

DNRC Sensitive Species [Y/N] Potential Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures 
N =Not Present or No Impact is Likely to Occur 
Y = Impacts Mav Occur (Explain Below) 
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Bald eagle [ N] The project area is roughly 1.6 miles from the Flint Creek bald 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) eagle territory on the Clark Fork River. Incidental use during the winter 

Habitat: Late-successional could be possible while foraging on carrion. Transferring ownership of 

forest less than 1 mile from the parcel would not have any direct or immediate indirect effect on any 

open water wildlife species or their habitat. Should traditional uses (i.e., livestock 
grazing) continue, negligible direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to 
bald eagles would be anticipated. However, the proposed action could 

I allow for greater future cumulative risk of development and loss of 
wildlife habitat that could occur outside of the DNRC's public 
environmental review process. 

Black-backed woodpecker [ N] No recently (less than 5 years) burned areas are in the project 
(Picoides arcticus) area. Thus, no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to black-backed 

I Habitat: Mature to old burned woodpeckers would be expected to occur as a result of either 
or beetle-infested forest 

1 alternative. 

Coeur d'Alene salamander [ N ] No moist talus or streamside talus habitat occurs in the project 
(Plethodon idahoensis) area. Thus, no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to Coeur d'Alene 
Habitat: Waterfall spray zones, salamanders would be expected to occur as a result of either 
talus near cascading streams alternative. 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse [ N] Although grassland/shrubland communities occur in the project 
( Tympanuchus phasianellus area, recent research indicates Columbian sharp-tailed grouse likely 
co/umbianus) never inhabited western Montana (Montana Natural Heritage Program 
Habitat: Grassland, shrubland, and Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, 2015). Thus, no direct, indirect, 
riparian, agriculture or cumulative effects to Columbian sharp-tailed grouse would be 

expected to occur as a result of either alternative. 
Common loon (Gavia immer) [ N] No suitable lakes occur in the project area. Thus no direct, 
Habitat: Cold mountain lakes, indirect, or cumulative effects to common loons would be expected 
nest in emergent vegetation under either alternative. 

Fisher (Martes pennant1) [ N] No suitable fisher cover types exist in the project area. Given the 
Habitat: Dense mature to old lack of habitat, the limited area, the proximity to human developments, 
forest less than 6,000 feet in and the surrounding landscape, no direct, indirect, or cumulative 
elevation and riparian effects to fisher would be anticipated. 

Flammulated owl [ N] No suitable flammulated owl habitats occur in the project area. 
( Otus flammeolus) Thus no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to flammulated owls 

Habitat: Late-successional would be expected under either alternative. 

ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir 
forest 

Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) [ N] Wolves are have been not been documented in the project area 
Habitat: Ample big game and the nearest known wolf pack is roughly 14 miles away. Little or no 
populations, security from use of the project area would be anticipated. Transferring ownership of 
human activities the parcel would not have any direct or immediate indirect effect on any 

wildlife species or their habitat. Should traditional uses (i.e., livestock 
grazing) continue, negligible direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to 
gray wolves would be anticipated. However, the proposed action could 
allow for greater future cumulative risk of development and loss of 
wildlife habitat that could occur outside of the DNRC's public 
environmental review process. 

Harlequin duck [ N] No suitable high-gradient stream or river habitats occur in the 
(Histrionicus histrionicus) project area. No direct, indirect or cumulative effects to harlequin ducks 

Habitat White-water streams, would be expected to occur as a result of either alternative. 

boulder and cobble substrates 
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Mountain Plover I [ N] No prairie dog colonies or other suitable shortgrass prairie habitats I 
(Charadrius montanus) occur in the project area. The project area is not within the known 
Habitat: Short-grass prairie, · range of Mountain plovers in Montana. Thus, no direct, indirect, or I 
alkaline flats, and prairie dog cumulative effects to mountain plovers would be anticipated to occur as 
towns a result of either alternative. 
Northern bog lemming [ N ] No suitable sphagnum bogs or fens occur in the project area. 
(Synaptomys borealis) Thus, no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to northern bog lemmings 
Habitat: Sphagnum meadows, would be expected to occur as a result of either alternative. 
bogs, fens with thick moss 
mats 
Peregrine falcon [ N ] No preferred cliff features suitable for use by peregrine falcons 
(Falco peregrinus) occur in the project area, but peregrine falcons have nested a couple of 

Habitat: Cliff features near miles upstream from the project area on the Clark Fork River. 

open foraging areas and/or Transferring ownership of the parcel would not have any direct or 

wetlands immediate indirect effect on any wildlife species or their habitat. Should 
traditional uses (i.e., livestock grazing) continue, negligible direct, 
indirect, or cumulative effects to peregrine falcons would be anticipated. 
However, the proposed action could allow for greater future cumulative 
risk of development and loss of wildlife habitat that could occur outside 
of the DNRC's public environmental review orocess. 

Pileated woodpecker [ N ] No suitable pileated woodpecker habitat exists in the project area. 
(Dryocopus pileatus) Thus, no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to pileated woodpeckers 

Habitat: Late-successional would be expected to occur as a result of either alternative. 

ponderosa pine and larch-fir 
forest 

Townsend's big-eared bat [ N] DNRC is unaware of any mines or caves within the project area or 

I 
(Plecotus townsendil) close vicinity that would be suitable for use by Townsend's big-eared 
Habitat: Caves, caverns, old bats . Thus, no direct, indirect or cumulative effects to Townsend's big-
mines eared bats would be expected to occur as a result of either alternative. 

.. · - -------~ 

Wolverine (Gu/o gulo) [ N ] No suitable wolverine habitats occur in the project area. Thus, no 
Habitat: Alpine tundra and direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to wolverines would be expected 
high-elevation boreal forests, to occur as a resuit of either alternative. 
areas with persistent spring 
snow. 

Fish and Wetlands 
No sensitive fish species, sensitive wetlands or sensitive plants are known to occur on the DNRC parcel. No 
wetlands occur on this ownership. There would be no direct, in-direct or cumulative effects to aquatic life or fish 
with implementation of the action or no-action alternatives. 

10. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES: 
Identify and determine effects to historical, archaeological or paleontologica/ resources. 

No Action/Action: 
Two Class Ill inventories for Antiquities have been conducted. Both of these inventories are available upon 
request and are contained in the project file. A single cultural resource {Lororensen ditch) was formally 
documented and evaluated. 
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11. AESTHETICS: 
Determine if the project is located on a prominent topographic feature, or may be visible from populated or scenic areas. 
What level of noise, light or visual change would be produced? Identify cumulative effects to aesthetics. 

No Action/Action: 
There are no prominent topographic features on the state land. It does not provide any unique scenic quality 
that is not also provided on adjacent lands. There is a good view of the Clark Fork River and Flint mountain 
range from this tract. It is located within one mile of Interstate 90 and .25 miles of the Clark Fork River. 
No direct or cumulative impact to aesthetics is anticipated under either alternative. 

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

This 160 acre parcel is part of the Common Schoof Trust of which there are more than 4,628, 133 acres within 
the state. The potential sale of this parcel would affect an extremely small percentage of the Common School 
Trust land. 

No Action: Existing land management activities would likely continue as they did in 2015, under either 
alternative. 

Action: The potential transfer of ownership would not have any impact or demands on environmental resources 
of land, water, air or energy. 

13. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS PERTINENT TO THE AREA: 
List other studies, plans or projects on this tract. Determine cumulative impacts likely to occur as a result of current 
private, state or federal actions in the analysis area, and from future proposed state actions in the analysis area that are 
under MEPA review (scoped) or permitting review by any state agency. 

No Action/Action Alternative: 
No impacts are anticipated under either alternative. 

IV. IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN POPULATION 
• RESOURCES potentially impacted are listed on the form, followed by common issues that would be considered. 
• Explain POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS following each resource heading. 
• Enter •NONE" If no imoacts are identified or the resource is not oresent. 

14. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY: 
Identify any health and safety risks posed by the project. 

No Action/Action Alternative: 
It is unlikely that either alternative would impact human health and safety 

15. INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND AG RIC UL TURE ACTIVITIES AND PRODUCTION : 
Identify how the project would add to or alter these activities. 

This parcel is currently leased for livestock grazing purposes with an estimated annual carrying capacity of 49 
AUM's. The current lessee, Washington Limestone Inc., owns property, surrounding th is 1/4 section on all four 
sides. As mentioned above there is a possibility that industrial use of this tract for transportation may occur 
under the action alternative. This tract has not been leased for any other purposes then grazing and past hay 
production. 

Commercial mineral potential is low. 
The Land Board is prohibited by both State and Federal Statutes from selling school trust mineral estates. 
Selling the surface estate therefore leaves the Department with retained ownership of the split mineral estate. If 
sold, the transfer deed would contain the standard mineral reservation clause, including the right to access and 
utilize the sub-surface estate. 
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No Action Alternative: 
It is anticipated that if this tract is not sold it would continue to be used for grazing by the lessee. Current 
revenue from grazing use is approximately $706/year. This is .306 AUM's/ac. which is slightly above the 
statewide average for grazing productivity. 

Action: 
The 160 acres would be appraised by a professional land appraiser to determine full market value. This value 
would be the minimum acceptable bid. The land would be advertised for sale at a public auction. The 
Department estimates the value of this tract at approximately $1,200/acre (based upon prior land banking sales 
in this vicinity) with an estimated value of $192,000 (160 x $1,200/ac = $192,000), with the revenues being 
deposited in the land banking account for future purchase of property by the land board. Any future change in 
land use would be subject to review under state and local regulations intended to address impacts to local 
industrial, commercial and agricultural activities. No direct or cumulative impacts are anticipated as a result of 
the proposal. Per M.C.A. 77-2-304 the State would retain the subsurface mineral rights. 

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

No Action/Action: 
Neither alternative would produce an impact on the quantity and distribution of employment. 

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

No Action; 
The land would not be taxed because it would continue to be held by the State of Montana in Trust for 
Montana's Educational System. Lessee owned Improvements, such as center pivots, would be taxed, as they 
currently are. 

Action Alternative: 
Selling the Trust Land to a private individual would make this tract subject to all local and State property taxes. 
This would put new land on the county tax base, thus increasing revenue to Granite County and the State 

18. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES: 
Estimate increases in traffic and changes to traffic patterns. What changes would be needed to fire protection, police, 
schools, etc.? Identify cumulative effects of this and other projects on government services 

No Action/Action: 
Neither alternative would have an impact on government services. 

Any future uses including development of the parcel would be subject to applicable local and state regulations. 

19. LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS AND GOALS: 
List State, County, City, USFS, BLM, Tribal, and other zoning or management plans, and identify how they would affect 
this project. 

No Action 
This piece of ground would remain in agricultural production for the foreseeable future. 

Action: 
The parcel is un-zoned and is characterized by open rangelands and agricultural uses. There is a subdivision 
approximately one (1) mile from the parcel, Antelope Springs which is comprised of 36 lots. 

The DNRC manages State Trust Lands for residential development under the Real Estate Management Plan 
2005. The Plan defines residential development as a density of one (1) residential unit per 25 acres or less or by 
allowing development on more than 25% of the parent parcel. If the density exceeds 25% of the parcel or is 
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denser than 1 dwelling unit per 25 acres, then the development counts towards the threshold caps for 
development in the Real Estate Management Plan. 

This piece of ground would likely remain in grazing production for the foreseeable future. Any proposal to 
develop these properties would be subject to review and approval under state and local regulations applicable to 
Granite County. 

20. ACCESS TO AND QUALITY OF RECREATIONAL AND WILDERNESS ACTIVITIES: 
Identify any wilderness or recreational areas nearby or access routes through this tract. Determine the effects of the 
project on recreational potential within the tract. Identify cumulative effects to recreational and wilderness activities. 

This160 acre tract of Trust land is not legally accessible to the public. The private land has not historically been 
available to the general public for recreational use. 

No Action Alternative: 
No change from existing conditions is anticipated 

Action Alternative: 
The action alternative would sell this tract to the highest bidder. It would be up to the new owner to determine 
the access they are willing to authorize. 

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

No Action/Action: 
The potential sale of this parcel would not require additional housing or change the population. It is unknown 
what land uses would occur under new ownership. Any future proposal to develop the property would be subject 
to review under State and local regulations. 

22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES: 
Identify potential disruption of native or traditional lifestyles or communities. 

No Action /Action Alternative: 
There are no native, unique or traditional lifestyles or communities in the vicinity that would be impacted by 
either alternative. 

23. CULTURAL UNIQUENESS AND DIVERSITY: 
How would the action affect any unique quality of the area? 

No Action/Action: 
The potential sale of the state land would not directly or cumulatively impact cultural uniqueness or diversity. 
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24. OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES: 
Estimate the return to the trust. Include appropriate economic analysis. Identify potential future uses for the analysis 
area other than existing management. Identify cumulative economic and social effects likely to occur as a result of the 
proposed action. 

No Action Alternative: 
The State is not committed to any particular action under the no action alternative. It is likely that leasing this 
tract for grazing would continue under this alternative. If Washington Limestone were to propose hauling 
limestone ore across this tract, an application and associated environmental analysis would be required. 

Action 
The 160 acres would be sold for an estimated value of $192,000, with the revenues being deposited in the land 
banking account for future acquisitions of land with higher revenue generating potential. 

EA Checklist Name: Fred Staedler Date: 6-26-15 

Prepared By: 
Title: Anaconda Unit Manager 

V. FINDING 

25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED: 

I select the Action Alternative. I recommend the parcel be submitted for preliminary Land Board approval for 
sale under the land banking program. 

26. SIGNIFICANCE OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: 

Sale of this property will not result in significant environmental impacts. 

27. NEED FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 

c=i EIS CJ More Detailed EA [TI No Further Analysis 

Name: Robert H. Storer EA Checklist 
Approved By: Title: Trust Lands Program Manager Southwestern Land Office 

.Signature: _ Date: ~nc_ .;Jq 2..0 ).S' 
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Exhibit B 
lusNM 

w..onan1 ErWltanmental lnbmitlon Center 
Manbl'lf Wildlife F.dtratian 
MonUN School Bo.rds Assod~t5on 

"'1onYna Wood Products 
Mcmtlna Association Of CotJnlies 

Montan• Audubon 

Msuew .. rmn 
Ml Farm lureau Federation 
Matador C.ttl• Co. 
UnivrenityOf Montana 
Offke Of Public: Instruction 

Dept Of Fl•h. WHd!lfe & P•rb 
Dept Of Fish. Wlldllfe & Pllrb 
Dept. Of fnvlronmentitl Q1.1atttv 
Dept Of Tr.nsportat~ 

Grainite Co11nty Comrrinionen 

Uida forest.stNice 

Montan• Wlldllfe Federatloh 

Montana Assoc .. tion Of Land Tr"5t (Mitt) 
Tribal Histori( PNsttvatlon Offlce 

EastemShochont Trt~ OfTbeWfnd RtYtrR•scrvation 
~ IUukfttt Mitton TribaJ Hist.one PrHtN•tion 
Chippewa Cru Trtbt Of The Rocky soys Rese1V11tion 
Confederated S.aNsh & ICooterial Trtbts Of The Aathud Re:servatton 
Confede111ted Salish & Koat1mai lribH OfTht FllthHd Re~l!!rvation 
Th• Crow Tribe Of Indians 

Northern CtM'yen ne 
Fort Belmap Tribal Office 

Fort:P.diTribu 
PlumC1ttli: Timber Company l p 

Montlnt WlldttMss Assoc. 
Montrust 

Ave VeJltV'S Lud Tnat 
Rocky Mountllln Elk Foundalion 

Friends Of Ttitt Wild Swan 
Wildwest lnstlb.lte 
A•i.ance For The Wild Rockies 

Mr .stodccrOWt-n Anoclatk:ln 
"'°'1\1 ~ Smart Gtowtto Coalition 

MonQr.a Tro&A Unllmked 
Montana Rtwr Action Netvtork 
Montana Wildllf'I!! Fedeliltlon 
Westem Mt Ffs~ & Game Assoc. 
Mfssoul1 Land Rell-.nce 
Amencan Public l and E11cha11&t 

Lewin 
Public Lands Access Assoc. Inc. 
Montana C091ition f« A.pproprbte '1mt Of Stlte Lands 
Hel .. ate> Hurlttts &r Atclers 

Gff:ate" Yellowstone CoaNtion 

fO&Jndation For Nonh A.Mrtcan Wlld Sheep 
National Wildlife Federation 
Defendus Of Wildlife 
MonUn1 Bowhunters Ancc 

Anaconda Sportsman Ch•b 
~ine Sports mans Assodatfon 

Nome 
Anne Hedges 

l!ill Orse&/Stln Frultr 

8obV"l.J 
Danirl Berube 
Julia Altermus 

Huo!d Blattie 
JicJc AtchHor., Sr. 
!ilntt Ellls 
ltdt Taylor' 
J.ab CummiM 

l<\4< llonlin 
Rosi Ke!ler 

Denise Juneau 

Attn: o.riene Ed1e 

Attn: Sharon Rose 
Attn: Bonnie Lovelace 
At(/1: cur. HHS 

Northern Rel;ionll He:Hquarttrs 

Kach¥ S-0>00 
GtM VUcc:Mch 

l"ad Dale 

Davis Roxie 
Palmer Larry Alan & Mc"-¥ LH 
Craia: Sharpe And Leny Cop•nh1ver 
G1en MaQI 

Darlene Conrad 
Wilfred~ 

John Murray 
MOOWfodylloy 

Fl'llncisAuld 
Ira Matt 

H1.1bert Two Le11ins 
Conrid Fisher 
Monfs Btlgarft 
Curt.yYoupe:e 
Jerry Sorenson 

Jtff Juel, Ec01y.1tems Dtftnst 

Jly&odner 

&etw~ 

Bruce Farting 

Donald Kern 
Oa"t: MajOl'1 

Jay Ericksen 

Bnx:t Butbee 

John Gibson 
Joclc.lonts 

Rich Oay 

LOf'ry Thoma.s 

Robert P & Sherilee Lund 
Town Of Dn.wT.nand 

~ & Rhond1 Brown 
Roser CousinHv 

John & Dolores Paider 
Bryon & Davie Hill 
Lawrence & Frankie Fickler 
Richard Ballhcer 

t.crl Nebon 
RobettWtnet" 

Sholbv l\bne 
R•ndvO.ionl 
JooathOll & Muy Kni1ht 
Tanner Cochrtll 

O.lt & Robin Cochrel! 
Kenny & Katht Kine 

UH Jesse 
Cal>AnWiiht 
Rkhonl & Cher,4 Robinson 
P~Mtr Elt~ Conlr11tlinc Inc. 

Richard & Mlrion Sk911s 
~vain & V1olet Beram11n 

5u$an & Randv Ptterson 

Sheldon & Corine Br•dshaw 
C.alfln & Harftt Menb•r 
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Addte• Town 
PO 80. 1184 Hel1HU11 
PO 81»1 117S HeleNI 
163 Great Northern iw., Stt 301 Helena 

27 Cedu L•lll' Or. Butte 
PO BOK 1967 Minoula 
2715 SkyNay Dr. He-len• 
3210 Ottawa BUtte 

PO Bax 59S Helena 
P.O. Box 172440 Bozeman 
SOl S l!Hh. SUITE 104 8ozmian 
'500 8ladctall Rd. Oilton 
31 cam~ Or-. Missida 

BOX 202501 Helena 
PO B<lll 200701 Helena 

3201 Spureln Ra.d Missoula 
PO BOK 200901 Helena 

PO BDOl 201001 Heltn• 
PO BOX 925 PhlllllSbwx 

30I East fith 5t. Anaconda Montana 
120S West 3rd St. Anaconda Montana 
101 lnttmaticnal Road Missoula 
600S~elds Aw Butte 
PO BOX 286 Drummond 
96 OLD US HIGHWAY lOA Drummond 

PO Box 1175 Helena 
PO BOK 675 Whitehall 

PO BC* 396 Fl. Washakie 
P.O. BOK 538 Ft. Washakie 

PO Box 2809 Browning 
RR 1 •544 SO. Elder 

PO Box 278 Pablo 
PO Box 278 Pablo 

PO Bm 159 Crow Aeency 
PO Bmc 128 lamt Del!:r 
RR 18c.c fi6 liartem 
POB 1027 Pcplor 

PO BOX 1990 Col ........ fol~ 
305 EW.NG Ht:leH 

PO BOX 1111 
POBOX&953 
PO B0X82A9 
PO BOX 5103 
PO BOX 7998 

PO BOX SOS 
420 N CALlr<lRNIA 
114 W. Pine StrMt. Suite 1 

PO 80X7186 

PO BOX383 
3289 WOOD DUCK LANE 
PO Box 4294 
PO BOXJ5S 
125 BANK.ST, SUITE 610 
l!ilS 3ROAVE N 

3028 AV£ E 
3014 IRHIEST 

POBOX 7792 
PO BOX1874 

720ALLE.NAVE 

240 N HIGGINS AVE 

140S4TH ,;rw 
4503 BARBARA LA.NE 
#2 CHERRY 
PO Be. 173 

100 l amen Road 
P.O. 8"" 195 
P.O. Bo1t 224 

P.O. Box 22 

11 Hoover "oad 
5 Hoover Road 

P.O. Box 160 
P.O. 8mc444 
241 L•nnen Read 

P.O. Box 376 
P.O.Bmcll07 
4640 Bailey 
11676 Frenchtown Front:a1e: Read 

4404 h.prwssw.y Suite 201 

P.O. Bo.< 302 
P.O. 8m: 238 
76 O ld US Hi1hw.ay lOA 
5284 .... Hlghwayl 
P.O. 8otc 276 
96 otd US HChway toA 

P.O. Box 203 

624S Mt. Hi1hway 1 
33.40 Oarrell Lane: 

PO BODI 427 
3408 Al•bama Ave. 
P.O. Bai 372 

Missoula 

Missoul1 
Mlssnula 

Swan Lakt 
~iuoula 

Helen.a 
tlolena 

Ms.soul a 
Miuoula 

Helena 
Stewnsvifte 

Mlssoul• 
H• le na 

Missoula 
Gt'9at Falls 

Bil~nc• 

Mn Olia 

Boteman 

Cody 
Mluotila 

MissDt.llil 

Mssoula 
Ar.aeon de 
Butte 

liall 
Dri.wnmond 
Dr"mmond 
Drummond 
Drummond 
Drummond 
Drummond 

Drummond 
Holl 
Drummond 
Sttle~laloe 
Missoula 
Missoula 

Minoula 
Otummond 
~rumrnol'ld 

Drummond 
H>ll 
Drommond 
Drummond 
Hol 
Drummond 
MissoLJla 
Oiummond 
Alexandria 
Drummond 

State 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
WY 

WY 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 
MT 

Mr 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
Mr 
Mr 

MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 

MT 
WY 

MT 
Mr 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 

MT 
MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
l\tT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

MT 
MT 

VA 
MT 

Zip 
59624 
5962.4 

59501·3398 
59701 
59806 
59601 
59701 
591524 

59717-0001 
59718 
59725 

'98U-0001 
59620.2501 

59620·0701 
598DC 

591120.0901 
59620.1001 

59858 

S9801 
59711 
59711 

59808 
59701 

59832-0286 
59$32-9738 

59624 

59759 
12514 
82514 

59417 
59521 
5985!: 

59855 

59022 
59043 

59526 

592.5.S 
59911 

59501 
5981)1; 

59807 
59807-a249 

59911 
59807 

5962.4 
59601 

59802 
59307 

596JA 
591170 

S980& 
59624 

59802 

59401 
59102 
59701 

59807 
59771 

112414 
59802 

59801 
59800 

59711 

59701 

59137·9616 

59$32-0195 
59&32·0224 
59832·002> 
59$32-9712 
59432-9712 
598:U·Ol60 
59832-0444 
59U7·96ll! 
59$32.Ql71i 

59161·1107 
59808 

59808-5324 
59808-1486 
59832·0302 
59832-0302 
59&32·9738 

59$37-9705 
59832-0276 
59832-97.la 
59837--0203 
59832·9730 

59803-2727 
59B32--0427 
22305-1796 
59832-0372 


